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Defending Our Catholic Faith – A Wakeup Call
By Ron Smith
"Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend the truth is to suppress it" - Pope St. Felix III

Note: In this report I may occasionally use bold print, Italics, dotted underline or word underlining for emphasis. This will be my personal emphasis and not that of the source that I am quoting. 

Note: Throughout this missive you will occasionally see bold type for emphasis. These emphases are always mine personally and are not the emphasis of a source that I am quoting – thank you! Also, text appearing in Italics is a quotation from Holy Scripture unless indicated otherwise. 
MICHAEL’S NOTE: I HAVE COLORED SOME OF RON SMITH’S WORDS RED FOR EXTRA EMPHASIS 
My dear friends – maybe former friends when you finish reading this missive! For a couple of years the recurring thought has come to me that most of us are not doing our Catholic duty of defending our faith in those particularly difficult areas of abortion, birth control, liturgical abuse, euthanasia, fetal stem cell research, human cloning, pornography, and homosexual marriage or civil unions*. There are additional areas that are also important but these issues seem to be at the forefront. Jesus Christ and his Bride on earth – the Holy Catholic Church – NEVER intended for even one of us to sit idly by as these atrocities keep occurring all around us. 
"The first commandment requires us to nourish and protect our faith with prudence and vigilance, and to reject everything that is opposed to it."
                                                                           *I can extend this list- Michael
"Towards God, the Christian has the lifelong obligations of love and service. (1) The will of God must be put first on the list of personal values, and must be kept there throughout life; (2) he must never think or live as if he were independent of God."
 
"Since, in our own time, new problems are arising and very serious errors are circulating which tend to undermine the foundations of religion, the moral order, and human society itself, this sacred synod earnestly exhorts laymen – each according to his own gifts of intelligence and learning – to be more diligent in doing what they can to explain, defend, and properly apply Christian principles to the problems of our era in accordance with the mind of the Church."
 My friends read that statement one more time. That was Vatican II speaking in the early 1960’s! Was that not credibly prophetic regarding the conditions of our world today? 

Early on during the time that I was researching our liturgy, I read a book, Eclipse of Truth – Part 1, The Law of Worship. A couple of convicting quotes stayed with me: "Thus, according to the obligations and rights which belong to all members of Christ’s Church, not only is there no room afforded for liturgical abuse – but the faithful are bound to defend the Faith when necessary from such occurrences when they are confronted with them."
 
"It is, truly, a most regrettable thing that liturgical abuse has gone so far. There is no question that such abuse is an offense against God and against His Church – the Body of Christ. Catholics faithful to the Church are duty bound to seek to stop liturgical abuses."
 
Most who will receive this missive are married couples. "The sacrament of marriage takes up and re-proposes the task of defending and spreading the faith, a task that has its roots in Baptism and Confirmation, and makes Christian married couples and parents witnesses of Christ 'to the end of the earth,' missionaries, in the true and proper sense, of love and life."
 
"Obedience to the Holy Spirit includes a faithful observance of the commandments of God, the laws and precepts of the Church, and just civil laws."

Recently the Holy Spirit has relentlessly been prompting me to write this missive and get it out to many. I again resisted for a long time because I did not want to face the prospect of losing more of the few friends that I have left. But, so be it! The Lord consoles me by saying, "You are my friends if you do what I command you".
 
Isn’t He the only one who really counts? When Judgement Day for me arrives, I will not have to answer to a single one of you who are reading this now – I will only be answering unto God. 
As someone once said, "You gotta do what you gotta do." "If I preach the gospel, this is no reason for me to boast, for an obligation has been imposed on me, and woe to me if I do not preach it."
 
"But Peter and the apostles said in reply, 'We must obey God rather than men'."
 
One lady from my parish said that if she spoke up on some of these atrocities she would be persecuted. Back in the first few centuries, persecution meant the imprisoning, beating and killing of Christians. 
Today, although those things still occur in lands far from us, persecution here in our US of A amounts to our being shunned, denied revered positions in our parish or diocese, denial of the better seats at banquets, stigmatized by name-calling such as religious fanatic, traditionalist, liturgical police, or self righteous, being recipients of 'hate mail', being ignored by those formerly our friends, and - now it gets ugly - refusal to stand next to us at the water cooler, and so forth. 
This lady said to me, I won’t be persecuted because I intend to never do anything to be persecuted! I won’t criticize her for what she said because she really was speaking for most of us, including myself at one time in the past. However, let us not forget Our Lord’s advice, "Enter through the narrow gate; for the gate is wide and the road broad that leads to destruction and those who enter through it are many. How narrow the gate and constricted the road that leads to life. And those who find it are few."

Another friend has told me more than once that you have to be obedient to your pastor in everything. If your pastor told you he was certain that scriptures have proven to him that we can walk on water and he proceeds to walk off a pier into the ocean, would you follow him because he told you to? 
The point I am trying to make here is that every one of us are only required (as they say in the military) to obey lawful orders. So, if your pastor tells you that you may not pass out anti-abortion literature on Church property, you must obey him because that order is within his authority to give. But, if he tells you to join in and recite part of the Eucharistic prayers, it would be a sin for you to cooperate under the false pretense of obedience.  

Before I go on, let me (or should I say let the Lord) briefly address persecution. I would be stating an untruth if I told you that you would not be persecuted if you Defend Your Faith or otherwise evangelize. Persecution comes with the turf! Enough of my words on this – listen to our Lord speak: "If the world hates you, realize that it hated me first. If you belonged to the world, the world would love its own; but because you do not belong to the world, and I have chosen you out of the world, the world hates you. Remember the word I spoke to you, ‘No slave is greater than his master.’ If they persecuted me, they will also persecute you. If they kept my word, they will also keep yours. And they will do all these things to you on account of my name, because they do not know the one who sent me.”
 
"So they left the presence of the Sanhedrin, rejoicing that they had been found worthy to suffer dishonor for the sake of the name."
 
"Bless those who persecute [you], bless and do not curse them."
 
"If you are insulted for the name of Christ, blessed are you, for the Spirit of glory and of God rests upon you.”
 “But I say to you, love your enemies, and pray for those who persecute you."
 
And finally, "In fact, all who want to live religiously in Christ Jesus will be persecuted."
 
I see a solution here for those who do not want to be persecuted, simply don’t live a life in Christ and deny him - refuse to do His work, a-hem!
"Evangelization takes many forms and employs many media of communications: personal witness in one’s circle of friends and co-workers; etc. It is understood that, with the sacraments of Baptism and Confirmation, every Christian receives the commission to bear witness to the message and work of Christ, so that others may believe in Him."
 
Does it not then stand to reason that if we remain silent, Christ remains silent?! 
"Confirmation [the Sacrament] means accepting responsibility for your faith and destiny. Adulthood means that you must do what’s right on your own, not for recognition or reward but merely because it’s the right thing to do."
 
The Holy Spirit was seen as giving a particular strength to fight for the Christian Faith and life. Think back to your youth (for most of us). Do you remember Confirmation day when the bishop gave you a little slap on the cheek? "This emphasis even found its way into medieval ritual, which had the bishop administer a light tap or slap on the cheek of the one being confirmed, to show him that he must be ready to lay down his life for the Faith, must defend it and be a soldier for Christ. 
Contemporary theology sees Confirmation as a completion of Baptism, a sealing with the Spirit to enable the Christian to witness to his Faith in a mature way. 
Pope Paul VI, in the Apostolic Constitution on the Sacrament of Confirmation, still sees this sacrament as endowing the recipients 'with special strength' and obliging them 'to spread and defend the Faith both by word and by deed' as true witnesses of Christ."
 
"By Confirmation, a baptized Christian becomes permanently marked as a witness and is obliged to communicate the Faith, with the price of his blood, if necessary."

"The works of mercy are charitable actions by which we come to the aid of our neighbor in his spiritual and bodily necessities. Two of the spiritual works of mercy, that we are responsible for, are instructing the sinner and advising the sinner",
 both of which may require us to leave our personal comfort zone. 
John the Baptist did! "Now Herod had arrested John, bound [him], and put him in prison on account of Herodias, the wife of his brother Philip, for John had said to him, ‘It is not lawful for you to have her.”
 
We all know the rest of this story about how John was ultimately decapitated.
Often, when I have talked to people about doing things to help correct some of the moral evils in our country or world, they have said or inferred that they pray against these things, which is enough. Pope John Paul II himself says in the Apostolic Constitution Fidei Depositum regarding the Catechism of the Catholic Church: "If faith is not expressed in works, it is dead (James 2:14-16) and cannot bear fruit unto eternal life."
 He went on to say, "The Catechism of the Catholic Church is a statement of the Church’s faith and of catholic doctrine, attested to or illumined by Sacred Scripture, the Apostolic Tradition, and the Church’s Magisterium."
 
The dictionary has a lengthy definition for work. The central definition is this, "to fashion or create by expending labor or exertion upon."
 
"Exert: to put oneself into action or to tiring effort."
 
Canon Law says quite a bit about our obligations to evangelize, defend, etc. "Since the laity like all the Christian faithful, are deputed by God to the apostolate through their baptism and confirmation, they are therefore bound by the general obligations and enjoy the general right to work as individuals or in associations so that the divine message of salvation becomes known and accepted by all persons, etc."
 
"Lay persons are bound by the obligations and possess the right to acquire a knowledge of Christian doctrine adapted to their capacity and condition so that they can live in accord with that doctrine, announce it, defend it when necessary, and be enabled to assume their role in exercising the apostolate."
 
So, it’s great that you have a bumper sticker that says you vote pro-life but, according to their definitions, work and exertion require a bit more! We need to write letters to our electors and abortion clinics and tell our priest he needs to speak against abortion from the pulpit. We need to inform our bishop when abuses are occurring in our liturgies or they will never be corrected! We need to tell our retailers that we will not shop there again as long as they continue to sell pornography. We need to turn to the doctrinal teachings of the Catholic Church when speaking on these serious issues not simply telling people what they want to hear. "Proclaim the word; be persistent whether it is convenient or inconvenient; convince, reprimand, encourage through all patience and teaching. For the time will come when people will not tolerate sound doctrine but, following their own desires and insatiable curiosity, will accumulate teachers and will stop listening to the truth and will be diverted to myths."
 
I quote our catechism for a reason. It says, "Therefore, I ask all the Church’s Pastors and the Christian faithful to receive this catechism in a spirit of communion and to use it assiduously in fulfilling their mission of proclaiming the faith and calling people to the Gospel life."

"Let everyone do all in their power to ensure that the Most Holy Sacrament of the Eucharist will be protected from any and every irreverence or distortion and that all abuses be thoroughly corrected. This is a most serious duty incumbent upon each and every one, and all are bound to carry it out without any favoritism."
 
How serious, you may ask, is this responsibility for us (the laity)? "This instruction [Redemptionis Sacramentum], prepared by the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments by mandate of the Supreme Pontiff John Paul II in collaboration with the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, was approved by the same Pontiff on the Solemnity of St. Joseph (who is guardian of the Church), March 19, 2004, and he ordered it to be published and to be observed immediately by all concerned."
 
"This religious submission of mind and will must be shown in a special way to the authentic magisterium of the Roman Pontiff, even when he not is speaking ex cathedra; that is, it must be shown in such a way that his supreme magisterium is acknowledged with reverence, the judgements made by him are sincerely adhered to, according to his manifest mind and will."
 
"In accord with the knowledge, competence, and preeminence which they possess, [lay people] have the right and even at times a duty to manifest to the sacred pastors their opinion on matters which pertain to the good of the Church, and they have a right to make their opinion known to the other Christian faithful, with due regard to the integrity of faith and morals and reverence toward their pastors, and with consideration for the common good and dignity of persons."
 
Remember my friends, these 'orders' came directly to us from the Vicar of Christ. "Vicar of Christ: A title meaning 'one who takes the place of Christ,' often used of the Bishop of Rome (the pope) in particular."
 
After reading this missive, are you going to believe anything that I said? I personally don’t know and rather doubt it as it is has been written by a nobody without credentials, position, or authority. However, if you prayed before reading and discerned that the Holy Spirit guided me in these words, then maybe this scripture, where our Lord sends out 72 disciples to preach and teach, applies here: "Whoever listens to you listens to me. Whoever rejects you rejects me. And whoever rejects me rejects the one who sent me."

"Throughout the Church’s history the term 'apostolate' has consistently referred to work accomplished on the Lord’s behalf, applied in a very specific sense to the work carried out by the non-ordained."
 
Some of you know and some do not know that my "apostolate" for the past twelve or so years has been to defend our faith by doing free Catholic research for anyone on any Catholic question. I answer all questions in writing with quoting Church documents and other exceptional sources and footnotes so that the requestors and readers may go to the source documents used if they so desire. If anyone who reads this missive has a question that they need researched and answered, please do not hesitate to ask me. I have amassed quite a hard copy and electronic library of research materials over the years. I have the most current church documents on liturgical rubrics and our liturgy. 
This missive completed on January 7, 2005 by Ronald Smith, 11701 Maplewood Rd., Chardon, Ohio 44024-8482, E-mail: hfministry@roadrunner.com – It may be copied and given to anyone that it may help as long as it is copied in its entirety.

+ May we recover by penance what we have lost by sin! +
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RON SMITH HAS SHARED HIS UNDERSTANDING AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE OF "DEFENDING OUR CATHOLIC FAITH". 


DEFENSE OF THE CATHOLIC FAITH IS WHAT IS KNOWN AS "CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS".


HENCE, THIS ARTICLE OF HIS IS INCLUDED IN OUR "APOLOGETICS" SECTION.


AS I COMPLETELY CONCUR WITH MUCH OF RON SMITH’S VIEWS, I HAVE PUBLISHED THIS ALONG WITH DOZENS OF HIS ARTICLES AND REPORTS ON THIS MINISTRY’S WEB SITE.


I HAVE INTERACTED WITH SEVERAL CATHOLIC MINISTRIES IN THE UNITED STATES, AND I RATE HIS APOSTOLATE AMONG THE THREE THAT ARE THE MOST PROPHETIC IN NATURE.


AS NOTED ABOVE, I HAVE COLORED SOME OF RON SMITH’S WORDS IN RED IN ORDER TO PLACE AN EXTRA EMPHASIS ON THEM.





RON SMITH’S LIST ON PAGE 1 IS FAR FROM EXHAUSTIVE. IN FACT, HE HAS WRITTEN ON OTHER ISSUES WHICH HE HAS NOT MENTIONED, SUCH AS NEW AGE TECHNIQUES.


ONE WILL FIND SIMILAR LISTS OF ISSUES IN SEVERAL OF MY ARTICLES AND REPORTS, ESPECIALLY WHEN I AM ADDRESSING THE BISHOPS, ONE OF WHOSE DUTIES IS TO TEACH, AND THE LEADERS OF THE CHARISMATIC RENEWAL, ONE OF WHOSE CHARISMS IS THE GIFT OF PROPHECY. UNFORTUNATELY, THE LATTER IS ALWAYS UNDERSTOOD IN THE SENSE OF PREDICTION -- WHICH IS GREATLY SOUGHT AFTER -- AND NOT AS PROPHETIC PREACHING AND TEACHING --WHICH IS CONSPICUOUS BY ITS TOTAL ABSENCE.


[THE WAY THAT I PUT IT IS "WE HAVE NUMEROUS PROPHECIES, BUT NO PROPHETS".]


MOST OF THE REASONS FOR THIS HAVE BEEN LISTED BY RON SMITH. I WOULD LIKE TO ADD A FEW MORE REASONS AS WELL AS THEIR POSSIBLE CAUSES TO HIS LIST.





HOW MANY CATHOLICS HAVE HEARD THE BISHOPS USE THE SUNDAY HOMILIES TO CONVEY/EXPLAIN TO US THE NUMEROUS VATICAN DOCUMENTS, PAPAL ENCYCLICALS, APOSTOLIC EXHORTATIONS, MOTU PROPRIOS, ETC. SINCE VATICAN COUNCIL II?


HOW MANY HAVE HEARD THE LEADERS OF THE CHARISMATIC RENEWAL DO SO?


AND HOW MANY HAVE HEARD -- OTHER THAN IN SOME EXCEPTIONAL CASES -- A WELL-INFORMED PRIEST TAKING UP ANY OF THE ISSUES THAT RON SMITH HAS LISTED?





I FIND THAT ONE MAJOR REASON FOR SUCH A SITUATION IS THAT THE PRIESTS, THE BISHOPS, AND THE RENEWAL LEADERS MINISTER UNDER A VEIL OF IGNORANCE – IN THE SENSE OF HOSEA 4:6, “MY PEOPLE PERISH FOR WANT OF KNOWLEDGE. SINCE YOU HAVE REJECTED KNOWLEDGE, I WILL REJECT YOU FROM MY PRIESTHOOD” [New American Bible]. SUCH LEADERSHIP HAS LITTLE TO GIFT US, BECAUSE THEY CAN ONLY SHARE WHAT THEY POSSESS [ACTS 3:6]. THEIR LEADERSHIP IS INEFFECTIVE BECAUSE THEY, UNLIKE THE LEADERS OF THE ISSACHARITES, ARE UNABLE TO READ AND DISCERN THE SIGNS OF THE TIMES [cf. 1 CHRONICLES 12:33, New American Bible].





ANOTHER MAJOR REASON IS, IN MY HUMBLE OPINION, WHAT I CALL IGNORE-ANCE.


THEY MAY POSSESS KNOWLEDGE, THEY MAY KNOW THAT THEY NEED TO SHARE IT, BUT THEY PREFER IGNORE-ANCE. AND THE REASONS FOR THAT MAY BE MANY. 


SUCH CATHOLICS TAKE THE MIDDLE OF THE ROAD, A MOST DANGEROUS PLACE TO BE IN.


THEY DO NOT WANT TO "ROCK THE BOAT", "RUFFLE FEATHERS", "STAMP TOES" OR "DISTURB THE STATUS QUO", TO USE A FEW WELL-WORN CLICHES.


THEY SEE SPIRITUAL ERROR ALL AROUND THEM [LITURGICAL ABUSE, NEW AGE, LIBERAL THEOLOGY, ETC.] BUT ELECT TO REMAIN SILENT. 


SILENCE IS NO VIRTUE HERE. AS RON SMITH POINTED OUT, IT IS SIN.


LAY LEADERS ESPECIALLY HAVE MUCH TO LOSE, AS RON SMITH SAID, IF THEY BREAK THIS UNWRITTEN AND UNSPOKEN CONVENTION. THEY FACE MARGINALISATION AND PERSECUTION. WHO DOES NOT WANT TO BE INVITED TO SPEAK TO LARGE AUDIENCES?


THE FIRST CASUALTY OF BUCKING THE SYSTEM IS INVITATIONS TO SPEAK.


THAT IS WHY MOST LAY LEADERS OF APOSTOLATES AND MINISTRIES ARE GUILTY OF COMPROMISE, PARTIALITY, PLEASING OTHERS, ALL OF WHICH ARE CONDEMNED IN THE BIBLE, EVEN BY CHRIST HIMSELF.   





I WOULD LIKE TO RELATE THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT TO A FEW OTHER ISSUES.


ONE OF THEM IS OBEDIENCE TO LAWFUL AUTHORITY. SEE PARAGRAPH 3 ON PAGE 2.


PART OF THE PERSECUTION EXPERIENCED BY THOSE WHO WOULD QUESTION ERROR OR SPEAK PROPHETICALLY IS THEIR BEING ACCUSED OF "JUDGING OTHERS". SINCE SOME OF THOSE WHO ARE GUILTY OF NEGATIVE PUBLIC WITNESS BY SPIRITUAL ERROR ARE PRIESTS AND BISHOPS, THE FEW WATCHMEN AND PROPHETS WHO DARE TO CONFRONT SUCH ERROR ARE ACCUSED OF "WASHING THE CHURCH’S DIRTY LINEN IN PUBLIC" AND "PRIEST-BASHING". I CAN SAY FOR CERTAIN THAT I HAVE BEEN ACCUSED SO. 


WE WILL NOW READ WHAT OTHER CATHOLICS HAVE TO SAY ON THE REFERRED ISSUES.





OBEDIENCE


Avoid evil practices; indeed, preach against them. Hear your bishop, that God may hear you. 


St. Ignatius of Antioch





Apparitions True and False 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=7724" ��http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=7724�  


By Fr. Peter Joseph, October 2004 EXTRACT [INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS ARTICLE]


Signs of the divine spirit


"The following characteristics are general signs of the divine spirit:


4. Docility. Souls that are moved by the spirit of God accept cheer�fully the advice and counsel of their directors or others who have authority over them. This spirit of obedience, docility, and submission is one of the clearest signs that a particular inspiration or movement is from God. This is especially true in the case of the educated, who have a greater tendency to be attached to their own opinions…


There are occasions in the life of St Teresa of Jesus of Avila (died 1582) and St Margaret Mary Alacoque (died 1690) and Sr Josefa Menendez (died 1923) where Our Lord gave them a directive, but then their superior forbade it. What did they do? They obeyed their human superior on earth. What did Our Lord then tell them? 'You were right to obey my representative.'


St Margaret Mary was told by Our Lord: "Listen, My daughter, and do not lightly believe and trust every spirit, for Satan is angry and will try to deceive you. So do nothing without the approval of those who guide you. Being thus under the authority of obedience, his efforts against you will be in vain, for he has no power over the obedient" [Autobiography].








After error itself, the mark of a false mystic is willfulness and disobedience. I love this quote from Saint Faustina Kowalska: “Satan can even clothe himself in a cloak of humility, but he does not know how to wear the cloak of obedience.” (Diary, par. 939). Genuine mystics, like Saint Pio of Pietrelcina (Padre Pio), are models of obedience. They never pretend to set up Christ against His Church. 


On one occasion, the Sacred Heart of Jesus told St Margaret Mary to do something, but her Superior did not approve. When He came again, she asked Him about this, and He replied: "…not only do I desire that you should do what your Superior commands, but also that you should do nothing of all that I order without their consent. I love obedience, and without it no one can please me" [Autobiography of St Margaret Mary].


Spiritual writers have an axiom: A Superior may or may not be inspired by God in his command, but you are always inspired in obeying. (Of course, we’re not talking about where a Superior commands a sin…)





Private Revelations and Obedience to the Catholic Church �� HYPERLINK "http://www.mysticsofthechurch.com/2009/11/obedience-to-catholic-church-judging.html" ��http://www.mysticsofthechurch.com/2009/11/obedience-to-catholic-church-judging.html�


By Glenn Dallaire EXTRACT [INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS ARTICLE]


The authority to judge, and the obligation of the faithful to obey�"We belong to God, and anyone who knows God listens to us, while anyone who does not belong to God refuses to hear us. This is how we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of deceit." (1 John 4:6)�The "us" John is referring to is Peter and his fellow Apostles and their successors, that is, the Pope and the Bishops. Obedience to "us" is the key that John gives us to “knowing the spirit of truth and the spirit of deceit”.


Catholics should be aware that willful disobedience to the Church is a sin. Willful disobedience is when one knowingly and intentionally disobeys the legitimate authority and judgment of the Church. (i.e. local Bishop).





Vatican: Obedience in Church Based on Respect. 


VATICAN CITY, November 24, 2009 (Zenit.org) EXTRACT


"Obedience in the Church is never contrary to the dignity and respect of the person, nor must it ever be understood as an abandonment of responsibility or as a surrender," secretary of the Vatican's clergy congregation Archbishop Mauro Piacenza said.





The Blind-Obedience Myth


� HYPERLINK "http://www.google.co.in/search?q=Obedience+in+the+Catholic+Church&hl=en&prmd=ivns&ei=FQWzTdXTO8TWrQei2azIDQ&start=50&sa=N" ��http://www.google.co.in/search?q=Obedience+in+the+Catholic+Church&hl=en&prmd=ivns&ei=FQWzTdXTO8TWrQei2azIDQ&start=50&sa=N�


By Michael Novak EXTRACT [INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS ARTICLE]


In an otherwise reasonably fair-minded front-pager in the Sunday New York Times, Richard Bernstein and Daniel Wakin write that as a young professor in 1968 Cardinal Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI, began to insist on "unquestioned obedience" to the authority of Rome. That phrase is a residue of unexamined anti-Catholic bigotry. It is an insult. Its aim can only be to make the new pope look stupidly dogmatic. 


Catholics do not praise, admire, or aspire to unquestioned obedience. There is nothing virtuous in unquestioned obedience. Since God implanted in us the drive to understand (even little children are born with the drive to raise questions), it would be a sin against nature to stifle questions. Besides, one way that we are each made in "the image of God" is in our capacity to raise questions without end. That capacity in us is our foretaste of the infinite. It is the root of our "natural desire to see God." 





"Let every soul be subject to higher power - for there is no power but from God." Romans 13:1.


"We ought to obey God … rather than men." Acts 5:29 


"And there is no reason why those who obey God rather than men should be accused of refusing obedience; for if the will of rulers is opposed to the will and the laws of God, these rulers exceed the bounds of their own power and pervert justice, nor can their authority then be valid, which, when there is no justice, is null." Pope Leo XIII, Diuturnum Illud


"But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel to you besides that which we have preached to you, let him be anathema." Galatians 1:8





"Now sometimes the things commanded by a superior are against God, therefore superiors are not to be obeyed in all things." -St. Thomas Aquinas, Doctor of the Church, in the Summa Theologica II-IIQ. 104





"If, what we absolutely do not believe, you would choose another way and would - God forbid - refuse to confirm the decisions of our paternity, you would force us away from obeying you." (Bouix, Tract, de Papa, T. II, p. 650): St. Godfrey of Amiens, St. Hughes of Grenoble and Guy of Vienne (who later became Pope Calixtus II) wrote to Pope Pascal II who was wavering concerning 'the investitures'.














THE OBEDIENCE-CONSCIENCE DEBATE. AN EXAMPLE:


Judgment call: Bishop vs. conscience


� HYPERLINK "http://www.uscatholic.org/church/2011/02/judgment-call" ��http://www.uscatholic.org/church/2011/02/judgment-call� 


By Bryan Cones, February 18, 2011


A bishop’s authority cannot replace the graced conscience of the baptized.


I’ll never forget my first serious argument with a priest: I was a senior in high school and co-director of a retreat. A highlight of the experience was a surprise letter from our parents, often an emotional moment after a long weekend of little sleep, a lot of soul-searching, and the combined intensity of 40 teenagers.


But one participant didn’t have a "parent letter". She had discovered her mother writing it, and — their relationship being rancorous — she demanded that her mother discard it. The student leaders of the retreat decided that we would write our classmate a letter of encouragement and support; Father Dan, who had spoken at length with her mother and sympathized with her, forbade us to do it. His injunction had the exact opposite effect. The girl got a letter from us; we got chewed out.


It was the first time I substituted my own judgment for an ordained authority, and to this day I see it as the first moment in my maturity as a Christian. Listening to the voice of our own consciences and consulting with those around us, my co-leaders and I came to a good decision, one our priest strongly disagreed with, but nevertheless a moral course of action that I still stand by today.


I thought of this admittedly minor incident recently in light of the much more serious moral situation of St. Joseph Hospital in Phoenix. In late 2009, the hospital’s doctors judged the pregnancy of a mother of four an imminent threat to her life. Consulting the information available to them—the medical facts of the case and the U.S. bishops’ guidelines for Catholic hospitals—the hospital ethics board judged that terminating the pregnancy was the best, albeit tragic, course of action available to them, and that it was permitted under the bishops’ directives.


After the fact the local bishop, Thomas Olmsted, judged that they had erred and declared the Catholic parties to the procedure automatically excommunicated, including a Sister of Mercy. Over the course of a year, the hospital reviewed the case, consulted an outside moral theologian for her opinion, and decided to stand by the decision.


Olmsted, however, refused to accept that conclusion and demanded that the hospital assent to his judgment or else lose its Catholic status, which he indeed revoked last December.


At issue here is not who was right; both parties had sound arguments to defend their positions on a particularly difficult moral case, one that has drawn conflicting opinions from experts. The more serious question is whose judgment should prevail: that of the medical and administrative staff of the hospital—and finally of the patient—or of the local bishop.


A Catholic cannot deny that the bishop is the authoritative teacher of the faith in his diocese. It is a further step, however, to insist that the current bishop’s personal application of church teaching on a specific case must be followed. Being a bishop, after all, does not guarantee a supernatural freedom from moral error, much less an abundance of prudence, compassion, or expertise in a particular matter.


Regardless of where one stands on the Phoenix case, the principle that the faithful are obliged to follow their consciences must be insisted upon, even defended, especially when confronted with serious situations that require immediate action. 


This isn’t a matter of simply being allowed to do what one wants. It presumes that the Catholic in question has taken seriously her responsibility to apply church teaching to the situation and consulted whatever sources of wisdom and authority are available to her, as the hospital ethics board did. But to substitute another’s judgment, even a bishop’s, for one’s own conscientious conclusion would be to abdicate one’s responsibility as an adult Christian.


It is never easy to buck authority, much less one rooted in the divine institution of the church. At the same time, it is an unjust intrusion for any Christian, even a bishop, to demand that his personal prudential judgment be substituted for that of another baptized person.


Catholic teaching since the Middle Ages has held that it is in one’s conscience that the voice of God speaks, and the baptized must follow the dictates of a conscience guided in good faith by church teaching and God’s grace. Thwarting this profoundly sacred obligation, rather than ensuring right moral action or good order, threatens to make the church more an autocracy than a communion of those, as St. Paul puts it, called to the freedom of the sons and daughters of God.


Bryan Cones is the managing editor of U.S. Catholic. This article appeared in the March 2011 issue of U.S. Catholic magazine (Vol. 76, No. 3, page. 8).





SELECTED Comments 


1. Catholics are bound in conscience to obey their pastors (Bishops and Priests) when their pastors are faithful to the Magisterium's definitive teaching on doctrine and morality as divinely revealed in Sacred Tradition and Sacred Scripture. When orthodox believers disobey their pastor it is because that pastor has proven himself to not hold the Catholic Faith as communicated through the centuries by the Magisterium and as contained in Tradition and Scripture.


When heterodox believers disobey their pastor it is because that pastor has proven himself to hold the Catholic Faith.


The issue is not just one of obedience to anything but of obedience to the Truth. The orthodox disobeys the false claims while the heterodox disobeys the true claims. Gus








2. I believe, from my reading of the CCC, that a Catholic is obliged to obey a certain conscience, while at the same time fulfilling his or her obligation to know and seek to obey the teaching of the Apostles, i.e. Pope and Bishops in union with him (Magisterium), as well as talking with their Pastor/spiritual advisor, praying, reading scripture, etc. I believe that a Catholic must presume that the Pope and Bishops are correct and only disagree if they have a sound and well-considered opinion that they have arrived at after much prayer and soul-searching. How many Catholics are out there truly seeking to know the teaching of the Church? How many are presuming that the Magisterium is correct? How many are showing the humility to admit they may not know as much as the Pope and Bishops who are building on 2000 years of Tradition? If he or she does all that then still disagrees, and is certain, and yet remains open to the possibility that they are wrong and still need to continue learning; and they could stand before God with a clear and certain conscience, so be it. But I have great doubt that Catholics really are informed and trying to obey with humility. Watching Oprah and talking to a friend about a specific moral issue is not adequate formation of conscience, in my opinion. We need to read the Catechism at least, and Scripture, and talk to our leaders, and listen to them, and read any other Church documents on the issue, say the Documents of Vatican II, papal encyclicals, etc., and pray. Then, as adult Catholics, decide. But don't turn away from the guidance of the Apostles - who are guided by the Holy Spirit in a special way (Jesus' words) - without caution! Mike


3. We've been talking a lot in the office about this issue, and one thing we're all surprised about is that no commenter in support of Olmsted's position has said plainly:


The hospital should have let the pregnant mother of four die.


That is what would have happened had the medical staff, with the consent of the ethics board, had not terminated her pregnancy.


I also would like to point out that the very reason we have moral theology is to deal with serious yet unclear situations such as this one. One commenter pointed out that "Satan's favorite color is gray." Yet we often live our lives in the gray, and there we must sometimes make difficult moral decisions doing the best we can. I think that's what the hospital ethics board did, and I don't think they ought to be punished in any way for doing their very best in a difficult situation.


I think we must all ask ourselves: If I had been the one making the decision, faced with the almost certain death of two human lives, could I have lived with myself if I failed to save the one it was possible to save?


I think we ought not to callously judge those in such difficult moral straits. Bryan Cones [author of the story]


4. It's hard to believe that Bishop Olmsted could not distinguish between the overall prohibition of direct abortion and abortion solely to save the mother's life when the baby's life could NOT be saved. I think moral theology is clear that in conscience, the hospital was BOUND to save the mother's life. Common sense! Anonymous


5. Bryan Cones has come to the heart of the problem: conscience. Conscience is supposedly the hinge upon which moral judgment are to turn. What was called in the Morality Classes of my college days, a well-formed conscience. The trouble is that over the last 150 or so years, the Papacy and the hierarchy has attempted to marginalize the conscience of the Faithful. The remark of one of the persons previously commented on this subject unconsciously reveals how effective this campaign has been. He stated that we must presume that the hierarchs should be presumed correct. Where is it written except in Papal documents that the Pope's and the bishop's conscience is to be given precedence in making moral judgments? If this were true we would still be supporting slavery, astrology and gladiatorial contests, not mention condemning Democracy, freedom of conscience and freedom of religion. The condemnation and acceptance of the morality of all those issues came from below and not above. We are called to make decisions of life and death daily and we have to make them forming our consciences, but it us who have to make them. John D Fitzmorris


6. The Bishop's authority can and should have final word over anything that goes on in his diocese, regarding entities that bill themselves as Catholic.�Abortion is evil. One does not use evil as a way to make something good. In today’s society with lukewarm Christians, I am hard pressed to find a majority of people who actually have a well-formed conscience. 


The Catechism is very aware of how easily members end up with very poorly formed consciences: (1783) Conscience must be informed and moral judgment enlightened. A well-formed conscience is upright and truthful. It formulates its judgments according to reason, in conformity with the true good willed by the wisdom of the Creator. The education of conscience is indispensable for human beings who are subjected to negative influences and tempted by sin to prefer their own judgment and to reject authoritative teachings.�If the hospital wants to be known as a Catholic hospital, then they need to follow the directives of the Catholic Church and the Bishop of their diocese. If not, strip the name and all funding and let them go do their pseudo-catholic work without bringing scandal and shame to the Church and her faithful.


You know, I just popped on to this website because I got an offer to subscribe and was not aware of this magazine. I have read two articles and so far, I am not being won over to this being a Catholic magazine. Deb


These are just 6 comments – including one by the author, out of a total of 48. One can see that just as with Bishop Olmstead and the Catholic staff of St. Joseph’s Hospital [the above issue was debated and commented upon on every Catholic internet forum], ordinary Catholics are divided down the middle over which takes precedence, obedience or conscience. Whichever the case, Catholics are expected to be in obedience only when the teaching(s) of an individual priest, bishop or conference of bishops is/are that/those of the Catholic Church in her 2000 year old tradition.


The voice of one’s informed conscience too would not be in conflict with the mind of the Church.





MORE ON CONSCIENCE


Theologian Warns of "a Cloak for Raw Will" Bishop Fisher Cautions about talk of "Primacy of Conscience" �� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-18984?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-18984?l=english� 


VATICAN CITY, February 22, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) A renowned bioethicist and theologian warns that a moral conscience without objective principles runs the risk of falling into subjectivism or relativism.�Auxiliary Bishop Anthony Fisher of Sydney, Australia, said this at a press conference held Tuesday for an upcoming congress hosted by the Pontifical Academy for Life.�The international congress, entitled "The Christian Conscience in Support of the Right to Life," will be held in the Vatican this Friday and Saturday on the occasion of the general assembly of the pontifical academy.�Speaking in the Vatican press office, Bishop Fisher summarized the main points of the lecture he will deliver on the topic, "The Moral Conscience, According to Ethical Reflection and the Present Crisis of Authority."�"Talk of the 'primacy of conscience' is too often a cloak for raw will," he explained. "The classical Christian conception of conscience is of the natural perception of basic moral principles, their application in particular circumstances, and the final judgment about what is to be -- or has been -- done."�An antidote "It presumes a noble view of human capacities and commands respect of individuals and institutions," said the 46-year-old bishop. "It should be an antidote rather than an excuse for subjectivism or relativism. But conscience must be both well-informed and well-formed if it is to be a reliable guide to action. Too often in recent years those desperate for moral education or advice have been fobbed off with 'follow your conscience' or indulged with 'do what you think is best.'"�Bishop Fisher explained that international human-rights documents have sometimes become "weapons against the rights of some people and apparently innocent words have become code with sinister meanings."�"Without shared objective principles, 'conscientious' belief becomes window dressing for the raw expression of preference or power," he noted.�"In the face of continuing division over moral conscience and authority I identify two helpful strands of contemporary thought: the 'communitarian' call to think with one's moral community and the 'practical reason' approaches to maturation of conscience," Bishop Fisher continued. "On these views," he added, "the magisterium is not some external source of moral thinking with which private conscience must grapple: It informs conscience much like a soul informs a body, giving it its shape and direction from within." 





Bishop Fisher on Conscience and Authority "Struggling to Recover a Catholic Sense" 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19058?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19058?l=english� �VATICAN CITY, March 3, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Here is the text Auxiliary Bishop Anthony Fisher of Sydney, Australia, delivered at the conference sponsored by the Pontifical Academy for Life and held in the Vatican last Friday and Saturday. The theme of the conference was "The Christian Conscience in Support of the Right to Life."�The moral conscience in ethics and the contemporary crisis of authority�1. The voice of conscience�1.1 What conscience is not�It might scandalize you to hear that I keep a lady in my car to instruct me on which way to go in life. "In three kilometers turn left," she commands. "Turn around," she pleads. "Coming up, on your right, you have arrived," she advises. She is, of course, a global positioning satellite navigator and I would be lost without her calm voice telling me where to go. She can be wrong at times, due to mechanical faults or wrong information. Sometimes I ignore her or switch her off. But usually I obey her; and if I don't I am usually sorry later.�In lots of ways conscience might seem to function like my satellite navigator and so we might call her Conscientia. Though I will argue that conscience is not like a satellite navigator, many people think it is a sort of angelic voice distinct from our own reasoning which comes, as it were, from outside us, even if we hear it in our heart; it is generally trustworthy, but we must decide to obey it or not. There is more than a hint of this at several points in our theological tradition. But whatever these texts mean, they clearly do not mean a divine or diabolical voice intrudes into our ordinary reasoning processes, commanding or complaining, a rival with our own moral thinking. If we experience such voices we should probably see a doctor or an exorcist! Were conscience really a voice from outside our reasoning it would play no part in philosophy and there might be some kind of double truth in the moral sphere.�Late scholastic voluntarism and post-scholastic legalism took moral theology down just such a blind alley. Magisterium became the satellite navigator and the role of conscience was to hear, interpret and obey. Many contemporary theologians and pastors are heirs to this. For some the solution to the crisis of moral authority is to keep calling for submission to the navigator. Moral tax lawyers, on the other hand, try to find ways around the moral law, or ways to "sail as close to the wind as possible" without actually breaking the moral law. Can you do a little bit of abortion or embryo experimentation or euthanasia without breaking the moral law? Can we reclassify some of it as something else and thereby avoid the law? What both approaches have in common with the late schoolmen is a view of the magisterium as a voice external to conscience which commands things to which conscience is not naturally disposed.�In my written paper I trace what became of conscience in liberal modernity. By the 1960s it meant something like strong feeling, intuition or sincere opinion. To appeal to conscience was to foreclose all further discussion and to claim immunity to reasoned argument or the moral law. 





"Follow your conscience" came to be code for pursuing personal preferences over and against Church teaching, especially in sexuality, bioethics, remarriage and communion. Conscience was now the highest court of appeal: it had "primacy" or infallibility. Sophisticated consciences yielded judgments in accord with the New York Times rather than L'Osservatore Romano. Conscience became, as the then-Cardinal Ratzinger put it, "a cloak thrown over human subjectivity, allowing man to … hide from reality."


�1.2 What conscience is: a little history�In my written paper I trace the origins of the Christian conception of conscience in the universal experience of agency and the Old and New Testaments, especially in Pauline literature, and thereafter in the Fathers and the scholastics. While the concept of conscience played only a minor role in Aquinas' moral theory, in the early modern period it was "hoisted to new heights" and a whole, lengthy tract devoted to it in the manuals, with practical reason and prudence accordingly diminished. Soon "all roads, in the moral world, led to conscience."�Conscience featured especially often in the documents of the Second Vatican Council. The Council declared that:�-- all are bound to seek, embrace and live the truth faithfully;�-- conscience is experienced as an inner sanctuary or tribunal, rather than something external, yet it mediates a universal and objective moral law which is given rather than invented;�-- conscience summons us to seek good and avoid evil by loving God and neighbor, by keeping the commandments and all universal norms of morality;�-- conscience is common to all human beings, not just Christians, and it is the very dignity of man, a dignity the Gospel protects;�-- we will be judged according to how we formed and followed our conscience;�-- the moral law and the particular judgments of conscience bind the human person;�-- agents may experience anxiety, contradictions and imbalances in conscience; and conscience may err out of "invincible ignorance" or by being blamefully corrupted;�-- claims of personal freedom or of obedience to civil laws or superiors do not excuse a failure to abide by the universal principles of good conscience;


-- conscience must be properly formed and educated by ensuring it is "dutifully conformed to the divine law and submissive toward the Church's teaching office, which authentically interprets that law in the light of the Gospel"; and�-- freedom of conscience, especially in religious matters, must be respected by civil authorities and people not be coerced into any religious practice.


�1.3 Three acts of conscience�The Catechism distinguishes three acts or dimensions of conscience: the perception of the principles of morality; their application in the given circumstances by practical discernment of reasons and goods; and finally, judgment about concrete acts yet to be performed or already performed. These require a little unpacking.�The first act of the conscience identified in the Catechism with synderesis is what I call Conscience-1. In my written paper I identify texts from Paul, Aquinas, Newman and Vatican II which propose a very high -- even romanticized -- doctrine of Conscience-1 as a voice or vicar or sanctuary of God. These authors presume a long tradition of reflection on "the first principles of the natural law": basic principles of practical reason accessible to all people of good will and right reason. Because of their "givenness" these principles provide us with bases both for self-criticism and for social criticism. Far from being a cause for the subjectivism of those who think conscience means "doing my own thing" or the relativism of those who think it means "doing what the group does," Conscience-1 is actually the beginning of an antidote to these.�Conscience-2 is the application of principles to given circumstances "by practical discernment of reasons and goods." This requires certain habits of mind and will, especially prudence in deliberation. In the process of deliberation the mind often faces temptations, dilemmas, confusion and apparent conflicts with the teachings of the magisterium. Conscience must therefore be both well-formed and well-informed. �Conscience-3 is our best judgment of what to do or refrain from doing in the here and now (or in the past). St. Thomas mostly used the word in this sense. Conscience-3 is only worthy of respect when it can bite, that is when it can tell us to do what we might otherwise be disinclined to do, or vice versa, or give us cause for remorse. Once again, there is plenty of ground for error here. Thus while insisting that we must follow our last, best judgment of conscience as the proximate norm of action, St. Thomas wrote a great deal about how we might ensure such a judgment is reliable. He would, I think, have been bewildered by contemporary talk of the 'primacy' of conscience or of any intellective operation. Just as the value of memory is in remembering accurately, so the value of conscience, for Thomas, is in yielding the right choice. Truth always had primacy for him.�The Catholic view of conscience presupposes an optimistic view of human capacities to discern the good, even after the Fall. But if conscience is reduced from objective principles to subjective sincerity or from shared principles to private ones, it is hard to see why we would take people's consciences so seriously. Too often in recent years those desperate for moral education or advice have been fobbed off with "follow your conscience" or indulged with "do what you think is best." Too often human rights documents have become weapons against the rights of some people. Without shared objective principles, "conscientious" belief becomes window-dressing for raw preference or power and we have no way of knowing whether our conscience is well-formed or not, well-functioning or not, accurate or disastrously off-course.


�1.4 The authority of conscience�Thus when Vatican II uses the term conscience 52 times and its Catechism also, both texts presume a long history and complex content not necessarily shared by users of the word conscience or spokesmen for the Council's "spirit." Nor does the phrase "primacy of conscience" appear anywhere in the Council's texts. On the contrary, the word conscience is always qualified with adjectives such as "right," "upright," "correct," "well-formed," or "Christian" -- allowing, by implication, that not a few consciences are confused, deformed or otherwise misleading. So some other standard (by which conscience is judged) has "primacy.' The Council pointed out that conscience often goes wrong, sometimes "invincibly" (i.e. by no fault of the agent and so without losing its dignity), but at other times "voluntarily" (i.e. due to negligence or vice, in which case conscience is degraded). Conscience, like any intellectual ability, can err because the human mind can be more or less mature, experienced, trained, healthy, sophisticated, imaginative, prudent, integrated with passion, etc. Conscience is only right conscience when it accurately mediates and applies that natural law which participates in the divine law; it is erroneous when it does not. Thus, as I suggested earlier, it may be more helpful to think of conscience as a verb (a doing word), describing the human mind thinking practically towards good or godly choices, rather than reifying it as a noun, a faculty or voice with divine qualities.�Despite the tendency of conscience to error, the Church maintains its high view of the dignity of conscience. From this several things follow:�-- that we must do our best to cultivate a well-formed and well-informed conscience in ourselves and those we influence;�-- that we must take responsibility for our actions and thus always seek seriously to discern what is the right choice to make;�-- that we should seek to resolve doubt rather than act upon it;


�-- that we must follow the last and best judgment of our conscience even if, unbeknownst to us, it is objectively in error;�-- that we must do so in all humility, aware that our choice may be wrong and so be ready, if we later realize it is, to repent and start afresh; and�-- that we should avoid coercing people's consciences: People should if possible be persuaded rather than forced to live well and so be given a certain latitude. �Such reverence for persons and their consciences is perfectly consistent with denying that conscience is infallible or has "primacy" over truth or faith or the teachings of Christ and his Church. As we will see, the magisterium seeks to enable conscience to achieve a more reliable mediation and application of moral truth: It is always objective moral truth that has primacy and only this which can be infallibly true.��2. The voice of the magisterium �2.1 What is "magisterium"?�The teaching authority of the Church, restating or unfolding the implications of Christ's teaching is called "magisterium." In my written paper I trace some of the history of and theological warrant for this idea. Interestingly Jesus' departing promise to be with his Church to the end of time was attached to a charge not to teach the nations Christology or Soteriology or even Fundamental Moral Theology, but to teach them his commandments! By the time of Vatican II the Church could assert that Christ's faithful ought to give the unconditional obedience of faith (obsequium fidei) to all that it proposes as certainly true and could express several ways in which this magisterium is operationalized infallibly.�Of course to say that the Church is infallible in certain situations is not to say that it is omniscient or inerrant in everything it says and does. In addition to infallible magisterial teaching there are the much more common pronouncements of various Church bodies or leaders proposed with a lesser degree of authority or more tentatively. Such teachings must be taken very seriously by believers out of respect for the Church as an inspired teacher; but they do not command the unconditional "obedience of faith," only some degree of "religious assent." What degree depends upon who teaches and when and how. When a person's own reasons against a particular non-infallible teaching are so convincing to him that he cannot give an honest interior assent to the teaching, he nonetheless remains a Catholic. On the other hand, it must be recognized that some teachings not yet infallibly defined do in fact belong to the core of our tradition and may well in the future be the object of an infallible determination. If unsure of their own conclusions, believers will therefore be inclined to follow even a non-definitive teaching until such time as they can clarify their own best judgment of what faith and reason require.


�2.2 Examples of moral magisterium�In my written paper I argue for several examples of infallible magisterial teaching on moral matters. Given the academy in which we are meeting, it might suffice to recall the three moral "dogmas" to be found in John Paul II's encyclical on bioethics, "Evangelium vitæ." Here he was careful to cite the texts from Vatican II regarding the papal and episcopal magisterium in moral matters, and to use the language of Petrine authority. The clearest exercise of the highest level of papal magisterium was with respect to direct killing of the innocent. John Paul then applied this teaching to abortion and euthanasia, both of which he confirmed were grave moral disorders. Though there are some differences, in each case he claimed the authority of the natural law, the Scriptures and the Tradition, the ordinary and universal magisterium, the disciplinary tradition of the Church, the unanimous agreement of the bishops -- and, now, "the authority which Christ conferred upon Peter and his successors".


�2.3 Conscience versus the magisterium after Vatican II�Around the time of Vatican II, Karl Rahner wrote that conscience is the proximate source of moral obligation, and so must be followed even if mistaken; but that we must form our conscience rightly and avoid confusing it with subjective inclination or personal preference. A Catholic must be prepared to accept moral instruction from the Church and never appeal to conscience to make an exception for himself. If we realized that we may very well have to sacrifice everything or lose our soul, then we would not look for exceptions to be made for us from God's law and our confessors would not use evasions like "follow your conscience" when some hard if sensitive teaching were needed. If in our sinful world God's law seems unrealistic, the trouble is not with God's law but with the world!�The early Rahner wrote on the verge of a new age in which Christian ethics faced challenges from many quarters, not least from within the Church. Vatican II sought to restate and update Catholic moral teaching. Though aware of the growing individualism and relativism, the Council seemed optimistic to the point of naïveté about how their words would be received. Many people took up the Council's views on the dignity and liberty of conscience with greater enthusiasm than they did its teaching on the duty to inform conscience and exercise that liberty in accord with moral absolutes known to right reason and proclaimed by the magisterium.


�The "crisis of '68" was a crisis at least in part over the meaning of conscience, its implications for decision-making and its relationship to the magisterium. In the 1970s a number of theologians proceeded to deny that the Scriptures, the Tradition and the hierarchy have any "strong" magisterium in moral matters. The "situationists" echoed the contemporary exaltation of human freedom and rejection of appeals to nature, reason, authority or any static, universal or objectivist standards; what mattered, in the end, was whether the person's "heart was in the right place." The "proportionalists" asserted that the role of conscience was to identify and balance upsides and downsides of options and that the Church could propose some "rules of thumb" for this balancing act, but no moral absolutes. Some argued that it was impossible for the Church to teach infallibly in morals; others said that while it could in principle, it never had done so; and both agreed that the ordinary teaching of the Church is "susceptible to error and therefore fallible."�We are all well aware of how thoroughly the 1970s-'80s style of moral thinking filtered down through many of our societies, even if it was rarely dressed up in the highfalutin language of "ontic evils" and "authenticity." In a slightly more sophisticated form it was taught to a generation of priests and lay theology students. It will take some time to recover a more Catholic sense of the role and content of conscience and the magisterium. 


�3. Conscience in post-modernity �3.1 Rome responds�John Paul II took the opportunity of the 25th anniversary of "Humanæ vitæ" to publish his groundbreaking encyclical "Veritatis splendor." Here he reasserted the teaching of Vatican II that Christ and the Church can, have and do teach definitively in moral matters, and that a well-formed Christian conscience will be informed by such authoritative teaching. Here one ought to proceed with obedience of faith, submitting one's experience, insights and wishes to the judgment of the Gospel, prepared to reform oneself according to the mind of Christ authentically transmitted by the Church. Conscience is indeed the proximate norm of personal morality, but its dignity and authority "derive from the truth about moral good and evil, which it is called to listen to and to express." Sincerity cannot establish the truth of a judgment of conscience and freedom is never freedom from the truth but always and only freedom in the truth. The magisterium does not bring to the conscience truths which are extraneous to it, but serves the Christian conscience by highlighting and clarifying those truths which a well-formed conscience ought already to possess.�In subsequent documents the CDF taught that the magisterium has the task of "discerning, by means of judgments normative for the consciences of believers, those acts which in themselves conform to the demands of faith and foster their expression in life and those acts which, on the contrary, are incompatible with such demands because intrinsically evil." In "Ad tuendam fidem," John Paul II identified three categories of doctrines which I have treated more fully in my written paper. An example of the highest degree of authoritative teaching -- requiring the assent of theological faith by all the faithful -- is "the doctrine on the grave immorality of direct and voluntary killing of an innocent human being." Examples of the second category of doctrines -- teachings which are "necessary for faithfully keeping and expounding the deposit of faith" to which the faithful must give "firm and definitive assent" lest they fall out of full communion with the Church -- are teachings on the illicitness of euthanasia, prostitution, fornication and presumably abortion. The third class are those teachings on faith and morals presented as true or at least sure, but not solemnly defined or definitively proposed by the magisterium, to which "religious submission of will and intellect" are required. Church teaching on IVF falls at least into this class.


�3.2 Continuing division over moral conscience and authority�Cardinal Ratzinger opened his 1991 lecture on "Conscience and Truth" by observing that conscience is the core issue in contemporary moral theology. As the bulwark of freedom it supposedly confers on the agent a kind of private infallibility vis-à-vis any other authority. But to say conscience is infallible is contradictory, since any two persons' consciences may differ on a particular point. The "traumatic aversion" some have to faith-as-encumbrance affects their whole understanding of conscience and magisterium. For them conscience is an escape hatch from a demanding religion -- a religion they are very loath to preach or counsel. �When a fellow academic posited that the Nazis were saints because they followed their conscience, Ratzinger was convinced "that there is something wrong with the theory of the justifying power of the subjective conscience." His exploration of ancient Scripture and modern psychology, Socrates and Newman, confirmed that the notion needed to be thoroughly purified. Why does the Psalmist beg pardon for hidden or unknown faults? Because "the loss of the ability to see one's guilt, the falling silent of conscience in so many areas, is a more dangerous illness of the soul than guilt that is recognized." Thus Ratzinger argued that the reduction of conscience to subjective certainty does not liberate but enslaves or abandons us, making us totally dependent on personal taste or prevailing opinion. Though a person's last, best judgment binds him at the moment of acting, this cannot mean "a canonization of subjectivity." While it is never wrong to follow such a judgment, "guilt may very well consist in arriving at such perverse convictions."�The Catholic Church is far from alone today in facing polarization over the meaning and roles of conscience and authority. At one pole are those who hold that if only we attended more carefully to the magisterium instead of the zeitgeist, all would be well. 





The faithful should be willing to obey and their leaders to lead. Real conscience is the driver obeying the ecclesial satellite navigator, Magisterium, who tells us to turn left or right in the next 500 meters to go to the only destination that matters. At the opposite pole are those who argue that conscience must have "primacy." Vatican II opened up a new space for Catholics to follow their own lights rather than rely too heavily on their pastors. A renewed appreciation of personal experience and interpretation, of individual goals pursued freely without undue interference, is required. Conscience, then, is the ability to switch off the ecclesial satellite navigator and make decisions for oneself.�It is interesting just how much these "opposite" poles have in common. Both are convinced that the other has betrayed Vatican II and is endangering the Church's future. Both view the magisterium as an authority external and often rival to personal conscience. In the last part of my paper I want to examine whether the best of contemporary philosophy might offer any ways forward.


�3.3 A communitarian rapprochement between conscience and magisterium�The first comes from a major move in contemporary ethical theory known as communitarianism. The very word conscientia might point us in this direction: For it means, literally, to think "with," and the "with" might refer to some community or tradition of fellow seekers after truth. The autonomous ethics of modernity often fail to take seriously the extent to which these shape people's identity and values. Even our most private life-plans are inevitably interrelated with those of others. More fundamentally, our sense of who we are and what matters to us largely comes with our ties to family, workplace, party, nation, culture and, of course, church. Some of these ties are chosen, others simply "received." Pre-existing models -- models (such as Christ and the saints) and social practices (such as how we worship God and respect and care for others) are relied upon in our moral thinking or emulated in our acting, and a great deal depends on what kinds of moral communities we belong to.�While the modern emphasis upon autonomy has helpfully encouraged individuality, initiative and respect, it has also had very real costs in terms of emotional distress, normative ambivalence and political paralysis. In such situations communities like the Church can call people back into relationships, traditions and practices which help to knit them together and give them a sense of identity and destiny. The common good requires a shared vision and lifestyle, handed down within the community and protected by certain authoritative figures or mechanisms.�Are our beliefs and practices therefore purely arbitrary? Or can there be some more rational standard by which to judge our ecclesial baggage? In the next section I suggest some objective standards. But we must also allow that some of it can be put down to these more "cultural," shifting, particular aspects of the Church's life-history. Thus from among the range of reasonable options even self-consciously "pluralistic" communities do not choose randomly or value-neutrally: They stand for and against certain things, and they do this by their prayer and worship, their scriptures and creeds, and, of course, their moral codes and common projects.�Thus the faith and morals of the Church are normative for the individual who wishes to belong to it. Once a person has chosen (and been chosen) to belong, certain practices "come with the package," so to speak. If you are pro-abortion, pro-euthanasia and pro-cloning the Catholic Church is not for you; or -- better -- since the Catholic Church is for you, you should convert to being anti-abortion, anti-euthanasia, anti-cloning and pro-life and love, pro-the sick and disabled, and pro-the theology of the body. Documents such as the Catechism thus function as an authoritative articulation of "the Catholic story." To be part of the Church is to believe certain things but also to live in accord with that tradition and like other members of that community. Orthopraxis expresses orthodoxy.


�3.4 A practical reason rapprochement between conscience and Magisterium�The communitarian reading of magisterium might be thought to reduce magisterium to culture and conscience to a social construct. Recent approaches to "practical reason" are therefore a useful complement. The very word conscientia again provides a hint: For it means to reason (morally) with knowledge and not merely on the basis of opinions or fashions. The "basic human goods" that provide the reasons for all human actions can be specified as the series of underived basic principles found in "Veritatis splendor": transmit and preserve life, refine and develop the material world, cultivate social life, seek truth, practice good, contemplate beauty, serve God, honor parents. This requires openness to all human goods, even those not directly pursued, and never choosing directly against participation by anyone in any of them. With further reflection a series of intermediate principles and more specific norms can be derived. 





This is the "natural" law known even to the pagans and Christian faith recalls and confirms it. Because revelation affects the whole way we understand God, each other, the world and ourselves, it inevitably colors the application of these "natural" principles and brings some new norms. The Church comes in such a context as teacher-counselor, helping us reach maturity.�Morality, then, is no imposition of an external authority, but an internal pattern of life which challenges us to be more reasonable, mature, flourishing. The magisterium is not some external force with which private conscience must grapple: It informs conscience much like a soul informs a body, giving it shape and direction from within. 


Any apparent conflict between conscience and magisterium is therefore either a conflict between what I am convinced is right and some other view, in which case, generally speaking, I must favor the first; or, more likely, it is a conflict within my conscience between some received magisterial norm and some other part(s) of my moral reasoning (including other received norms). 


If what is at stake is taught with a high degree of authority and certainty, the believer in that authority will follow it or be confused. When he does not know for sure whether or not what is taught is a matter of faith, he properly gives that proposition his conditional or religious assent because it might very well be. �Of course, when the Church teaches non-definitively, this may represent a first stage in the development, deeper articulation or authoritative application of the faith and morals of the Church; or it may represent a false start. Here the believer must assent to the Church's non-infallible pronouncements as to all else he knows and do his best to reason and discern. His goal will not be to argue himself out of following some Church-given norm or limit the "moral tax" payable to God, but rather to try to embrace the moral vision proposed by Christ and the Church and to seek to resolve any uncertainties before making an important decision. 


�4. Where to from here?�The Church post-"Veritatis splendor" is still struggling to recover a Catholic sense of conscience and authority. The task is essentially an evangelical and catechetical one, and one especially urgent in the West where misconceptions about conscience have been commonplace, leading to many disastrous personal decisions. That there could still be Catholic institutions in some places performing or collaborating in abortion, IVF, sterilization or euthanasia beggars belief. That there are still Catholic theologians and pastors supporting these or similar practices means we are yet to recover a sense of the ecclesial vocations of theologian and pastor. That there are still Catholic politicians and voters willing to cooperate in those evils means there are faulty connections between conscience, truth and authority whether ecclesial or civil. Wrong views of conscience have also been pastorally ruinous, resulting in diffidence about evangelization and catechesis, a decline of the practice of Confession and the abuse of Holy Communion.�Without an accurate understanding of Christian conscience it can never be reliably at the service of the culture of life and love or of the growth of individuals in holiness. But even when we get this right, there will still be much to do in properly forming and informing our own and others' consciences and in drawing conclusions in the face of the complex contemporary dilemmas -- in bioethics as elsewhere. Further, thoroughgoing philosophical and theological analysis is required, for instance, on questions such as biolawmaking, cooperation in evil and conscientious objection -- questions to which our present conference will now turn. 





Christian Conscience on the Critical List Religious Liberty Facing Rough Road in Health Care 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19063?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19063?l=english� 


By Father John Flynn�ROME, March 4, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) The right of doctors, pharmacists and hospitals to not provide treatments that violate their moral principles is increasingly under threat. The issues involved in this area were examined by the Pontifical Academy for Life, in a congress entitled "The Christian Conscience in Support of the Right to Life," held Feb. 23-24. Bishop Elio Sgreccia, president of the academy, described as an "emergency" the current situation regarding the formation of the conscience in subjects involving human life.�In his address, posted in Italian on the Vatican's Web page, Bishop Sgreccia explained that a democratic society should allow sufficient space for the expression of a person's liberty and responsibility in living out key social values. Defending human life is the first of these values that are at the core of any society, he argued. Bishop Sgreccio added that until recently conscientious objection on life issues was limited to the matter of abortion. In more recent years, however, the field has greatly expanded, with the addition of issues such as euthanasia, abortive pills and the use of embryos in research. In fact, a recent survey carried out in the United States illustrated the importance many physicians place on the role of conscience. A study carried out by researchers at the University of Chicago found that about 1 out of 7 doctors feel they have no ethical obligation to inform patients about medical treatments that the physicians oppose on moral grounds, the Baltimore Sun reported Feb. 8. The New England Journal of Medicine published the results of the survey. The treatments mentioned ranged from abortion to euthanasia, and prescribing contraceptives for adolescents.


�Ethical integrity 


Dr. David Stevens, head of the Christian Medical Association, commented on the survey in a press release issued Feb. 9. He noted that the study suggested many doctors may feel pressured to violate their ethical integrity by referring patients to other physicians who will perform the morally objectionable practices. 





"We need laws that protect physicians' rights of conscience, and we need education to encourage doctors to stand firm on strong moral and ethical principles," said Stevens. An example of the pressures doctors are facing was quickly provided by the New York Times. In an editorial Feb. 13, the paper admitted that doctors have a right to not carry out morally objectionable practices, but denied their right to not present such practices as a valid option for their patients to consider. 


"Any doctors who cannot talk to patients about legally permitted care because it conflicts with their values should give up the practice of medicine," was the editorial's harsh conclusion. Not only doctors, but Catholic organizations face increasing pressure. 


Last year the Court of Appeals in the state of New York ruled that social service agencies run by the Catholic Church must provide health insurance coverage for contraceptives to their employees, the Associated Press reported Oct. 19. The decision affected Catholic Charities and nine other groups.�Richard Barnes, speaking for the Catholic organizations involved, argued that the conflict was not over contraception, but about religious liberty. In comments quoted by the New York Times on Oct. 20, Barnes said he feared that the judgment would lead the state to make laws even more offensive to religion.


�Pharmacists in trouble


Another facet of the conflicts over conscience regards pharmacists. In recent years they have frequently run into conflicts when it comes to providing contraceptives and abortion pills. In one judgment last year, a federal judge upheld the legitimacy of Wal-Mart's dismissal of a Catholic pharmacist who refused to fill prescriptions for contraceptives, reported the Minneapolis Star Tribune on June 2. Judge John Shabaz dismissed a lawsuit brought by Neil Noesen, fired from his post at a Wal-Mart store in Onalaska, Wisconsin.�On Aug. 23 the Washington Times newspaper reported that in nearly half of the nation's legislatures, bills had been introduced in the current session to allow pharmacists not to fill prescriptions for so-called emergency contraception, which are known abortifacients, or birth control medicines based on their religious or moral objections. According to information on the Web site of the National Conference of State Legislatures, four U.S. states -- Arkansas, Georgia, Mississippi and South Dakota -- have passed laws allowing a pharmacist to refuse to dispense emergency contraception drugs. In addition, Colorado, Florida, Maine and Tennessee have broad refusal clauses that do not specifically mention pharmacists.�By contrast, Illinois has passed an emergency rule obliging pharmacists to give out contraceptives approved by the Food and Drug Administration. In California, pharmacists have a legal duty to dispense prescriptions, including contraceptives, and can only refuse to do so if their employer approves the refusal and the woman can still access her prescription in a timely manner. The information on the Web site was current as of last October.


�Catholic hospitals criticized 


In Canada, Catholic hospitals faced criticism last year on the issue of sterilizations. According to a Sept. 27 report in the National Post newspaper, St. Elizabeth's Hospital in Humboldt, Saskatchewan, decided to stop performing tubal ligations. After the decision patients filed complaints with the Saskatchewan Human Rights Commission, and, according to the article, opponents of the move are considering taking legal action.�Since 2001, after a human rights complaint, the hospital had carried out tubal ligations in some cases. But last June the hospital's board decided to stop the procedure. Some of the operations were being done purely for contraceptive reasons, declared Shirley McNeil, the hospital's chief executive officer, to the National Post. The issue of moral objections to some medical procedures has also recently affected some Catholic institutions in Australia. The John James Memorial Hospital, located in the national capital Canberra, was bought last year by the Little Company of Mary Health Care.�After the ownership change, the hospital stopped providing certain services to the Canberra Fertility Center. In an article dated Jan. 9, the newspaper The Australian reported that there were concerns over the effect the spreading influence of Catholic institutions is having on health care.�On Jan. 12, the newspaper returned to the subject, reporting that the president of the Australian Medical Association, Mukesh Haikerwal, wants state governments to stop contracting the operation of public hospitals to the Catholic Church unless it agrees to provide all services including in vitro fertilizations (IVF), abortions and sterilizations.�Auxiliary Bishop Anthony Fisher of Sydney, episcopal vicar for Life and Health, commented on the matter in a report published in the Jan. 21 issue of Catholic Weekly, the Sydney archdiocesan newspaper. He said: "The fact is that most hospitals in Australia -- including state hospitals, Catholic public hospitals, and private hospitals -- do not offer IVF services. "People do not go to Catholic hospitals if they are looking for abortion or sterilization or IVF."�Further discussion on the role of Catholic institutions followed a report by the Australian newspaper on Jan. 11 on a code of ethical standards published by the organization Catholic Health Australia. The code recommends that Catholic hospitals not refer women who have been raped to crisis centers where they will be given the morning-after pill, which is a known abortifacient.�In his address on Feb. 24 to participants in the congress organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life, Benedict XVI declared that Christians are called to confront the continual attacks on human life.�The fact many now have to struggle for the right to defend human life is a measure of how much society has changed in the short time since abortion was legalized. A change whose fruits are still being collected. 





Papal Address to Officials of Academy for Life "Formation of a True Conscience Is Indispensable" 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19136?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19136?l=english� 


VATICAN CITY, March 12, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Here is the Vatican translation of the Feb. 24 address Benedict XVI delivered to those participating in the general assembly of the Pontifical Academy for Life.�ADDRESS OF HIS HOLINESS BENEDICT XVI TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE PONTIFICAL ACADEMY FOR LIFE Clementine Hall Saturday, 24 February 2007�Dear Brothers and Sisters,�It is a true joy for me to receive the Members of the Pontifical Academy for Life in this Audience, held on the occasion of the 13th General Assembly, and those who are participating at this Congress on the theme: " The Christian conscience in support of the right to life".�I greet Cardinal Javier Lozano Barragán, the Archbishops and Bishops present, brother priests, the Congress speakers and all of you, gathered from various countries. I greet in particular, Archbishop Elio Sgreccia, President of the Pontifical Academy for Life, whom I thank for the kind words addressed to me and for the work he does together with the Vice-President, the Chancellor and the Board of Directors who carry out the delicate and vast tasks of the Pontifical Academy.�The theme to which you have called the participants' attention, and therefore also that of the Ecclesial Community and of public opinion, is very significant: the Christian conscience, in fact, has an internal need to nourish and strengthen itself with the multiple and profound motivations that work in favour of the right to life.�It is a right that must be sustained by all, because it is the first fundamental right of all human rights. The Encyclical Evangelium Vitae strongly affirms this: "Even in the midst of difficulties and uncertainties, every person sincerely open to truth and goodness can, by the light of reason and the hidden action of grace, come to recognize in the natural law written in the heart (cf. Romans 2:14-15) the sacred value of human life from its very beginning until its end, and can affirm the right of every human being to have this primary good respected to the highest degree. Upon the recognition of this right, every human community and the political community itself are founded" (n. 2). The same Encyclical recalls that "believers in Christ must defend and promote this right, aware as they are of the wonderful truth recalled by the Second Vatican Council: "By his Incarnation the Son of God has united himself in some fashion with every human being' (Gaudium et Spes, n. 22). This saving event reveals to humanity not only the boundless love of God who "so loved the world that he gave his only Son' (Jn 3:16), but also the incomparable value of every human person" (ibid.). Therefore, the Christian is continually called to be ever alert in order to face the multiple attacks to which the right to life is exposed. In this he knows that he can count on motives that are deeply rooted in the natural law and that can therefore be shared by every person of upright conscience. In this perspective, above all after the publication of the Encyclical Evangelium Vitae, much has been done to make the subject matter of these motivations better known in the Christian community and in civil society, but it must be admitted that the attacks on the right to life throughout the world have broadened and multiplied, also assuming new forms. The pressures to legalize abortion are increasing in Latin American countries and in developing countries, also with recourse to the liberalization of new forms of chemical abortion under the pretext of safeguarding reproductive health: policies for demographic control are on the rise, notwithstanding that they are already recognized as dangerous also on the economic and social plane. At the same time, the interest in more refined biotechnological research is growing in the more developed countries in order to establish subtle and extensive eugenic methods, even to obsessive research for the "perfect child", with the spread of artificial procreation and various forms of diagnosis tending to ensure good selection.�A new wave of discriminatory eugenics finds consensus in the name of the presumed well-being of the individual, and laws are promoted especially in the economically progressive world for the legalization of euthanasia.


All of this comes about while, on another front, efforts are multiplying to legalize cohabitation as an alternative to matrimony and closed to natural procreation. In these situations the conscience, sometimes overwhelmed by the powerful collective media, is insufficiently vigilant concerning the gravity of the problems at play, and the power of the strongest weakens and seems to paralyze even people of good will. For this reason it is necessary to appeal to the conscience, and in particular, to the Christian conscience. The Catechism of the Catholic Church tells us, "Conscience is a judgment of reason whereby the human person recognizes the moral quality of a concrete act that he is going to perform, is in the process of performing or has already completed. In all he says and does, man is obliged to follow faithfully what he knows to be just and right" (n. 1778). From this definition it emerges that the moral conscience, to be able to judge human conduct rightly, above all must be based on the solid foundation of truth, that is, it must be enlightened to know the true value of actions and the solid criteria for evaluation. Therefore, it must be able to distinguish good from evil, even where the social environment, pluralistic culture and superimposed interests do not help it do so.�The formation of a true conscience, because it is founded on the truth, and upright, because it is determined to follow its dictates without contradictions, without betrayal and without compromises, is a difficult and delicate undertaking today, but indispensable. Unfortunately, many factors hinder this undertaking. In the first place, in the current phase of secularization, called post-modern and marked by disputable forms of tolerance, not only is the rejection of Christian tradition growing, but distrust for the capacity of reason to perceive the truth also distances us from the taste for reflection. 


According to some, for individual conscience to be unbiased it must free itself both from references to tradition and those based on human reason. 





Hence, the conscience, which as an act of reason aims at the truth of things, ceases to be light and becomes a simple screen upon which the society of the media projects the most contradictory images and impulses.�One must be re-educated to the desire to know authentic truth, to defend one's own freedom of choice in regard to mass behaviour and the lures of propaganda, to nourish passion for moral beauty and a clear conscience. This is the delicate duty of parents and educators who assist them; and it is the duty of the Christian community with regard to its faithful.


Concerning the Christian conscience, its growth and nourishment, one cannot be content with fleeting contact with the principal truths of faith in infancy, but a programme of accompaniment is necessary along the various stages of life, opening the mind and the heart to welcome the fundamental duties upon which the existence of the individual and the community rest. Only in this way will it be possible to prepare youth to comprehend the values of life, love, marriage and the family. Only in this way can they be brought to appreciate the beauty and the sanctity of the love, joy and responsibility of being parents and collaborators of God in giving life. In the absence of a continuous and qualified formation, the capacity for judgment of the problems posed by biomedicine in the areas of sexuality, new-born life, procreation, and also in the way to treat and care for patients and the weaker sectors of society, becomes even more problematic. It is certainly necessary to speak about the moral criteria that regard these themes with professionals, doctors and lawyers, to engage them to elaborate a competent judgment of conscience, and if need be, also a courageous objection of conscience, but an equal need rises from the basic level for families and parish communities in the process of the formation of youth and adults. Under this aspect, next to Christian formation, whose aim is the knowledge of the Person of Christ, of his Word and Sacraments in the itinerary of faith of children and adolescents, one must consistently fuse the discourse on moral values that regard the body, sexuality, human love, procreation, respect for life at every moment, at the same time with valid and precise motives, reporting behaviour contrary to these primary values. In this specific field the work of priests must be opportunely flanked by the commitment of lay educators, also specialists, dedicated to the duty to guide the ecclesial reality with their knowledge enlightened by faith. �Therefore, I ask the Lord to send among you, dear brothers and sisters, and among those dedicated to science, medicine, law and politics, witnesses endowed with true and upright consciences in order to defend and promote the "splendour of the truth" and to sustain the gift and mystery of life. I trust in your help dearest professionals, philosophers, theologians, scientists and doctors. In a society at times chaotic and violent, with your cultural qualifications, by teaching and by example, you can contribute to awakening in many hearts the eloquent and clear voice of conscience.


The Second Vatican Council teaches us that "man has in his heart a law inscribed by God. His dignity lies in observing this law, and by it he will be judged" (Gaudium et Spes, n. 16). The Council has offered wise directives so that "the faithful should learn to distinguish carefully between the rights and the duties which they have as belonging to the Church and those which fall to them as members of the human society", and "they will strive to unite the two harmoniously, remembering that in every temporal affair they are to be guided by a Christian conscience, since not even in temporal business may any human activity be withdrawn from God's dominion" (Lumen Gentium, n. 36).�For this very reason the Council exhorts lay believers to welcome "what is decided by the Pastors as teachers and rulers of the Church", and then recommends that "Pastors... should recognize and promote the dignity and responsibility of the laity in the Church. They should willingly use their prudent advice" and concludes that "[m]any benefits for the Church are to be expected from this familiar relationship between the laity and the Pastors" (cf. Lumen Gentium, n. 37).�When the value of human life is at stake, this harmony between the magisterial function and the committed laity becomes singularly important: life is the first good received from God and is fundamental to all others; to guarantee the right to life for all and in an equal manner for all is the duty upon which the future of humanity depends. The importance of your study meeting emerges also from this perspective. I entrust the work and the results to the intercession of the Virgin Mary, whom the Christian tradition hails as the true "Mother of all the living". May she assist and guide you! To seal this wish I willingly impart to all of you, to your families and collaborators, the Apostolic Blessing. 





Is the Conscience Respected? An Overview by Carl Anderson �NEW YORK, March 17, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Here is a text by Carl Anderson, vice president of the John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and the Family, regarding the respect for conscience in life issues.�THE CHRISTIAN CONSCIENCE IN SUPPORT OF THE RIGHT TO LIFE�Respect for Conscience in Common Law Countries


Carl Anderson Vice President, John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family Supreme Knight, Knight of Columbus Pontifical Academy for Life XIII General Assembly February 24, 2007�St. Thomas More is recognized in our time as one of the great defenders of human dignity and the rights of human conscience. We are all familiar with the famous lines from "A Man for All Seasons" regarding the role of conscience: In his refusal to sign the oath, More says "what matters to me is not whether it's true or not but that I believe it to be true, or rather, not that I believe it to be true, but that I believe it."[1]�St. Thomas More is also rightly regarded as the model Catholic government official when he says earlier in the play, "when statesmen forsake their own private conscience for the sake of their public duties … they lead their country by a short route to chaos."[2] �And how simply, yet profoundly, he set the standard for all those of the Christian faith who serve in government when he said at the end, "Tell the King, I die the King's loyal servant, but God's first."





�Perhaps we might do well to regard Thomas More as a sure guide for politicians, reminding them of his approach to government service. As "A Man for all Seasons" recounts More as saying of his work as chancellor of England, "I wish no man harm, I speak no man harm, I do no man harm and if this be not good enough then…" �We might also regard St. Thomas More as a patron of husbands and fathers. We may recall the way in which More is depicted at the end of his trial in "A Man for All Seasons." He declares to the court which has just condemned him that "It was not for the oath but because I would not consent to the marriage."�Everything we know about St. Thomas More tells us that he cared deeply for his family and that one of the reasons why he sought so desperately to avoid a confrontation with the king was to protect his family. Yet, finally, More was to sacrifice both his life and his family's security for a principle that gave an eternal meaning and an eternal unity to his family; that is, the sacramental nature of marriage. �Unquestionably, in agreeing to the dissolution of the king's marriage there was also an implicit acceding to the possible dissolution of any marriage. This was a point that could not have been lost on the chancellor of England and a lawyer of the brilliance of Thomas More. Thus, one of history's great statesman and men of conscience went to his death for a principled defense of the sacramental unity of marriage.


Having said this we should remember the observation of Clarence Miller, one of several editors of the "Complete Works of St. Thomas More." He enumerates what scholars give as the various "grounds for More's martyrdom: the integrity of the self as witnessed by an oath, the irreducible freedom of the individual conscience in the face of an authoritarian state, papal supremacy as a sign of the supra-national unity of Western Christendom, past and present." �Then Miller writes, "All of these are true as far as they go. But in the last analysis More did not die for any principle, or idea, or tradition, or even doctrine, but for a person, for Christ. As Bolt himself made More say in the play: "Well … finally … it isn't a matter of reason; finally it's a matter of love."[3]�And so, I think it is entirely appropriate to remember St. Thomas More as we explore the richness of the encyclical "Evangelium Vitae" and its call to the Catholic people to build a culture of life and a civilization of love. We should begin with recognition that "Evangelium Vitae" rests, to a considerable extent, upon the foundation provided by John Paul II's great encyclical on the "Splendor of Truth" and the moral conscience.�"Veritatis Splendor" takes up the question of the obligations which truth imposes on Catholics in democratic societies. It observes that the demands of universal and unchanging moral laws may seem to contradict "the uniqueness and individuality of the person" and even "represent a threat to his freedom and dignity" (No. 85). The encyclical also admits that "in a widely de-Christianized culture, the criteria employed by believers themselves in making judgments and decisions often appear extraneous or even contrary to those of the Gospel" (No. 88).


But then John Paul II writes what could have come from the thought or, perhaps more accurately, from the spirituality of Thomas More. He states, "It is urgent to rediscover and to set forth once more the authentic reality of the Christian faith, which is not simply a set of propositions to be accepted with intellectual assent. Rather, faith is a lived knowledge of Christ, a living remembrance of his commandments, and a truth to be lived out. … It is an encounter, a dialogue, a communion of love and of life between the believer and Jesus Christ … (No. 88). �Or as More had put it, "finally it's a matter of love."�After so many years it is perhaps too easy to view the English Catholic martyrs of the 16th century as having a sort of determination or even a certain eagerness for their fate. But the following passage on the subject of martyrdom written by More while he was in the tower poignantly reveals something very different. �More wrote in "De Tristitia Christi" of the martyr's encounter with Christ who says this to his follower: "You are afraid, you are sad, you are stricken with weariness and dread of the torment with which you have been cruelly threatened. Trust me. I conquered the world, and yet I suffered immeasurably more from fear. I was sadder, more afflicted with weariness, more horrified at the prospect of such cruel suffering drawing eagerly nearer and nearer. �"Let the brave man have his high-spirited martyrs, let him rejoice in imitating of them. But you, my timorous and feeble little sheep, be content to have me alone as your shepherd, follow my leadership; if you do not trust yourself, place your trust in me. See, I am walking ahead of you along this fearful road."[4]


Few in the Church have more poignantly depicted the call to holiness and spiritual perfection than More in this brief description of the "sequela Christi" to martyrdom. �But the ultimate lesson which More gives us is that for the Catholic, government service opens a horizon to a type of personal martyrdom. Certainly, this was the case in More's life and throughout much of the 16th century. It was equally true throughout much of the 20th century. And it is also true in the beginning of the third millennium as we increasingly face a new culture of death. �Politics which too often today has been the arena of personal self-promotion and egocentrism should be understood rather by the Catholic as a following of Christ which is open to martyrdom, if not of the bloody martyrdom suffered by More, than a martyrdom of career and reputation. To think otherwise is a disservice to the Catholic community and to be dishonest with one's self.


We might say that John Paul II has a similar vision of the Catholic's struggle in the face of an increasingly hostile culture when he wrote in "Evangelium Vitae" the following: "Faced with the countless grave threats to life present in the modern world, one could feel overwhelmed by sheer powerlessness: Good can never be powerful enough to triumph over evil! �"At such times the people of God, and this includes every believer, is called to profess with humility and courage faith in Jesus Christ, 'the Word of Life.' The gospel of life is not simply a reflection, however new and profound, on human life. 





Nor is it merely a commandment aimed at raising awareness and bringing about significant changes in society. Still less is it an illusory promise of a better future. The Gospel of Life is something concrete and personal, for it consists in the proclamation of the very person of Jesus" (No. 29). �Thus, what Thomas More had suggested was the sure hope of those suffering for the truth of the Catholic faith, John Paul II sees as the guiding star of Catholics in the pro-life movement.�We see also in the life of Thomas More the truth recognized by the Second Vatican Council when it observed in Gaudium et Spes that, "In the depths of his conscience man detects a law which he does not impose on himself, but which holds him to obedience" (No. 16). �In commenting on this reality of the moral life, John Paul II writes in "Veritatis Splendor" that this law "serve[s] to protect the personal dignity and inviolability of man, on whose face is reflected the splendor of God" (No. 90).�As John Paul II continues, this "splendor" of God "is confirmed in a particularly eloquent way by Christian martyrdom" (No. 90) which when "accepted as an affirmation of the inviolability of the moral order, bears splendid witness both to the holiness of God's law and to the inviolability of the personal dignity of man, created in God's image and likeness" (No. 92).�Thus, the martyr provides an invaluable and, one might even say, irreplaceable contribution to the good of society "by reawakening its moral sense" (No. 93). The moral sense to which the martyrdom of Thomas More pointed is stated precisely in "Veritatis Splendor": "Only by obedience to universal moral norms does man find full confirmation of his personal uniqueness and the possibility of authentic moral growth" (No. 96). �The seeming contradiction between individual freedom and the moral law is reconciled by the martyr with a beautiful transparency which reveals the integrity of the human conscience to society.�"Evangelium Vitae" suggests that the encounter between the Christian and society centers on several key "concepts" which go to the heart of the Catholic citizen's life in a pluralistic, democratic society. The Holy Father makes clear that what is at stake in the public debate regarding abortion and euthanasia, for example, is not simply a disagreement over "choices" within a pluralistic society, but is instead a grave threat to the very survival of democracy (Nos. 18-20).�It has become a tenet of popular culture that the Western liberal democratic ideal has now emerged triumphant in it great struggle with totalitarian ideologies.[5] In his address to the United Nations, John Paul II stated, "we are witnessing an extraordinary global acceleration of that quest for freedom which is one of the great dynamics of human history."[6]


However, for this pope, history does not represent some inevitable evolutionary process toward the realization of democracy. Instead, the present moment is "a turning point" which presents not only an opportunity to realize the "universal longing for freedom" but also an enormous threat to freedom. "Evangelium Vitae" (No. 18) points out that this threat to freedom consists in a great contradiction lurking at the center of democracy: abortion.�John Paul II begins his analysis of what he terms this "surprising contradiction" with a deeply pastoral appreciation of the "tragic situations of profound suffering" which can give rise to "decisions that go against life" (No. 18). �The Pope takes note of the "suffering, loneliness, [and] total lack of economic prospects, depression and anxiety about the future" which can influence decisions regarding abortion, euthanasia and suicide. He emphasizes that such circumstances can mitigate even to a notable degree subjective responsibility and the consequent culpability of those who make these choices which in themselves are evil."[7]�The personal tragedies which lead to decisions concerning abortion, for example, do not represent the most profound threat to democracy, however. Such acts are called "tragic" precisely because we recognize them to be wrongful and we know that the actor has submitted in desperation to circumstances which he or she felt unable to overcome. 


These tragedies, in themselves, do not constitute a threat to the foundation of democratic society because their "tragic" character testifies to the objective evil of what is done.


Instead, John Paul II observes democratic society is imperiled by the insistence that such objectively disordered acts, however subjectively mitigated, must be transformed from crimes to "legitimate expressions of individual freedom … and protected as actual rights (No. 18). �It is this inversion of "wrong" actions into "right" actions that John Paul II insists constitutes "a direct threat to the entire culture of human rights" (No. 18). This inversion is a direct threat to the future of democracy because it establishes "a perverse idea of freedom" at the very heart of democracy.�John Paul II describes this disordered freedom as one which "carries the concept of subjectivity to an extreme" (No. 19). It is a concept of freedom which "exalts the isolated individual in an absolute way, and gives no place to solidarity, to openness to others and service of them" (No. 19). In short, this concept of freedom ultimately makes democratic communities impossible and destroys the foundation of democratic structures because it erodes public consensus regarding the common good.


"Evangelium Vitae" thus moves the engagement between the Catholic and contemporary society on questions of abortion and euthanasia to a more dramatic and profound level. Rights advocates often claim that a true regard for pluralism and democracy requires acceptance of abortion and euthanasia. They argue that the social divisiveness surrounding these issues can only be appropriately resolved by their "privatization" or "deregulation."�In response, John Paul II maintains that the concept of freedom implicit in abortion and euthanasia "rights" makes true respect for pluralism and enduring democratic structures impossible. He observes in "Evangelium Vitae" that such an accommodation is in reality an invitation for whole communities or classes of people to be "rejected, marginalized, uprooted and oppressed" (No. 18). 


�Thus, the abortion freedom, which presents itself as essential to the realization of human freedom, instead becomes the vehicle by which the rights of many are denied.�John Paul II traces the cause of this contradiction to the negation of authentic freedom -- when a concept of freedom is proposed which "no longer recognizes and respects its essential line with the truth" (No. 19). This separation of truth from freedom creates a culture in which "any reference to common values and to a truth absolutely binding on everyone is lost" (No. 20).


The inevitable consequence of this separation of freedom from truth is to institutionalize a destabilizing form of conflict in communities. As John Paul II writes, "If the promotion of the self is understood in terms of absolute autonomy, people inevitably reach the point of rejecting one another [and] society becomes a mass of individuals placed side by side, but without any mutual bonds" (No. 20). The impossibility of moral consensus within community ultimately makes impossible the common life of communities and the realization of the common good.�The separation of freedom from truth also has implications for the role of reason in public discourse. The greatest of these implications is the marginalization of reason as the foundation of society. Thus, "Evangelium Vitae" observes the community is increasingly unable to maintain itself "as a community in which the 'reasons of force' are replaced by the 'force of reason'" (No. 19). The result is that society is increasingly unable to achieve consensus on important moral questions.�Too often this cultural transformation is hidden when the abortion/euthanasia debate is seen as simply a contest between the freedom of the individual and the imposition of morality by the state. "Evangelium Vitae" re-focuses this discourse by opening up a more fundamental issue. The encyclical views the abortion debate as not primarily an argument over morality or even over the question of when human life begins or ends. �Instead, the most basic issue is a fundamental conflict over the nature and the dignity of the human person. In reformulating the discussion in this way, "Evangelium Vitae" underscores the fact that contemporary man, for the first time, finds his freedom unhinged not only from the truth of an objective, external moral order, but also from the moral truth of his own nature and dignity. �This distortion at the center of the human person has diminished the possibility of authentic human communion and community. It has left the human person increasingly defenseless to accelerating threats from the anti-life culture of nihilism and death. [8]�This anti-life culture threatens not only the life of the human person; it threatens the life of the human conscience. Indeed, this anti-life society, in the name of freedom of choice, threatens human life precisely because it distorts and diminishes the human conscience. Thus, the encounter between the culture of life and the culture of death takes place primarily within the human conscience.�The culture of death has made Thomas More not just "a man for all seasons," but a "man for all Catholics." The culture of death challenges all of us to bear witness to the splendor of the Catholic conscience.�We should not be surprised that "Evangelium Vitae" calls for "a general mobilization of consciences and a united ethical effort to activate a great campaign in support of life" (No. 95). This mobilization of consciences in defense of life by "the people of life and the people for life" (No. 6) is at the center of the encyclical's vision of evangelization. �It is also the foundation of John Paul II's approach to social justice and the law. In this way, "Evangelium Vitae" provides an extraordinary response to the "demoralization" of conscience brought about by the widespread practice of abortion and euthanasia. However, "Evangelium Vitae" was not the first time the Holy Father proposed such a role for conscience in the transformation of society. In reviewing the reasons for the collapse of Marxism throughout Eastern Europe, John Paul II wrote in "Centesimus Annus" that "the fundamental error of socialism is anthropological in nature," since socialism rejected "the concept of the person as the autonomous subject of moral decision" (No. 13). 


"Centesimus Annus" makes clear the confrontation between the Church and any political order which systematically denies human rights must be focused within the conscience of each person. Like "Evangelium Vitae," this earlier encyclical asserts that the mission of the Church in confronting such a culture is "to increase the sensitivity of consciences" (No. 52).�"Centesimus Annus" observed that the collapse of communism behind the Iron Curtain occurred because "the consciences of workers have re-emerged in a demand for justice" (No. 26). �For example, in Poland in 1980, Father Jozef Tischner defined the Solidarity movement as inherently linked to a "human dignity that is based on the conscience of human beings." In a series of sermons given in Krakow to the leaders of Solidarity, Father Tischner explained that "the deepest solidarity is the solidarity of consciences."[9]�The "solidarity of consciences." which "Centesimus Annus" understood was capable of bringing down the anti-life culture of Marxist totalitarianism, is now proposed in "Evangelium Vitae" as capable of bringing down the culture of death.�If, as it has been said, truth is the first victim of violence, then the culture of death is also, and inescapably, a culture at war with the truth. In fact, the culture of death can only continue in existence by hiding the truth regarding the nature and dignity of the human person. One of the most obvious falsehoods undergirding the culture of death is it refusal to recognize the humanity of the child before birth.�Supreme Court Justice Harry Blackmun gave legal standing to this masking of the truth when he wrote in Roe v. Wade -- the case which legalized abortion throughout pregnancy -- that "We need not resolve the difficult question of when life begins. When those trained in the respective disciplines of medicine, philosophy and theology are unable to arrive at any consensus …"[10] 





When the culture of death is expressed in a legal system in this way it surrounds the citizen and his conscience with a social environment which separates him from the truth about who he is as a person. Thus, the legal acceptance of abortion destroys not only the child but, in some sense, every person.


Writing in 1978, Vaclav Havel provided a deep insight into this phenomena. In "The Power of the Powerless" Havel wrote, "The profound crisis of human identity brought on by living within a lie, a crisis which in turn makes such a life possible, certainly possesses a moral dimension as well; it appears, among other things, as a deep moral crisis in society. �"A person who has been seduced by the consumer value system, whose identity is dissolved in an amalgam of the accoutrements of mass civilization, and who has no roots in the order of being, no sense of responsibility for anything higher than his or her own personal survival, is a demoralized person. The system depends on this demoralization, deepens it, is in fact a projection of it into society."[11]�The person described by Havel as one "seduced by the consumer value system": and one whose personality is "dissolved" into mass civilization does not exist only in Marxist societies. A similar process of "demoralizing" the human person is underway in the new culture of death within Western democracies.�Havel's response is worthy of deep reflection precisely because it was a response which sought to return to the politics of his native Czechoslovakia a sense of morality in order that people might once again "be able to live within the truth."[12] The rehabilitation of the "demoralized" man requires precisely the rehabilitation of his conscience through the restoration of the relationship between freedom and truth.�Writing during the Second World War, Jacques Maritain explored the Christian foundations of democratic political structures. He found that in the Western democracies Christianity had not been able to supplant the secular conscience but that, instead, Christianity had been able to achieve what he termed the "evangelical inspiration" of the secular conscience.[13]�In "Christianity and Democracy," Maritain concluded that "what has been gained for the secular conscience, if it does not veer to barbarism, is faith in the brotherhood of man, a sense of the social duty of compassion for mankind in the person of the weak and the suffering, the conviction that the political work par excellence is that of rendering common life better and more brotherly and of working so as to make of the structure of laws, institutions and customs of this life a house for brothers to live in."[14]�In short, Maritain proposed that there was an "evangelical inspiration" of democratic principles which has made democracy possible. Reduced to its essential character, this Christian "inspiration" of democracy achieved a political consensus that "Machiavellianism and the politics of domination" were to be rejected. In their place was established the idea that "politics depends upon morality because its aim is the human good of the community."[15]


Thus, Maritain saw a vital and irreplaceable role for the Christian to engage democratic society at all levels of the political process. But an "evangelically inspired" secular conscience is not the same as a Catholic conscience or even a Christian conscience. �The difficulty all too often today is that the Catholic politician possesses not a Catholic conscience, but a secular conscience with little or no evidence of any evangelical inspiration. How often do we hear a Catholic politician stating a political philosophy or guiding principles that reflect or move beyond those values Maritain concluded had been accomplished by the "evangelical inspiration" of the secular conscience? We must expect more from a Catholic politician than a secular conscience.


Yet, this obligation brings with it a dilemma. Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger described it when he asked, how is it possible "to allow faith to become effective as a political force without transforming it into yet another element of power?"[16]�Cardinal Ratzinger also put the question in a slightly different way when he asked, "How can Christianity become a positive force for the political world without being turned into a political instrument and without on the other hand grabbing the political world for itself?"[17]�To choose the wrong answer, of course, opens up the prospect of what Jacques Maritain so aptly described as "the pharisaically Christian state" -- the state which manipulates both faith and political power in order to preserve existing power structures.�The answer of "Evangelium Vitae" goes in an entirely different direction. It is a response which seeks to defend both the Christian and secular conscience. In doing so, it responds within the context articulated by the Second Vatican Council: "the civil authority must see to it that the equality of the citizens before the law, which is itself an element of the common good society, is never violated either openly or covertly for religious reasons and that there is no discrimination among citizens."[18]�"Evangelium Vitae" embraced the democratic ideal and seeks to evangelize it through a community of believers transformed into a new "people of life and people for life." Thus, the encyclical attempts to rehabilitate the secular conscience in regard to the true principles of the democratic ideal.�What "Evangelium Vitae" brings to this discourse (Nos. 18-24) is a new awakening of moral sensitivity, the rehabilitation of the concept of freedom, and the presentation of the role and dignity of conscience. This threefold approach offers the only enduring opportunity for avoiding an unprecedented abuse of human rights of the weak, handicapped and defenseless now being foreshadowed by the culture of death.�This "inspiration" of the secular conscience is possible because, as John Paul II has observed, "there is a moral logic which is built into human life and which makes possible dialogue between individuals. … The universal moral law written on the human heart is precisely that kind of 'grammar.'"[19]


�But we must ask ourselves what is the language which speaks this "grammar"? It has been argued that the abortion "freedom means that women must be free to choose self or to choose selfishly. … There is no easy way to deny the powerful argument that a woman's equality in society must give her some irreducible rights unique to her biology, including the right to take the life within her life."[20] �What is surprising here is not so much the ideological basis of the rhetoric of the abortion "freedom" but its explicit identification with the culture of death.�But this is not all. If the "right" to abortion may not be limited by the combined weight of an innocent human being's "right" to life and the state's interest in the protection of human life, how is it to be supposed that the "right" to abortion may be limited by a "right" of conscience?


In contrast to this view of freedom, "Evangelium Vitae" rejects any "notion of freedom which exalts the isolated individual in an absolute way" (No. 19). John Paul II's insistence that freedom must have an "essential link with the truth" is a claim that truth is linked first and foremost not with some external moral code, but with the true identity and the true dignity of the human person -- and this must include a recognition of the inviolability of conscience.�As John Paul II reminded us at the United Nations, "Reference to the truth about the human person is, in fact, the guarantor of freedom's future."[21] It is only when the dignity of the human person is recognized and respected in the public order that it is possible for men and women to live not only in freedom but in truth.�Common law today is the basis for the legal systems of England and many other countries formerly under British rule including the United States, Canada and Australia, among others. England, the land of St. Thomas More, is also the birthplace of common law. Common law was originally derived from Natural Law and was seen as above and independent of the state. [22] Many civil rights -- even those found in the U.S. Constitution -- are attributed at least in part to the common law system. �"Common law emphasizes assent rather than domination, the community rather than the state, moral authority rather than physical power."[23] The system also recognized the value of precedent. However, as St. Thomas More discovered, even English common law -- the independent tradition of right and wrong within a community -- was unable to grant him an exclusion from taking the Oath of Supremacy based on conscience, nor did it save him from the block.


However, Thomas More held true to his beliefs -- and interestingly -- to common law as well. In his discourse on common law, William Blackstone, one of its most famous commentator's and a man to whom the foundational documents of the United States owe a great debt [24] wrote: "Nay, if any human law should allow or enjoin us to commit it [an act contrary to divine or natural law], we are bound to transgress that human law, or else we must offend both the natural and the divine."[25] �Thomas More certainly held fast to this principle, as "the king's good servant, but God's first," however, King Henry made no allowance for a man's conscience.�Thankfully, England and other common law countries grew more tolerant of conscience in the years that followed, but to this day there is no absolute standard in common law countries with reference to exemptions on behalf of conscience for medical or pharmacy personnel confronted with issues of conscience, and common law countries struggle to balance the rights of conscience with perceived "rights" to various medical procedures. �However, common law countries generally seem to be moving in the direction of accepting at least some conscience claims, though there are troubling exceptions. To follow their conscience, providers of health services have sometimes had to pursue legal action, however, in many cases the right to conscience seems to have prevailed in common law countries and thus, in many instances, doctors, other medical staff and pharmacists such countries can make successful moral objections to performing certain procedures such as abortions -- or dispensing certain drugs, such as so-called emergency contraception.�[I have limited this commentary to abortion and the dispensing of abortifacients since they are the most likely to cause grave moral concern among health care providers. Moreover, the apparent trend toward allowing conscience exceptions for health care providers in this area may well set a precedent in other (newer) areas of medicine fraught with ethical dilemmas].�The trend toward freedom of religion and conscience has been building over the past centuries. Certainly, the last hundred years have brought a greater tolerance of religious ideas in England, with restrictions on Catholic finally lifted in the early 19th century, and the United States has, since the late 18th century enshrined religious freedom as a preeminent right. �There is thus reason to hope that we may be moving toward a situation in which the precedent will be established that provides a greater understanding and accommodation of the conscience of the individual health care provider. However, there is not unanimity of opinion and contradictory decisions about the freedom of conscience in this area continue. "'This issue is the San Andreas Fault of our culture,' said Gene Rudd of the Christian Medical & Dental Associations. 'How we decide this is going to have a long-lasting impact on our society.'"[26]�While many jurisdictions have moved to incorporate some element of a conscience exemption into the law, especially in the areas of abortion and contraception, the absolute right to such an exemption is not yet universally accepted -- and is the subject of widespread debate and lobbying by abortion advocates, who often seek to force those in the medical profession to perform immoral procedures.[27] 


Too common are opinions like that of philosophy professor Ken Kipnis: "If your religious orientation is such that you can't discharge your professional responsibilities, then you shouldn't take on those responsibilities in the first place […] 





You should find other work."[28] Fortunately the law has often been more generous to healthcare professionals. With respect to abortion, an early example of a conscience clause occurs in England. Section 4(1) of the Abortion Act of 1967, states: "No person shall be under any duty, whether by contract or by any statutory or other legal requirement, to participate in any treatment authorised (sic) by this Act to which he has conscientious objection […]."[29] While the burden of proof of the conscientious objection rests with the person making the claim, a statement under oath that the person indeed has such an objection "shall be sufficient evidence for the purpose of discharging the burden of proof."[30]�"Section 4(1) of the 1967 Act … was not in the original bill, but was introduced in response to concerns that doctors would be under pressure to perform terminations against their beliefs. Interestingly, one amendment that didn't make the final act proposed that, "no person [shall be] … deprived of, or be disqualified from, any promotion or other advantages by reason of the fact that he has such conscientious objection."[31] �So it would seem, the protection, while better than nothing, is limited. �Pharmacists in England also appear to enjoy the benefit of certain conscience exemptions. The Royal Pharmaceutical Society allows some freedom of conscience for pharmacists: "The Code of Ethics, Part 2A1 (k) states "that before accepting employment pharmacists must disclose any factors which may affect their ability to provide services. Where pharmacists' religious beliefs or personal convictions prevent them from providing a service they must not condemn or criticise (sic) the patient and they or a member of staff must advise the patient of alternative sources for the service requested."[32]�However, because the guidelines do stipulate that a pharmacist must "advise the patient of alternative sources for the service requested," pharmacists objecting to providing a particular prescription may find themselves in the awkward position of having to be if not actors, at least accomplices. Some have evidently refused to refer their patients, and the legal consequences of such actions are, as of now, unclear. [33] In fact, the issue of referral has become a sticking point in many common law countries as health care professionals refuse to be involved in immoral treatment in any way.�It seems that many common law countries have followed England in allowing physicians and pharmacists to decline to dispense medical services that they find morally unacceptable -- at least under certain conditions.�In Canada, a 2002 article in the BC Catholic noted: "They remain anxious, but Canadian nurses seem to have their right to conscientious objection worked out, for the most part. The nurses' code of ethics and their collective agreements recognize their right to withdraw from giving care that offends their morality as long as the patients they tend are placed in others' care … �"However, a recent contract cancellation at B.C. Women's Hospital, as well as developments in other provinces, raises doubt as to whether nurses do in fact enjoy unfettered freedoms of conscience and religion."[34] �The article cites several examples of nurses whose hospitals were forced to participate in abortions, though, in most of the cases, the results -- sometimes after years of struggle --favored those who held to their conscientious objection.�The Canadian Medical Association discourages any discrimination stating: "No discrimination should be directed against doctors who do not perform or assist at induced abortions. Respect for the right of personal decision in this area must be stressed, particularly for doctors training in obstetrics and gynecology, and anesthesia."[35]�"Pharmacists across Canada have the right to refuse to sell the contraceptive as a 'matter of conscience' as long as they refer customers to someone who will," the Daily Herald Tribune in Grande Prairie, Alberta, reported earlier this year.[36]�Both in Canada and in Australia, things seem to be improving for conscientious objectors. Many legal battles and debates over conscience were seen over the past 20-30 years, with a shift in favor of conscience as the norm.�Australia generally allows for conscience exclusions for doctors and pharmacies. For example, in 2002, along with passage of a liberal abortion law in Canberra, a conscientious objection amendment allowed doctors to opt out of the procedure.[37] In many areas of the country including the Australian Capital Territory, South Australia, Tasmania and Victoria the law allows medical personnel to opt out of performing abortions.[38]


The Age in Australia reported in 2003 that "[p]harmacists who are morally opposed to selling emergency contraception can refuse to dispense the drug but may leave themselves open to legal action."[39] In 2004 CNS News reported that a pharmacist "who has moral objections is not obliged to supply a product, but is expected to refer the customer to an alternative source." The story went on to report that some pharmacists are refusing "to refer customers to other suppliers."[40]�As recently as last year the debate continued in Australia: "Health Minister Tony Abbott believed individual pharmacists had the right to choose whether they supplied the morning-after pill. But the federal opposition maintained pharmacists were obliged to offer a full range of products, particularly in one-chemist towns."[41] �There is some gray area, to be sure, but overall, the idea of a conscience-exemption for those morally opposed to procedures such as abortion seems to be making headway in Australia.�In the United States, both the federal government and many states have provided some conscience exemptions for doctors who are morally opposed to abortion: "The dispute over abortion access began almost as soon as the U.S. Supreme Court legalized the procedure in 1973. Six months later, Congress carved out exceptions for doctors and hospitals with moral objections to abortion. Forty-seven states passed similar laws. Louisiana's, one of the most restrictive in the nation, says no one should be forced to 'recommend or counsel' an abortion, either."[42]�More recently, Congress took steps to protect health care workers whose consciences prevent them from performing abortions. The Weldon Amendment became Federal Law in 2004 and gave "federal protection for health care providers, including hospitals and insurers, who choose not to participate in abortion."[43] 


�The amendment stated: "(1) None of the funds made available in this Act [the federal Health and Human Services appropriations bill for Fiscal Year 2005] may be made available to a federal agency or program, or to a state or local government, if such agency, program, or government subjects any institutional or individual health care entity to discrimination on the basis that the health care entity does not provide, pay for, provide coverage of, or refer for abortions.�"(2) In this subsection, the term 'health care entity' includes an individual physician or other health care professional, a hospital, a provider-sponsored organization, a health maintenance organization, a health insurance plan, or any other kind of health care facility, organization, or plan."[44]�The amendment was not universally accepted. California' Attorney General Bill Lockyer quickly filed suit to block the Amendment from taking effect. [The case is still pending]. For pharmacists in the United States, the laws vary according to state. As of Aug. 1 of this year: "Four states -- Arkansas, Georgia, Mississippi, and South Dakota -- have passed laws allowing a pharmacist to refuse to dispense 'emergency contraception' drugs. �"Illinois passed an emergency rule that requires a pharmacist to dispense FDA-approved contraception. �"Colorado, Florida, Maine, and Tennessee have broad refusal clauses that don't specifically reference pharmacists, while California pharmacists have a duty to dispense prescriptions and only can refuse when their employer approves the refusal and the patient can still access the prescription in a timely manner."[45]�Unresolved and troublesome issues remain, however. While pharmacists and medical personnel can often have recourse to a conscience exclusion, hospitals -- including Catholic hospitals -- are increasingly under attack by laws requiring them to provide so-called emergency contraception to rape victims.�"Connecticut is part of a growing number of states that are considering or have passed legislation requiring hospitals to dispense Plan B or at least provide information about the emergency contraception to rape victims. �"According to advocacy groups, Massachusetts, California, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, South Carolina and Washington require hospitals to dispense the drug. Catholic hospitals are not exempted from those laws, yet the laws in New Jersey and New York include provisions to appease the church that prevent the pill from being given if a woman is already pregnant.�"Similar bills are pending this session in 12 states, including Connecticut."[46] �The Connecticut bill was defeated, but the trend toward forcing hospitals to provide unethical treatment is troubling. Also troubling is the fact that abortion can be made nearly mandatory for physicians in training, with career consequences if they opt out. �Such is already the case in New York City: "In July 2002 the 11 public hospitals in New York City imposed mandatory abortion training for all medical residents. Amid the bad news, an encouraging sign has been reported. Some 25% (or 38 of the approximately 150 doctors in residency training) have opted out of the abortion program, though doing so could compromise their medical careers."[47]�Challenges to the conscience of a health care professional certainly continue in common law countries, and the current system of dealing with such issues in these countries is far from adequate, or uniform. The problems will only grow as new unethical procedures become seen as "the norm" by some and as a "right" by others. �A good overview of the situation in the United States, at least occurred in 2002 when the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops submitted a statement to Congress, which included the following: "While the principle of protection for conscience rights is widely acknowledged, its implementation has been far from perfect, creating a need for more comprehensive and forward-looking legislation. Most federal conscience protections apply only to specific federal programs or are tied to the receipt of federal funds (5). �"Their scope is limited by this fact, and by the narrow range of procedures covered. Though the majority of states acknowledge and protect rights of conscience, their laws suffer from similar inadequacies. Most of these laws are limited to abortion. Only a few states protect health care providers from being forced to perform sterilizations. Few existing laws protect the full range of individuals and institutions that may be involved in providing health care in our increasingly complex health care system. �"Many states do not protect the rights of conscience with respect to newly created technologies such as cloning or embryonic research, or even current misuses of older technology such as 'surrogate' motherhood. States have also not addressed the need to protect providers with respect to new threats to human life at the end of life, such as physician-assisted suicide and euthanasia. �"As noted by one commentator: 'As the range of medical technologies continues to expand ... the number of medical services involving potentially serious conflicts of conscience is certain to increase.'(6) �"Finally, with new organized threats to conscience on the horizon, it is especially important for states to expand and strengthen their existing protections now. These threats have become especially apparent in recent years in the fields of abortion and contraception, as reviewed below."[48] �Common law countries certainly have much to do to develop more fully the ideal of a conscience clause for those in the medical field. However, the fact that in most common law countries some accommodation at least seems to be made for the conscience of those in the health care field provides hope. It may also provide a precedent upon which we can work to build a society that does not require any protector of life with moral objections to unethical medical procedures to actively participate in a culture of death.





It may seem that the discussion of the role of conscience of a Catholic politician and of a Catholic health care provider are two distinct, unrelated issues. However, if it is true that much of the difficulty for Catholic politicians concerns the failure to adequately form a Catholic conscience or to properly understand the implications of the demands of conscience on one's public responsibilities, then it is difficult to see how it will be possible in the future to fashion laws -- either by legislative or judicial action -- that respect the rights of a properly formed conscience. �Once again we are reminded of a scene from "A Man for All Seasons," this time of the conversation between More and his friend, the Duke of Norfolk. It is clear that More's stand on conscience is really incomprehensible to the duke since he asks More to join the other members of the nobility in agreeing to the demands of the king for the sake of friendship. �When More asks the duke whether after he has done what has been asked whether the duke will then follow More into hell for violating his conscience for friendship's sake, the duke complains of More's obstinacy. In short, how can we expect those who have failed to take due care of their own conscience to properly care for the consciences of others?�John Paul II has elevated the role of Catholics by insisting in "Veritatis Splendor" and "Evangelium Vitae" that any moral consensus within society must be one which recognizes the three fundamental principles of the culture of life.�The first is the incomparable value and dignity of every human being regardless of age, condition or race. This is especially true in the case of the poor, the weak and the defenseless. And this is also true for the dignity of the human conscience.


The second is that it is always a violation of human dignity to treat anyone as an instrument or means to an end. Instead, every person must be seen as good in himself or herself and never as an object to be manipulated.�The third principle is that the intentional killing of an innocent human being, whatever the circumstances and particularly in cases of abortion and euthanasia, can never be morally justified.�In these moral principles we can see that the Church's mission in building the culture of life is inseparable from the legacy of the Second Vatican Council. This is especially the case in regard to the teaching of the council on conscience, freedom and human dignity.�By insisting that the Catholic people must be "a people of life and for life" (No. 6), John Paul II has outlined the mission of the Catholic people in the conversion of culture. In this mission, "Evangelium Vitae" presents a blueprint for Catholic identity in the third millennium in which "the dignity of the person and the Gospel of life are a single and indivisible Gospel" (No. 2). �In becoming "a people of life and for life" Catholics will bear witness most truly to the truth, to conscience and to the possibility of building a culture of life. But "a people of life and a people for life" can only be so if it is at the same time "a community of consciences for life" or what John Paul II might have called "a great solidarity of consciences for life." �A Catholic people must have a Catholic conscience and that conscience, to be Catholic, must be for life.
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A Conscience Decision Christians Making Choices in the Public Square 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19185?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19185?l=english� 


By Father John Flynn�ROME, March 19, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Catholics involved in politics should follow their own conscience, but in doing so they need to be well informed. This was one of the points made by Vatican Secretary of State Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone in an address March 6. Cardinal Bertone was speaking at the launch of a book by Italian Senator Luigi Bobba entitled "Il posto dei cattolici" (The Place of Catholics). In his remarks, published in the March 8 edition of L'Osservatore Romano, the cardinal observed that a Catholic politician's conscience needs to respect those values which are not negotiable, namely those that correspond to an objective truth. Only in this way will public activity be carried out in a way that respects the human person and fundamental human rights, the secretary of state affirmed. Cardinal Bertone then went on to mention a number of important areas that require attention, such as safeguarding life from conception until natural death, the promotion of the family and the defense of the institution of marriage as a union between a man and a woman.�An involvement in politics that damages values such as these is not good for anyone, he argued. Moreover, the cardinal insisted, it would be wrong to justify taking action against these values by basing such a decision in the name of an appeal to one's conscience. It is precisely to avoid such erroneous decisions that the Church makes its voice heard in public debates on important issues. This participation by the Church in the public arena should not be seen as an undue interference, but rather as an attempt to help form consciences. 





In this activity, Cardinal Bertone continued, the Church does not limit its message to Catholics, but directs itself to all persons of good will, in the hope of helping them overcome the temptation to take decisions based merely on what is most pragmatic and according to self-interest.�Ignoring principles Cardinal Bertone's address comes at a time when bishops in a number of countries are speaking out on political issues. In Scotland, Bishop Joseph Devine strongly criticized the Labor Party for ignoring Christian principles, reported the Scotsman newspaper March 12. The bishop of Motherwell also warned that the traditional support of Catholics for the Labor Party could not be counted on. 


Behind his remarks, the Scotsman commented, lies the dismay of the bishop at anti-family legislation, promoted by the Labor Party in both the local Scottish Parliament and the Parliament of the United Kingdom. "The state seems to have developed a new kind of morality devoid of any Christian principle or background," declared Bishop Devine. Christian principles were also on the mind of Bishop Kevin Manning of Parramatta, Australia. The bishop penned a pastoral letter on civic responsibility, published in March by the diocesan publication Catholic Outlook.�The missive comes just prior to the March 24 elections in the state of New South Wales. National elections will also be held later this year.�Bishop Manning cited documents of the Second Vatican Council that encourage Catholics "to carry the presence of Jesus into all spheres of human activity." We can influence society by making informed moral choices when voting, he noted.�The bishop of the diocese located on the Western outskirts of Sydney also explained that doing this is not an attempt to impose Catholic teaching on everyone. We believe, he stated, "that Catholic teaching works for the good of all, for a stable society, and for the promotion of human dignity, human rights and freedom."�The pastoral letter lays out a series of moral principles to take into account when deciding who to vote for: protecting life in all its stages; promoting the family based on marriage between a man and a woman; protecting the rights of parents to educate their children; serving the poor and vulnerable; practicing global solidarity; and exercising stewardship over creation through care for the environment. "It is clear that the task at hand is to defend and promote the most fundamental aspects of human dignity for the good of all," Bishop Manning concluded.�Good citizens In Nigeria, Catholic bishops urged the government to ensure the April elections are free and fair, according to a report published by the Catholic Information Service for Africa on March 6. The statement came in a communiqué dated March 3, issued at the end of a weeklong meeting at Abuja on the theme "Good Governance, Democracy and Christian responsibility." "These elections will either increase or diminish the respect that the international community has for Nigeria," the bishops said in the communiqué. The declaration also called on politicians to refrain from intemperate and uncivil language, and advised Nigerians to vote according to their consciences in the coming elections. �Nigerian President Olusegun Obasanjo steps down in April after 8 years in power. As well as electing a new president, Nigerians will also vote for state governors and members of Parliament.�Religion and politics also continues to occupy attention in the United States. In January, Denver's Archbishop Charles Chaput strongly criticized the Catholic governor of Colorado, Bill Ritter, for his pledge to restore eligibility requirements for family planning programs to receive state funding. Days after his Jan. 9 inauguration, Ritter announced his intention to lift the restrictions that prevent state money from going toward clinics that offer abortions, the Denver Post reported Jan. 16. These restrictions had been imposed by his predecessor Bill Owens, also a Catholic. As a result of Owens' decision, Planned Parenthood lost almost $400,000 in state funding.�Archbishop Chaput termed this proposal as a "seriously flawed policy," in an article published in the Jan. 17 issue of the Denver Catholic Register. He criticized the actions of Ritter who ran as a pro-life candidate: "In the long run, all of us -- homemakers, shopkeepers, clergy, athletes and public officials -- are judged by what we do, not by what we say."�Choosing wisely Bishop Robert Vasa of Baker, Oregon, also has some advice for Catholics in public life. In an article published in the March 1 issue of the Catholic Sentinel, he reflected on what someone he described as "a prominent Catholic public person," had said regarding abortion. This person commented that it was a question of exercising free will, you can choose it or reject it, but we can't tell someone else what to do. Bishop Vasa pointed out, however, that some choices are just, and others are unjust. "An unjust choice would be to choose to terminate the life of another human being," he said. Furthermore, it is a choice clearly contrary to Church teaching. "What we believe must inform what we do," he concluded.�The postsynodal apostolic exhortation "Sacramentum Caritatis," just published by the Pope, also touches upon the question of the conscience of Catholics active in politics. Under the concept of "Eucharistic consistency" Benedict XVI explained that "worship pleasing to God can never be a purely private matter, without consequences for our relationships with others: it demands a public witness to our faith" (No. 83).�This is true for all, the Pope continued, but is particularly so for those in a position where they make decisions on important values regarding human life, the family, marriage and education. "These values are not negotiable," the Pontiff said.�"Consequently, Catholic politicians and legislators, conscious of their grave responsibility before society, must feel particularly bound, on the basis of a properly formed conscience, to introduce and support laws inspired by values grounded in human nature," the document continued. The Pope also reminded bishops that they "are bound to reaffirm constantly these values as part of their responsibility to the flock entrusted to them."�This is valuable advice at a time when debates over moral issues are evermore present. 





A Right Conscience Interview With Director of International Medical Association 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19192?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19192?l=english� 


ROME, March 19, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Conscientious objection should be used as a "last resort" in situations where acts "repugnant to the human person" are to be carried out, says a leading Catholic doctor.�Dr. José María Simón Castellví, president of the World Federation of the Catholic Medical Associations, attended the congress on "The Christian Conscience in Support of the Right to Life," organized by the Pontifical Academy for Life. The congress took place Feb. 23-24 in Rome. In this interview, the ophthalmologist comments on the importance of not only following one's conscience, but also of educating and informing the conscience. �Q: Is conscientious objection in the area of medicine a form of giving testimony?�Simón: Conscientious objection is the last resort, a human right and duty, to not implicate oneself in acts that are profoundly repugnant to the human person. Of course, it is also necessary to work so that no one carries out those acts: If they are bad for me, they are also bad for others. �The fact that many people object means that these acts violate various human rights, such as the right to live. �Q: In the congress of the Pontifical Academy for Life, did they comment on specific cases of conscientious objection, or did the debate remain on the general and abstract plane? 


Simón: In the congress of the academy -- of which I am not a member, but I was invited to it, and I was also able to greet the Holy Father -- they talked in general, but also about specific cases. For example, it was surprising to learn that in the so-called democratic countries in Europe, it is not possible to study to be a gynecologist without having to perform abortions. �Q: The Holy Father said to members of the academy that sometimes the power of the most powerful seems to paralyze those of good will, and appealed to the formation of an authentic and upright conscience. What is your reaction to those words? �Simón: Power elicits complicity when it attempts to subdue good people so that they keep quiet and let the powerful act. Many people, especially the youth, rebel against this situation and do not easily conform to a society that gives us well-being and, to a certain point, anesthetizes us with it, and makes it more difficult for us to defend the weak. �The conscience should be followed. Also, the conscience should be care for, because it can become sick. It should be educated, it should be well informed and it should be polished often as a very precise instrument. We are gambling away a lot if the conscience is not in good shape. �Q: Benedict XVI perceives a harmony between the magisterium and the lay commitment, especially in topics having to do with life. What is the role of the laity in the face of the new challenges posed by technology and medicine? �Simón: It is the work of the laity to make the world a better place. We shouldn't think that the hierarchy of the Church is going to do everything. The laity is everywhere, and we should sweep and polish every corner of the world. The laity should pray, make sacrifices, follow the important guidelines set out by God through the magisterium, and work, work practically without rest. 





The Conscience of Our Age Interview With Father Vincent Twomey


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19975?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19975?l=english� �MAYNOOTH, Ireland, June 25, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) The modern conception of conscience reduces it to an excuse mechanism, that it cannot err and that what one thinks is right is in fact right, said author Father Vincent Twomey. Father Twomey, retired professor of moral theology at the Pontifical University of St. Patrick's College, in Maynooth, is the author of "Pope Benedict XVI: The Conscience of Our Age," published this year by Ignatius Press. In this interview with ZENIT, he comments on the Holy Father's role in providing a way to return to a deeper understanding of conscience. EXTRACT


Q: You suggest that there has been a distortion of the word conscience. What is this distortion and how has it affected the Church? �Father Twomey: The starting point is the traditional notion of an erroneous conscience, which in the wake of the turbulence that followed "Humanae Vitae," was falsely interpreted to mean, in effect for many, that it does not matter what one does, provided that one is sincerely convinced that it is right. Sincerity now becomes the criterion of morality and, taken to its logical conclusion, it would be impossible to condemn a Hitler or a Stalin, since it could be claimed that they too acted according to their "lights," according to their sincere convictions. �The traditional insistence on the primacy of following your conscience, even if erroneous, led to a new notion, that of the "infallible conscience." This amounts to the claim that conscience cannot err, that what you think is right is in fact right. �This is to reduce conscience to an excuse mechanism. This notion receives its persuasiveness, if not its inspiration, from the prevailing relativism of modernity. It is sometimes claimed today that each one can adopt whatever moral principles he or she decides best for them. These are the fruit of their conscientious choice, after having looked at the options. �This is indeed a very attractive theory. But it amounts to the claim that each person can determine for himself what is right or wrong, the temptation of Adam and Eve in the garden. Often, it is given the title "a la carte" Catholicism, picking and choosing what suits us. Morality is reduced to an ultimately irrational personal preference. �This prevailing notion of conscience has had a devastating effect on the Church and Christian living. �Q: You describe Benedict XVI as a guide for the conscience in today's age. In what ways do you believe this to be true? �Father Twomey: First of all, as theologian and later as prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Ratzinger has been the voice of the Church's conscience in affirming the objective truth when it was denied either theoretically or in practice. 





It is astonishing that secular thinkers, those outside the Church, as it were, seem to recognize this more than those inside. Thus, for example, the French Academy honored him as the apt successor to Andrey Sacharov, the dissident atom physicist during the tyranny of the Soviet Union. It was their recognition of a courageous thinker who was in effect the great "dissident" under the "dictatorship of relativism" that has swamped Europe and America over the past half-century. Secondly, conscience is not only a central theme of his writings, he has also made a major contribution to correcting the false understanding of conscience outlined above, to which I devote a whole chapter in my book.


His skepticism regarding episcopal conferences is rooted in the experience of how, as a collective, the German bishops, to put it mildly, had not quite matched up to the witness given by individual bishops such as Bishop Clemens von Galen of Muenster and Archbishop Michael Faulhaber of Munich. He calls on all bishops to give personal witness and not wait for the collective conference to rubber-stamp some document prepared by an anonymous commission. �Likewise, his theology has been marked by a personal search for the truth, urged on by his conscience. All his life, he has exercised his personal moral responsibility, even when it earned for him the negative title of "rottweiler" or "grand inquisitor" -- or, indeed, "the enemy of humanity," as one journalist put it. To speak the truth in love is to be in opposition, very often, to the prevailing fashions and so to make oneself unpopular.





Cardinal Bertone Defends Politicians' Conscience Fields Questions During Visit to U.S.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-20259?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-20259?l=english� �NASHVILLE, Tennessee, August 16, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone says that politicians should have the right to follow their conscience, even if their views are not in accord with the stance of their political party. The Vatican secretary of state said this at a press conference during his visit last week to Nashville and the annual Knights of Columbus convention. During the cardinal's time in the United States, he celebrated the opening Mass of the convention, gave its keynote address, received the Knights' "Gaudium et Spes" Award and met with journalists to give an overview of his trip.�Cardinal Bertone was asked about pro-abortion Catholic politicians, whether they should receive Communion, and if the Vatican plans to give guidelines to bishops for these cases. "I don't think that it is necessary to repeat new norms because the norms are well explained in the doctrine of the Church," he said. "I don't understand how a person in public office or one engaged in political activity can be obliged to renounce his Catholic identity because the party, be it in the U.S. or in other countries, imposes an ethical choice on the basis of the party's program. "This, according to me, does not respect freedom of conscience. It even seems to me to be an oppression of conscience. Where is the freedom of conscience that is so proclaimed and defended in America?"�Cardinal Bertone also spoke of his phone conversation with U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice. "The telephone conversation should really remain private," the cardinal said, "notwithstanding the fact that some of those conversations may be able to be tapped. The conversations dealt primarily with the state of Christians in the Middle East. "I told her that her travels by plane, in her efforts for peace, are accompanied by the angels. If they weren't accompanied by the angels, then she would never be able to knit back together all of these relationships that have been so fragile and difficult."





POPE UNDERLINES IMPORTANCE OF NATURAL MORAL LAW�VATICAN CITY, October 5, 2007 (Vatican Information Service) - This morning the Pope received members of the International Theological Commission, who have just completed their annual plenary meeting, held in the Vatican from October 1 to 5 under the presidency of Cardinal William Joseph Levada. In his remarks to them, the Holy Father recalled the recent publication of a commission document on the subject of "the hope of salvation for children who die without receiving Baptism," and expressed the wish that it may "continue to be a useful point of reference for pastors of the Church and for theologians," as well as providing "assistance and consolation for the faithful who have suffered the sudden death of a child before receiving" the Sacrament.�Turning to focus on "natural moral law," a question being examined by the commission, Benedict XVI indicated that the doctrine on natural law "achieves two essential aims: on the one hand, it makes it clear that the ethical content of Christian faith is not an imposition dictated from outside man's conscience, but a norm that has its basis in human nature itself; and on the other hand, by starting from the basis of natural law - which of itself is accessible to all rational creatures - it lays the foundations for dialogue with all men and women of good will, and with civil society more generally."�The Pope then highlighted the fact that nowadays "the original evidence for the foundations of human beings and of their ethical behavior has been lost, and the doctrine of natural moral law clashes with other concepts which run directly contrary to it. All this has enormous consequences on civil and social order."�What dominates today, he continued, "is a positivist conception of law" according to which "humanity, or society, or in effect the majority of citizens, become the ultimate source for civil legislation. The problem that arises is not, then, the search for good but the search for power, or rather the balance of power. At the root of this tendency is ethical relativism, in which some people even see one of the principal conditions for democracy because, they feel, relativism guarantees tolerance and mutual respect. ... But if this were true, the majority at any given moment would become the ultimate source for law, and history shows with great clarity that majorities can make mistakes."


�"When," the Holy Father proceeded, "the fundamental essentials are at stake: human dignity, human life, the institution of the family and the equity of the social order (in other words the fundamental rights of man), no law made by men and women can subvert the norm written by the Creator in man's heart without society itself being dramatically struck ... at its very core. Thus natural law is a true guarantee for everyone to live freely and with respect for their dignity, protected from all ideological manipulation and from all arbitrary abuses of the powerful. No one can disregard this appeal.�"If," he added, "by reason of a tragic clouding of the collective conscience, skepticism and ethical relativism managed to annul the fundamental principles of natural moral law, the very democratic order itself would be profoundly undermined at its foundations. Against such clouding - which is a crisis for human, even more than for Christian, civilization - the consciences of all men and women of good will must be mobilized, both lay people and followers of religions other than Christianity, so that together they may make an effective commitment to creating ... the conditions necessary for a full awareness of the inalienable value of natural moral law."�Benedict XVI concluded by stressing that "the advance of individuals and of society along the path of true progress" depends upon respect for natural moral law, "in conformity with right reason, which is participation in the eternal Reason of God." 





Party Platform Versus Catholic Faith Bishop Aquila on Nonnegotiable Life Issues


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-21610?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-21610?l=english� �BALTIMORE, Maryland, January 25, 2008 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Here is an excerpt of the address Bishop Samuel Aquila of Fargo gave Nov. 15 to Loyola College in Baltimore titled "The Sanctity of Human Life from Conception to Natural Death." The presentation was part of the Loyola Alive Seamless Garment Series. It can be found in its entirety on the ZENIT Web site at � HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-21609?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-21609?l=english�. �The understanding of conscience as the voice of God in the heart of each person is essential. The voice of God is rooted in the good and the true and in love as revealed in the person of Jesus Christ. God is the one who establishes the good. Truth is objective and is most fully discovered in the person of Jesus Christ. �Once again the study of the Catechism of the Catholic Church in the section on conscience will help you to form your consciences. If a conscience is not formed, it is easy for it to be erroneous in its judgment of good and evil. Tragically in reflecting on what decisions to make, a person may be listening to the father of lies rather than to God. Jesus reminds us that "As the Father has loved me, so have I loved you; abide in my love. If you keep my commandments, you will abide in my love, just as I have kept my Father's commandments and abide in his love. These things I have spoken to you, that my joy may be in you, and that your joy may be full. This is my commandment, that you love one another as I have loved you" (John 15:9-12).�A Catholic with a properly formed conscience puts faith in Jesus Christ, lives the commandments, has knowledge of the teaching of the Church as presented in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and desires to live a virtuous life through the total gift of self to God and by living his love in the world.�The proper formation of your conscience in love and truth -- in Jesus, who is both love and truth -- is necessary if you are to experience joy. To build a culture of life Catholics must form their consciences and always choose life and the dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death. Finally, and most challenging, is the promotion of the culture of life in society. Catholics in the political arena today are too often more faithful to party platforms and partisanship than to their faith in Jesus Christ, his Church, and the promotion of a culture of life. There is a false separation between one's private life and faith and one's public life. �Today some Catholic politicians who support abortion hide behind the lies of "pro-choice" or not wanting to "impose their morality" on others. Yet they strongly support other life issues by opposing capital punishment, seeking just treatment for immigrants, and correctly understanding that part of just governance is ensuring the dignity of human life. Quite rightly, they do not consider this to be "imposing morality" in these areas.�There may also be politicians who are pro-life with respect to abortion, euthanasia and embryonic stem-cell research, yet who support capital punishment and policies that result in the oppression of immigrants. They seem to forget to opt for the dignity of the human person in these cases, and they choose to be more faithful to their party platform than to their Catholic faith. �Catholics in the political arena must recognize that opposition to intrinsic evils, such as abortion, euthanasia, genocide, embryonic stem-cell research and same sex unions is always required by the faithful Catholic. Because these intrinsic evils are direct attacks on human life and marital dignity, they are nonnegotiable for every Catholic. Catholics must recognize, too, that in the other human life issues -- such as immigration, capital punishment, the economy, health-care and war -- the dignity of the human person must first and foremost be taken into consideration in seeking solutions to these questions.�As John Paul II reminded everyone involved in civil and legislative affairs, "A law which violates an innocent person's natural right to life is unjust and as such, is not valid as a law" ("Evangelium Vitae," 90). "Abortion and euthanasia are thus crimes which no human law can claim to legitimize. There is no obligation in conscience to obey such laws; instead there is a grave and clear obligation to oppose them by conscientious objection" (ibid., No. 73). We are warned in Scripture and by John Paul II that "we must obey God rather than man" (Acts 5:29, "Evangelium Vitae," 73).�Every Catholic who supports intrinsic evils is reminded that they will one day stand before the judgment seat of God and give an account of themselves and how they lived the Gospel of Life.


�At the same time, as pro-life Catholics, we must have concern for immigrants, the suffering, the sick and the poor. We must work for the avoidance of war, the elimination of the death penalty and an end to drug trafficking. If we are truly going to be pro-life and build a true culture of life, all of these are matters of concern.�While there can be different solutions for questions regarding some issues which are not intrinsic evils, the inherent dignity of the human person from the moment of conception to natural death must be the lens through which all decisions are made. We must constantly, at every level, promote the dignity of the human person and the truth that every human being is created in the image and likeness of God from the moment of his or her conception until natural death.





Conscience Is a Gift, Affirms Prelate Archbishop Urges Formation in Relativistic World 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-22673?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-22673?l=english� By Kathleen Naab


ST. PAUL, Minnesota, May 23, 2008 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) The retired archbishop of St. Paul-Minneapolis proposed that a clearer understanding of the conscience can bring a deeper appreciation of it, and inspire the desire to form it.


Archbishop Harry Flynn affirmed this in a pastoral letter released Monday, titled "Moral Conscience." Archbishop Flynn retired May 2, upon turning 75.�In the letter's first section, the prelate suggested that the novelty of today's understanding of right and wrong is that "now the very idea of knowing right and wrong is called into question."�"This questioning of the truth of right and wrong, the questioning even of the possibility of knowing anything to be certain," he explained, "leads to what we call 'relativism.' It has been creeping up on us for centuries, gradually changing the way we think about ourselves and our world."�Archbishop Flynn noted how relativism works: "This sort of subjectivism leads to the notion that things are good or bad because they do or do not suit my preferences, because they are or are not in accord with what I think is best for me -- almost like deciding what sort of car to drive or what sort of music to enjoy. Of course, preferences have a valid part to play in our lives, but mere self-centered choices will never serve as a basis for true fulfillment or as a way of serving the common good."�The prelate then turned his attention to the role of truth in the moral life. "Truth is essential in our relationship to God and to each other," he said. "The foolishness of what we have referred to as relativism is in the fact that it tries to accept everything as possibly true and ends up accepting nothing as actually true."�"God has given us the means of finding the truth," Archbishop Flynn continued. "He has given us faith and reason, and they are both his gifts, they are both of value in our search for truth, our search for God. Far from denigrating the power of human reason, the Church has consistently defended it. It has seen no contradiction between reason and faith, but has recognized their ordered relationship. "Reason’s search for truth is not wrong, it is simply not fully sufficient in itself. It finds its fulfillment in the act of faith."�The archbishop noted, "True freedom is not, as we are sometimes prone to think, the possibility of choosing either good or evil. The possibility of choosing evil is actually a perversion of freedom. True freedom is the possibility of always being able to choose what is truly good, and that we can do only if we come to know the truth about what is right and what is wrong. Know the truth, and the truth will truly set you free."�Thus, he explained, "there is no contradiction between a Church that offers the love of Christ and a Church that teaches the truth which Christ embodies." With that backdrop, the prelate turned to the role of conscience.�"Conscience measures a contemplated act against the objective standard of the moral law, which is one aspect of the truth that sets us free and to which the Church bears witness. Conscience applies this law of love in the particular circumstances of daily life," he said.�"In other words," Archbishop Flynn continued, "conscience does not determine what is right or wrong, but rather makes a judgment about whether a particular proposed action is in accord with what is right or wrong and is, therefore, a good or evil action."�From that, it is clear that conscience, as a human judgment, can be wrong, the archbishop said.�"This is why the Church teaches that conscience must be properly formed," he noted. "Clearly a person must follow conscience in order to be morally responsible. Yet no human being can realistically claim that his conscience is simply infallible, since decisions of conscience depend on conformity to the objective moral law and do not create the moral law. But if conscience can be erroneous, therein lies the potential for tragedy.�After explaining the importance of conscience formation, the archbishop affirmed: "To have a well formed conscience is not to have our freedom constrained. It is, rather, to have a freedom that is full and complete, because in every choice made on the ground of a well formed conscience we come one step nearer to God and one step nearer to what, in our heart of hearts, we truly wish to be."�"To live in Christ is to live as another Christ," Archbishop Flynn concluded. "It is to live for the truth and to lay down our lives for that truth as witnesses to the gift we have received. To live in Christ is to love self and neighbor as does Christ. This love is not a feeling. It is a steadfast willing. It is a constant choice of the good, and that good must be illuminated by the truth known to reason and fulfilled in faith. This is the function of the well formed conscience. It is a responsibility of the highest order. It is something we must all pursue, for without a conscience informed by the truth we can never find fulfillment in the love of God or love of neighbor."








Archbishop Flynn's Q-and-A on Conscience "The Human Person Always Acts for His or Her Own Fulfillment"


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-22664?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-22664?l=english� �ST. PAUL, Minnesota, May 23, 2008 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Here are the questions and answers that Archbishop Harry Flynn of St. Paul and Minneapolis addressed at the end of his pastoral letter "Moral Conscience," released Monday. Archbishop Flynn retired May 2, upon turning 75. �The full text can be found on the ZENIT Web page: � HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-22664?l=english" \t "_blank" �http://www.zenit.org/article-22664?l=english� 


1. Is there a contradiction between freedom and truth? �Although our modern world tends to find cause for hesitancy before the prospect of absolute truth; that is, truth that is universal, our freedom actually depends upon such a truth. If there were no truth there could be no ground for personal dignity other than the majority or no way to work for the common good apart from utility.�And yet, if we are reflective, our own personal experience informs us that there is such a truth. For example, that truth should be told, that respect should be shown, that good should be pursued and evil avoided. That truth that sets our freedom free is the natural law – the way that the human person can deliberate about the good. �2. Is there a contradiction between faith and reason? �Because there is a unity to the truth, there is not a contradiction between faith and reason. Human understanding is a great gift and by thinking and reasoning the person can come to truth. But love, if it is our fulfillment, cannot be explained merely by reason. Love must be revealed. God revealed this truth to Israel and fulfilled it in Christ. For Christians, the truth is ultimately a person who reveals the truth about God and the truth about man in his own person: Jesus Christ. Thus, reason’s search finds its fulfillment not its negation in faith. �3. Does the Church intend that the State be religious? �The Church recognizes the State’s distinctive responsibility to serve the common good. This means that representatives of the people are called to discern policies and laws that serve the common good; ie, the good of all. The Church’s unique competency is that she is an expert on the person and therefore it is essential that she continue to propose this truth to the State. For human laws must respect the natural law if, in fact, they will be laws that serve the person and help to realize the common good. �4. Are there actions which are always wrong, so called intrinsically evil acts? �Yes, the Christian moral tradition has always recognized intrinsically evil acts; i.e., acts which are always and everywhere wrong. One such action is the direct taking of an innocent human life such as occurs in abortion or intentional homicide. In teaching the truth of such intrinsically evil acts the Church does not man to limit human freedom but to serve it, to witness to the truth that sets us free. �5. Why is our conscience so necessary? �Our conscience is the way in which the human person comes to the truth about fulfillment precisely because it acknowledges, when formed, the sapiential nature of God who is love. Because God is love, God has directed all things to their end, to their fulfillment. The human person always acts for his or her own fulfillment but often we are our own worst enemy – we are the agents of our unhappiness! Conscience is the gift whereby we can come to know and act according to our true end and thereby be fulfilled by a "good" which is without end namely, sharing in the exchange of divine love. �6. What is an erroneous conscience? �An erroneous conscience is a conscience that renders a wrong judgment about the good in a concrete circumstance. For example, a married man who thought he deserved an intimate relationship with someone who was not his spouse would have an erroneous conscience. The opposite of an erroneous conscience is a correct conscience. �7. What is the difference between a formed and unformed conscience? �A formed conscience is one which is informed by the truth of the natural law and the new law of love fulfilled in Christ. As such, a formed conscience is not simply a referent for what one wants to do or feels like doing but one which invites the individual to love. Because one has the duty to form one’s conscience in the truth – and this is only a logical necessity if one desires to love, to do good and not evil – one has a responsibility to learn the truth and to bind one’s freedom to the truth. 


8. What is the difference between a vincible and invincible conscience? �Because one has an obligation to form one’s conscience in the truth there is a presumption that one is responsible for judging correctly the difference between right and wrong. A vincible conscience is a conscience that should have known something one did not know and therefore bears responsibility for that ignorance which led them to act wrongly. The category invincible conscience is one which acknowledges that at times through no fault of our own -- i.e., we are trying to know the truth -- we make decisions which are wrong. 





CONSCIENCE 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.maristmessenger.co.nz/?p=275" ��http://www.maristmessenger.co.nz/?p=275�


By Fr John Kelly June 1, 2008


It is a generally accepted principle in our society that we must respect each other’s consciences even when they seem to us to be erroneous. Thus we respect sincere unbelievers, Muslims, atheists etc. whose consciences are quite different from those of Christians.�However, people can make all kinds of mistakes in following their personal consciences. Did Bush make a mistake in following his conscience when he invaded Iraq? Do suicide bombers act out of an erroneous conscience? 





Are Muslims in error when they conscientiously reject Christianity in favour of Islam? Are we Christians alone correct in claiming that salvation is found only in Jesus?�The question of following one’s conscience becomes even more challenging in our daily contacts. At the work place one may be in contact with as many as fifty different people and each of these will have his/her own personal conscience. No two are likely to have identically the same moral values. Some think that homosexuality�is acceptable while others totally disagree. Many think that premarital sex is an expression of authentic love but Catholics and many others are convinced that sex outside marriage is morally wrong. The truth is that people working side by side are likely to conscientiously adhere to opposing values. Indeed many believe that they are justified in judging for themselves what is right and wrong without reference to any objective norms. Their moral values, if they have any, are subjective and relative. Indeed two people, who are both Christians and who are equally sincere, can hold opposing views on the morality of certain actions. We may ask whose conscience is judging correctly and who is in error?�All these considerations force us to ask ourselves, are we really justified in upholding the principle that one must follow one’s conscience, when so many people, by following their conscience, seem to make so many mistakes?


�The Duty to Inform Our Conscience�Our society, as we said above, recognises the right of a person to follow one’s conscience and this has to be commended. However, there is a complementary duty on the part of all us, which is equally important. We have a duty to make sure that our conscience is properly informed before we act on it. This duty is not always remembered by people who justify themselves by saying that they are following their conscience. Do we need to take seriously a conscience that has made little effort to discover the truth? How are we to judge whether our own conscience or that of another is erroneous or not? We have a right to follow our conscience only when it has been properly informed. This duty to enlighten our conscience is not often stressed but it should be remembered when people insist on their right to follow their consciences. It often happens that we claim that we are following our consciences even when we have made little effort to discover the truth. Right reason demands that before acting we are properly informed of all the consequences of what we propose to do. Surely there is a moral fault if we make a big decision without having studied sufficiently the implications of our choice.


�Right Reason�This raises a further question - in a pluralistic society, where people adhere to very diverse moral values, how can a common conscience be formed? Many people are not Christian; others are not believers and may even be atheists. In dealing with such people one cannot use the Bible as an authoritative source of truth. But is there some other source that we can use, that most in a pluralistic society will accept? It seems that right reason plays an indispensable role in highlighting the moral values that can unite the different people in a pluralistic world. Almost all accept moral values that seem to be reasonable.�It is worth noting also that many unbelievers are very moral people, committed to love of neighbour and to the common good. Jack Dominion claims that Sigmund Freud, the psychiatrist, was a very moral person even though he was an atheist. We should remember that the Holy Spirit is in all people and he works in them through the medium of right reason. Vatican 11 teaches that the Risen Christ gives the Holy Spirit to all (L.G. 40). Consequently we should be alert to his operations even in non-believers. Furthermore, there are many excellent people in our society who have no religion. Yet they live good moral lives and devote themselves to the good of others. I like to think that such peoples’ consciences are formed by the Holy Spirit who teaches all truth, even though people do not realise it.


�The Christian Conscience�While we must recognise the operations of the Spirit in all people we should expect him to be especially active in those who are committed to the love of Christ. Is he not the Spirit of Christ? A Christian is expected to have the mind of Christ and to have internalised gospel values. The Christian is formed by the gospel and by the Holy Spirit who teaches us all things (John 16, 13). However Christians must be what they are called. We all know how easily we can claim to be Christians while our set of values and our consciences can be very un-Christian. We can be Christian in name and practical atheists. Our consciences will not be truly Christian unless we immerse ourselves in God’s word by spiritual reading and give ourselves to prayer. If we do our part the Holy Spirit will teach us all things. In order to develop a truly Christian conscience we will also need to distance ourselves in mind and heart from non-Christian values. 


Jesus reminds us of this when he tells us that "we cannot serve God and money" (Matthew 6, 24). We cannot have a pure Christian conscience if our minds are excessively focused on values other than Christ such as money, power, pleasure etc. Probably most of us, who pride ourselves on being Christian, have only partly put on Christ. We accept some gospel values while we conveniently ignore those that are too demanding.�In conclusion we are entitled to follow our conscience but we have a duty to form them as well as possible by the word of God and by recourse to right reason.





New Book Skewers Moral Relativism Interview with Author Father Thomas Williams�� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-23692?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-23692?l=english� 


ROME, September 23, 2008 (Zenit.org) 





The conscience is not like a referee that blows a whistle every time we step out of bounds, but rather like a coach that gives us the guidance we need to succeed, says the author of a new book on discerning right from wrong. This week saw the release of Legionary of Christ Father Thomas D. Williams' new book "Knowing Right from Wrong: A Christian Guide to Conscience."�ZENIT spoke with Father Williams, who is Vatican analyst for CBS News and professor of theology and ethics at Rome's Regina Apostolorum university, about what the conscience really is and how it is misunderstood today.�Q: Why this book, and why now?�Father Williams: This book is more necessary now than ever before. If ever our society needed greater moral clarity, it is now.�The two major errors concerning conscience -- conscience as infallible, unimpeachable guide and conscience as a mere vestige of Freudian superego -- are even more prevalent today than they were 30 years ago.�Q: Care to explain these errors in a bit more depth for the uninitiated?�Father Williams: Many today appeal to conscience as the final arbiter of good and evil. By this view of conscience, good and evil do not exist outside of our moral judgment, but are created by it. What I sincerely judge to be good and right becomes good and right because of that judgment. Sincerity is all that matters. By this logic, it makes no sense to try to tell someone else what is good or right, even, for example, if you are the Church's magisterium. In the end, conscience would not apply an objective moral law that stands above it, but would supplant the moral law. Conscience would trump everything.�While this first error overvalues conscience, making it into an infallible god, accountable only to itself, the second error undervalues conscience, placing it among the undesirable and irrational remnants of an earlier stage of humanity's moral evolution. The theory makes of conscience an echo of parental and societal prohibitions, which needs not to be obeyed but to be "tamed" and governed by the ego.�Q: All of this sounds a little heady. Can laypeople understand what you have written, or is this a book for professional ethicists only?�Father Williams: I apologize for the academic tone. Actually the book is written in straightforward English for the general public. It explains the notion of morality from the ground up, with stories and examples to help the headier ideas to sink in.�Q: Did the upcoming presidential election motivate you to write the book?�Father Williams: Obviously moments of important decisions, such as elections, furnish a golden opportunity to rethink our ideas about conscience. But actually I had been intending to write this book for a long time. Pope John Paul II in his masterful 1993 encyclical on the moral life, "Veritatis Splendor," lamented the modern disconnect between freedom and truth. He affirmed in the strongest of terms the necessity of reasserting the existence of moral truth against a creeping relativism.�And few will forget the powerful homily given by then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger on the eve of his own election as Pope in April 2005, where he declared that today "we are building a dictatorship of relativism that does not recognize anything as definitive and whose ultimate goal consists solely of one's own ego and desires."�My own conscience was prodding me to write a book that both dismantles relativism at the root and provides a clear, constructive approach to understanding and forming conscience.�Q: So this book is primarily about correcting errors and combating relativism?�Father Williams: I wouldn't say that is the main point of the book, though I do address these issues. The real aim of the book is to show the beauty of the moral life as a call not simply to "obey the rules," but to live a supremely good and happy life according to God's plan.�We tend to reduce the moral life to a list of prohibitions and obligations. But that's a mistake. As Christians we are called to moral excellence, and not merely to the avoidance of evil. The wonderful thing is, this moral excellence coincides with the deepest human joy. God only asks us for things that are truly good for us. His commandments are not arbitrary but reflect the truth of the human person and our most profound aspirations to freedom, goodness and love.�Q: In this regard, you employ an analogy from athletics, and claim that conscience is more a "coach" than a "referee." Can you explain that?�Father Williams: Depending on how we view the moral life, our view of conscience and its role also changes. If the moral life is made up of rules, then conscience is only a bothersome referee, blowing his whistle when we step outside our boundaries or commit some foul. At best, conscience would be a necessary evil, but hardly a friend or ally.


If, on the other hand, we understand the moral life as the pursuit of moral excellence, then conscience becomes much more than a referee; it becomes a coach. Conscience urges us toward personal moral excellence, not merely toward the avoidance of evil. Just as a coach helps us to play better, and fine-tunes our athletic qualities, so too conscience pushes us to be everything we are called to be. This is a much more positive -- and accurate --description of the role that conscience should play in the life of a Christian.�In the end, conscience is a precious gift that God gives us to help guide us through life. It becomes the voice of God himself in our interior, inviting us, inspiring us, and impelling us toward moral greatness.�Q: The table of contents indicates that you deal with conscientious objection. We normally associate this with a moral objection to armed conflict. Is this what you mean?


�Father Williams: This is certainly one of the possible situations where conscientious objection can come up, but the concept is much broader than this. Whenever we are pushed to do something that we know is morally wrong, we have an obligation to resist. This is called conscientious objection.�Usually this refers to resisting an order from a superior, or to choosing to disobey an unjust law, when it orders us to do something evil. It was St. Peter who said, "We must obey God rather than human authority" when ordered by the Jewish officials of his day to stop preaching about Jesus Christ (Acts 5:29). Typical examples of this nowadays can be found in the medical and pharmaceutical fields, where health care personnel are sometimes asked to participate in immoral activities such as abortion or the distribution of contraceptives.�In a still broader sense, conscientious objection can even mean going against the grain by bucking certain fashionable trends that would pressure us into doing evil or discourage evangelization. Here, too, conscience must be obeyed rather than the authority of popular opinion.�Q: What about when conscience differs from Church teaching?�Father Williams: There is much confusion in this area. Church teaching refers not to the imposition of one person's will over another's, but the continuation of Christ's mission as authentic teacher of the truth. This includes moral truth. Catholics are obliged to form their consciences according to this teaching.�Usually when a Catholic's moral criteria diverge from magisterial teaching, the problem lies at the level of faith. We stop believing in the Church and the divine guidance that Christ promised, and instead start valuing public opinion and our own personal judgment more than magisterial teaching.�The Church's moral teaching is reasonable, but that doesn't mean that everyone understands it immediately, or spontaneously comes to the same moral judgment that the Church does. But it is precisely here that the gift of the magisterium shines in all its splendor. When moral questions are obvious, we really have no need for a magisterium. It is when good people disagree and confusion reigns that the magisterium shows its true worth. But believers must be willing to be taught; otherwise the magisterium would be just another opinion in the marketplace of ideas, and we would cease to be Catholics except in name.�Q: You end the book with a discussion of moral dilemmas and how to resolve them. How does this work?�Father Williams: Here we must remember that many things that we call moral dilemmas are really just situations where doing the right thing is difficult. Doing good often means suffering unpleasant consequences, and this is tough for all of us. But it isn't a moral dilemma. It requires virtues such as courage, willpower and integrity, but our choice is clear.�In the true sense, a moral dilemma involves a doubt at the level of conscience. We truly don't know what the right thing to do is. These situations are not common, but they do occur, and here we need guidance to be able to choose well.�Fortunately God has provided sources of moral instruction to help us choose well even in tough situations. We have God's word, including the Ten Commandments and a closer familiarity with Christ and his moral criteria. We have the natural law, the unwritten expression of God's eternal law on the human heart. We also have Church teaching, which proves especially important for the resolution of moral dilemmas. All in all, for the Christian who truly wants to do what is right, reliable answers are available.


Knowing Right From Wrong: A Christian Guide to Conscience � HYPERLINK "http://www.amazon.com/Knowing-Right-Wrong-Christian-Conscience/dp/0446582018/ref=sr_1_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1207737113&sr=1-4" �www.amazon.com/Knowing-Right-Wrong-Christian-Conscience/dp/0446582018/ref=sr_1_4?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1207737113&sr=1-4�





A response to: New Book Skewers Moral Relativism


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-23737?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-23737?l=english� 


This author and everyone else would do well to read the indicated book "On Conscience" by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger which contains then Cardinal Ratzinger's 1984 and 1991 talks on the subject of conscience which are excellent indeed. These have been reprinted in 2007 by Ignatius Press. Further many of now Pope Benedict XVI extensive lectures, homilies, and writings are filled with references to the subject. And no one does a better job in clarifying, simplifying, and making this or any subject pure joy to read and so understand.�Pope Benedict XVI is well known as "the conscience of our age" by thousands of his students, contemporaries, and those of us just discovering the great gift he is to our times and our Church since his earliest years. God bless. Carole Winder





Forming a Catholic conscience 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=3596" ��http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=3596� 


By Mark S. Latkovic�I. OUR NEED FOR MORAL TRUTH: THE ROLE OF CONSCIENCE, FREE CHOICE, AND CHARACTER�Although we have now just begun a new millennium, I think it is safe to say that while the "Christian conscience" will face never-before-encountered challenges, i.e., "new things," conscience itself will remain unchanged. However, in order to form soundly the consciences of our children, we as Catholic parents will need to take into consideration these "new things." Nevertheless, the moral principles that we will use to help form their consciences about these "new things" will also, like conscience, remain the same.�When children are born they come into the world as persons who are not yet the beings that God wants them to be. They have not, obviously, reached that level of development or maturity that, by nature, they are capable of achieving. Thus, they are in need of such things as love, nourishment, security, and education. These needs of our children correspond to real goods of human existence--goods which they need to become "complete" or "whole" persons. 





As parents, we are called by God to meet--in cooperation with others--these needs of our children, i.e., to help them attain the real goods that God desires for them. The pursuit of these goods--truth, knowledge, beauty, justice, holiness, and the like--is the very point of the moral life.�One of our greatest responsibilities as parents in this regard--and it is the central theme of my paper--is the sacred duty we have to help our children in their quest for the good of moral truth. 1 Part of this task involves teaching our children that their "ends" must be, as Karol Wojtyla (Pope John Paul II) expresses it, "genuinely good, since the pursuit of evil ends is contrary to the rational nature of the person." 2 Wojtyla goes on to note that "the purpose of education ... is just that: a matter of seeking true ends, i.e., real goods as the ends of our actions." 3�Hence, the task of helping our children to form their consciences involves helping them to see what in fact are the goods of human nature, that is, those goods, which perfect them as human beings. Knowing what these goods are is the first step in conscience formation. Why? Because it is only by participating in these goods that our children are able to become complete beings. But we must participate in them wisely, under the guidance of Christian moral principles.�This process of becoming complete beings implies that we are able to determine the kind of beings that we are to be--either good or evil. We are, in other words, able to make free choices about the kind of character we give to ourselves. However, as Germain Grisez notes, our "ability to make free choices would be useless... if we could not know which choices are good ones. But we can; judgments distinguishing good choices from bad ones are called 'conscience.'" 4 Because they are essential prerequisites of moral good and evil, Grisez calls conscience (and free choice) basic "existential principles" of morality. 5 By means of his conscience, as Vatican Council II taught, "man sees and recognizes the demands of [God's] divine law." 6�Since there is such an important connection between free choice, conscience, and character, there is also a great need for parents to help guide their children as they develop and exercise the power of free choice. For it is only through the exercise of good free choices over time and in a consistent manner that moral goodness is achieved. As William E. May has declared: "Moral goodness is within one's power, with the help of God's grace; and moral goodness is an essential part of integral human fulfillment, of being fully the beings God wills us to be." 7


�II. THE STAGES OF MORAL EDUCATION: FORMING THE MORAL CONSCIENCE OF OUR CHILDREN�So, how does one come to use one's freedom responsibly? How does one acquire or develop the moral virtues? What does it mean to "form" one's conscience? Servais Pinckaers, O.P. states that there are three fundamental stages of "education in freedom," as he calls it, comparable to the three stages of human life. Childhood corresponds to "the stage of discipline," adolescence to "the stage of progress," and adulthood to "the stage of maturity or perfection of freedom."8�In the first stage of moral education the child must be formed to accept the "discipline of life, based on rules, which are the moral laws." 9 Discipline involves the communication of knowledge and the formation of mind and will, within a growing harmony between the child and parent. However, as Pinckaers points out, true discipline will be anything but authoritarian. True discipline, he writes, "appeals to natural dispositions, to a spontaneous sense of truth and goodness, and to the conscience of the child or disciple." 10�Moral development during this first stage is a delicate matter, as any parent of small children knows. The child often rebels against, or at least resists, any restriction of his or her freedom at this stage. This is why the first stage is so vitally important in the work of developing the child's conscience. Raising our children to be moral beings entails leading them to see that discipline, law, and rules are not meant to destroy their freedom or put straightjackets around its exercise. "Their purpose is rather to develop his ability to perform actions of real excellence by removing dangerous excesses, which can proliferate in the human person like weeds stifling good grain, and by guarding him against unhealthy errors that could turn him aside and jeopardize his interior freedom." 11�During this first stage, the Ten Commandments are particularly central as an expression of the moral law. 


As Pope John Paul II shows in his 1993 encyclical Veritatis Splendor, these commandments are the foundation and beginning of authentic freedom. Without them, we are neither able to respect the good of our neighbor nor, indeed, our own good for that matter. Jesus himself speaks to the issue of our Ultimate Good when he tells the rich young man of Matthew's gospel: "If you wish to enter into life, keep the commandments (Matt. 19:17)." In speaking this way, John Paul II notes that "a close connection is made [by Jesus] between eternal life and obedience to the commandments: God's commandments show man the path of life and they lead to it." 12�Of course, man--whether child or adult --can refuse to obey the commandments of God's moral law, but he cannot pretend that this disobedience will make him happy. "Denying them does not remove them from his own nature," as Ramon Garcia de Haro states, "but rather leads it to ruin and in this way damages society also." 13 Garcia de Haro likens this situation to that of an engineer who ignores the laws of gravity. In doing so, "he does not bring about the annulment of his own needs but rather risks the collapse of the work he is constructing." 14�As parents who are concerned about our children's eternal salvation, instruction in the Ten Commandments must be considered the sine qua non of the early stages of moral formation. However, I agree with Fr. Pinckaers when he argues that, in teaching the Ten Commandments, we should emphasize the twofold commandment of love of God and neighbor. They are, he writes, "the living seed of the moral law and give inspiration and positive meaning to the other commandments." This is crucial, for, as he continues, the child "needs to experience God's love and the love of his teachers, even though they may be strict and demanding, if his formation is to be successful and fruitful." 15


�Moreover, the appropriateness of teaching the Ten Commandments to our children at this early stage is demonstrated by the fact that the beginner in the moral life, i.e., the child, must learn at this point to deal with temptations, avoid sins, and struggle against dispositions opposed to charity. It is precisely the negative precepts of this revealed law, which safeguard the newly planted seed of love of God and neighbor taking root in their hearts. 16�The second stage of moral education corresponds to young adulthood. It is characterized by taking responsibility for one's own moral life, by a great degree of personal initiative, by the development of sensitivity to moral values, and by the deepening of an active interiority or spiritual life. This stage is also characterized by progress in the performance of various virtues, notably the practice of charity.�We begin, at this stage, to gradually put aside physical pleasure, the expectation of a reward, and the avoidance of punishment as the primary supporting motives for doing something good. Although central in the first stage, these motives now "yield to love of virtue for its own sake, and to love of others for themselves, which is friendship." 17 The young man or woman also learns to practice many different kinds of virtues even though they may be difficult and often overlooked by others.�If the Ten Commandments are the chief text of the first stage, then it seems justifiable to say that the Sermon on the Mount is the text most fitting for the second stage. Fr. Pinckaers speaks of how the Sermon moves us from the limited moral theory of legalism to one of progress, "based on a generosity that always exceeds the demand with the spontaneity of true love." 18 And he reminds us of how the precepts of the Sermon surpass (without excluding) external deeds to penetrate to the inner self or core of the person, 19 the "heart," in the biblical sense of the word, 20 which implies the work of conscience, i.e., discerning right from wrong.�The Council Fathers of Vatican II had in mind this understanding of conscience--as an awareness of the law of God written in the human heart (Rom. 2:14-16)--when they declared in Gaudium et Spes: "Deep within his conscience man discovers a law which he has not laid upon himself but which he must obey. The voice of this law, ever calling him to love and do what is good and to avoid evil, tells him inwardly at the right moment: do this; shun that. For man has in his heart a law inscribed by God. His dignity lies in observing this law, and by it he will be judged. His conscience is man's most secret core, and his sanctuary. There he is alone with God whose voice echoes in his depths. By conscience, in a wonderful way, that law is made known which is fulfilled in the love of God and one's neighbor." 21�The third stage of moral education-- which I will not treat in any kind of detail given our focus on the formation of the child--brings freedom to maturity. It is the period of adulthood at the moral and spiritual levels. Pinckaers characterizes it by two features: "mastery of excellent actions and creative fruitfulness." 22 The human person now performs his actions "according to a plan, a higher goal which will profit himself and others... [That his moral freedom is perfected] is shown by the response to a vocation, by devotion to a great cause, however humble it may appear to be, or the accomplishment of important tasks in the service of one's community, family, city, or Church." 23 As a description of the life that the adult Christian is called to, probably none surpasses St. Paul's invitation to the Christians at Ephesus: "[B]ecome the perfect man, fully mature with the fullness of Christ himself (Eph. 4:13).�Spiritual writers in the Catholic tradition have expressed these three stages in the language of the "purgative way" (first stage), the "illuminative way" (second stage), and the "unitive way" (third stage).


�III. FORMING A SPECIFICALLY CATHOLIC CONSCIENCE IN OUR CHILDREN�The passage on conscience quoted above from Vatican Council II's Gaudium et Spes indicates that conscience can refer both to one's considered judgment about the morality of a particular act and to one's awareness of the basic principles of morality, e.g., that one should do good and avoid evil. 


The two meanings of conscience are obviously connected, for, as Monsignor William Smith has noted, the conscience operates by applying "either general or particular moral knowledge to any prospective and particular action." 24�Monsignor Smith also speaks of how conscience is often described in helpful metaphors as "the voice of God, as an inner voice, as a still small voice within one's so-called heart of hearts." 25 While these expressions can be useful in explaining the nature and meaning of conscience to our children, Catholic moral teaching clearly affirms that "since the judgment of conscience is an act of the intellect, it cannot merely be a feeling or a personal decision to act or live in a certain way." 26 Hence, while it cannot be denied that feelings are important and do have a role to play in making good judgments of conscience, the Christian moral life requires "the conviction that given acts either are or are not truly in accord with correct moral standards." 27�Because the judgment of conscience is one's best and final practical judgment about the morality of a proposed course of action, a person has an obligation to act in accord with his or her conscience. However, this duty to follow our conscience must include the responsibility we have to properly inform it. It is necessary to do this because, as we know from experience, our conscience is not infallible, i.e., it can err in its judgments. Thus, as Christian parents, we will need to help our children base their judgments of conscience upon a solid foundation of "moral principles understood in the light of faith." 28�In light of the need for objective standards of morality, the words of Ronald Lawler, Joseph Boyle, and William E. May are helpful in clarifying what it means to form an upright conscience: "First, one must grasp the implications of the basic principles of morality; second, sensitive to all the significant features of one's situation, one must learn how to apply these norms so as to form reasonable judgments of conscience." 29


�Moreover, the Catholic parent, knowing that the mind of Christ on moral matters is expressed by the Church, will try to learn, accept, and live what that body teaches through the more-than-human authority of the magisterium. Therefore, Catholic mothers and fathers should consider it their duty to catechize their children in the moral truths of the Catholic faith. As the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council taught: "[I]n forming their conscience the faithful must pay careful attention to the sacred and certain teaching of the Church. For the Catholic Church is by the will of Christ the teacher of truth." 30�Finally, God's revelation in Scripture and Christian tradition as interpreted by the Church, the examples of the saints as embodiments of the Church's teaching, as well as the natural law, should be understood by the Catholic not as "extrinsic sources of information or as external constraints upon his or her conscience." 31 Rather, the intelligent and mature Christian (the one we want our children to become) should accept the revelation of Christ, as Lawler, Boyle, and May put it so well, "as the fundamental framework in which he or she organizes his or her life and understands his or her existence." 32�If we are to raise-up good and holy children in this new millennium, we need to not only assist them in forming their consciences, but we too will need to insure that our own knowledge of what the Church teaches is both adequate and accurate. The Catechism of the Catholic Church is a sound reference point for our instruction in the moral teaching of the Catholic faith. And as we go about teaching our children the basics of "right and wrong," we will need to be mindful of sound moral pedagogy, e.g., we must avoid legalistic presentations of the Church's teaching. Positively, in this regard, we must present the Church's moral norms as moral truths, which guide us, and our children on the path to true happiness.�Moreover, many challenges will have to be faced by Christian parents--some old, some new. I think here, for example, of all the moral issues which pertain to such subjects as human sexuality, education, and technology. What is clear to me is that we will need to rely on each other in facing these issues; and more so now than ever, since the culture cannot be counted on to help us in our vocation as the primary educators and formators of our children. Indeed, as we know from experience, the culture we live in often acts in ways, which deform us, and our children!�Why must we take such great care in the formation of our conscience and the consciences of those that God has entrusted to us--our children? I believe that Cardinal John Henry Newman answered that best over 100 years ago in the previous millennium. "[Conscience]," Newman wrote, "is a messenger of him, who, both in nature and in grace, speaks to us behind a veil, and teaches and rules us by his representatives. Conscience is the aboriginal Vicar of Christ." 33�Let us pray for the wisdom of the Holy Spirit to enlighten this "aboriginal Vicar of Christ" in each of us, so that we may help enlighten it in the "little ones" that God has given us as to prepare for citizenship not only in the City of Man, but also in the City of God.
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Q & A with Pope Benedict XVI: Formation of Conscience


� HYPERLINK "http://annunciations.wordpress.com/2007/08/20/q-a-with-pope-benedict-xvi-formation-of-conscience/" ��http://annunciations.wordpress.com/2007/08/20/q-a-with-pope-benedict-xvi-formation-of-conscience/� 


Often the key topic of post Vatican II moral theology and the excuse why people think of the Church as a cafeteria rather than a banquet is how conscience has been taught (or at least understood). The question I wanted to ask you is about the formation of conscience, especially in young people, because today it seems more and more difficult to form a consistent conscience, an upright conscience. Good and evil are often confused with having good and bad feelings, the more emotive aspect. So I would like to hear your advice.





And the Pope’s answer:


This first question reflects a problem of Western culture, since in the last two centuries the concept of "conscience" has undergone a profound transformation. Today, the idea prevails that only what is quantifiable can be rational, which stems from reason. Other things, such as the subjects of religion and morals, should not enter into common reason because they cannot be proven or, rather, put to the "acid test", so to speak. In this situation, where morals and religion are as it were almost expelled from reason, the subject is the only ultimate criterion of morality and also of religion, the subjective conscience which knows no other authority. In the end, the subject alone decides, with his feelings and experience, on the possible criteria he has discovered. Yet, in this way the subject becomes an isolated reality and, as you said, the parameters change from one day to the next. 


In the Christian tradition, "conscience", "con-scientia", means "with knowledge": that is, ourselves, our being is open and can listen to the voice of being itself, the voice of God. 


Thus, the voice of the great values is engraved in our being and the greatness of the human being is precisely that he is not closed in on himself, he is not reduced to the material, something quantifiable, but possesses an inner openness to the essentials and has the possibility of listening. In the depths of our being, not only can we listen to the needs of the moment, to material needs, but we can also hear the voice of the Creator himself and thus discern what is good and what is bad. Of course, this capacity for listening must be taught and encouraged. 


The commitment to the preaching that we do in church consists of precisely this: developing this very lofty capacity with which God has endowed human beings for listening to the voice of truth and also the voice of values. 


I would say, therefore, that a first step would be to make people aware that our very nature carries in itself a moral message, a divine message that must be deciphered. We can become increasingly better acquainted with it and listen to it if our inner hearing is open and developed. The actual question now is how to carry out in practice this education in listening, how to make human beings capable of it despite all the forms of modern deafness, how to ensure that this listening, the Ephphatha of Baptism, the opening of the inner senses, truly takes place. In taking stock of the current situation, I would propose the combination of a secular approach and a religious approach, the approach of faith. 


Today, we all see that man can destroy the foundations of his existence, his earth, hence, that we can no longer simply do what we like or what seems useful and promising at the time with this earth of ours, with the reality entrusted to us. On the contrary, we must respect the inner laws of creation, of this earth, we must learn these laws and obey these laws if we wish to survive. Consequently, this obedience to the voice of the earth, of being, is more important for our future happiness than the voices of the moment, the desires of the moment. In short, this is a first criterion to learn: that being itself, our earth, speaks to us and we must listen if we want to survive and to decipher this message of the earth. And if we must be obedient to the voice of the earth, this is even truer for the voice of human life. Not only must we care for the earth, we must respect the other, others: both the other as an individual person, as my neighbour, and others as communities who live in the world and have to live together. And we see that it is only with full respect for this creature of God, this image of God which man is, and with respect for our coexistence on this earth, that we can develop. 





Here we reach the point when we need the great moral experiences of humanity. These experiences are born from the encounter with the other, with the community. We need the experience that human freedom is always a shared freedom and can only function if we share our freedom with respect for the values that are common to us all. 


It seems to me that with these steps it will be possible to make people see the need to obey the voice of being, to respect the dignity of the other, to accept the need to live our respective freedom together as one freedom, and through all this to recognize the intrinsic value that can make a dignified communion of life possible among human beings. Thus, as has been said, we come to the great experiences of humanity in which the voice of being is expressed. We especially come to the experiences of this great historical pilgrimage of the People of God that began with Abraham. In him, not only do we find the fundamental human experiences but also, we can hear through these experiences the voice of the Creator himself, who loves us and has spoken to us. 


Here, in this context, respecting the human experiences that point out the way to us today and in the future, I believe that the Ten Commandments always have a priority value in which we see the important signposts on our way. The Ten Commandments reinterpreted, relived in the light of Christ, in the light of the life of the Church and of her experiences, point to certain fundamental and essential values. Together, the Fourth and Sixth Commandments suggest the importance of our body, of respecting the laws of the body and of sexuality and love, the value of faithful love, of the family; the Fifth Commandment points to the value of life and also the value of community life; the Seventh Commandment regards the value of sharing the earth’s goods and of a fair distribution of these goods and of the stewardship of God’s creation; the Eighth Commandment points to the great value of truth. If, therefore, in the Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Commandments we have love of neighbour, in the Seventh we have the truth. 


None of this works without communion with God, without respect for God and God’s presence in the world. In any case, a world without God becomes an arbitrary and egoistic world. There is light and hope only if God appears. Our life has a meaning which we must not produce ourselves but which precedes us and guides us. In this sense, therefore, I would say that together, we should take the obvious routes which today even the lay conscience can easily discern. We should therefore seek to guide people to the deepest voices, to the true voice of the conscience that is communicated through the great tradition of prayer, of the moral life of the Church. Thus, in a process of patient education, I think we can all learn to live and to find true life.





CATHOLICS WHO ACTED ON THEIR CONSCIENCES – AND WILLINGLY PAID THE PRICE


A Martyr of the First Commandment Italian Died for Refusing to Take Oath to Hitler 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19250?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19250?l=english� �BOLZANO, Italy, March 26, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Josef Mayr-Nusser, known as a "martyr of the First Commandment," was sentenced to death by the Nazis for refusing to take an oath of allegiance to Adolf Hitler. �Mayr-Nusser's cause for beatification has been concluded at the diocesan phase. At a Mass marking the anniversary of Mayr-Nusser's death, Bishop Manfred Scheuer, of Innsbruck, Austria, said he was a "martyr of the First Commandment" and "a witness of faith, of conscience and of love toward others."�During World War II, Mayr-Nusser was forcibly drafted by the Nazis. Leaving his wife Hildegard and newborn son Albert, Mayr-Nusser was sent to Prussia. After his training he was required to swear an oath to Hitler, saying, "I swear to you, Adolf Hitler, Führer and chancellor of the Reich, faithfulness and courage; I solemnly promise to you and the superiors designated by you faithfulness until death; may God help me."�When the day came for the oath, Oct. 4, 1944, Mayr-Nusser refused to swear to Hitler in the name of God. His faith and his conscience, he said, would not allow it. Knowing his wife shared his commitment to God, Mayr-Nusser wrote her from prison, "You wouldn't be my wife if you expected something different."�Mayr-Nusser was transferred to Danzig and put on trial. He was condemned to death for defiance and died from dysentery on February 24, 1945, on the way to the concentration camp of Dachau. He was clutching a rosary and a Bible.





Jägerstätter, a man who acted on conscience


� HYPERLINK "http://www.eurekastreet.com.au/article.aspx?aeid=2958" ��http://www.eurekastreet.com.au/article.aspx?aeid=2958�


By Andrew Hamilton July 11, 2007 


Last week Pope Benedict declared a number of people blessed. Those who aroused most interest were the Catholics killed by Republicans in the Spanish Civil War. But perhaps a more significant decision was to recognise Franz Jägerstätter as a martyr. The Nazis executed him for refusing to fight in the war. He was a constant man whose resistance has continued to reverberate. 


Franz Jägerstätter was an Austrian farmer who had reflected deeply on the consequences of his Catholic faith. He was appalled by what Hitler was doing in Germany. After the German army entered Austria and imposed a referendum to approve the annexation, Jägerstätter opposed it. It was overwhelmingly approved by the majority of Austrian voters including those in his village. But even after the Annexation, Jägerstätter’s opposition to the regime led him to refuse benefits that he could have claimed. 


He was called up for military service in 1943. He refused on the grounds that it would be sinful to fight. His refusal was grounded in his Christian faith. 








He sought advice from local clergy and from his Bishop. They all counselled him that he should agree to fight, on the grounds that he had an obligation to support his family and that he should obey the legitimately constituted Government. He rejected this advice, claiming that "just as those who believe in National Socialism tell themselves that their struggle is for survival, so must we, too, convince ourselves that our struggle is for the eternal Kingdom. 


But with this difference: we need no rifles or pistols for our battle, but instead, spiritual weapons--and the foremost among these is prayer". He was jailed, tried and finally executed. 


He was subsequently forgotten. When asked by the United States peace activist, John Dear, if she thought he would be remembered, his wife answered, "Never. I thought no one would ever know about him. I hid his letters under my mattress for decades. Then, in the early 1960s, Gordon Zahn learned of him and wrote his book, In Solitary Witness, and that started the whole thing." 


Zahn, a Catholic sociologist, presented an attractive picture of Jägerstätter as a Christian pacifist. I was among the many readers who were moved and challenged by his book when it appeared in the 1960’s. It offered an attractive and simple picture of radical Christianity and encouraged hard thinking about whether modern war could be morally justified. It also had some slight impact on the Vietnam War. Daniel Ellsberg, who read and was deeply moved by it, subsequently leaked the Pentagon Papers. They revealed the deceptions that had supported the war and helped turn public opinion against it. Typically, Jägerstätter’s constancy led another generation to think of the issues on which he took his stand. 


And now Franz Jägerstätter has returned again to a world in which war is the dominant metaphor for political difference. War is also the strategy of choice to resolve differences in Iraq, Somalia and Afghanistan. The military are increasingly made the human face of peacekeeping. 


This time Jägerstätter comes recognised as a martyr by his church. The declaration is significant, because it claims that he died giving testimony to his faith. It blesses the intention of his death as well as the motivation that led him to execution. It says that the eyes out of which he looked at his world and at war were properly Christian eyes. His acceptance as a martyr also recognises his opposition to war to be an act of Christian witness. It recognizes his refusal to put his family before his Christian duty, not to participate in an unjust war, but to be a Christian witness. It recognises his disobedience to the command of the state to wage war, an act of witness. It also recognises his polite refusal to accept the advice he received from priests and bishop as an act of witness. 


Jägerstätter is a simple, adamantine figure who stands in the way. He was not a political activist: his inspiration was fidelity to his faith. He hoped others would see what he saw; he did not organise them to do as he did. The path that led him to his death was a lonely one, a path seemingly to oblivion. But he keeps coming to mind at times when we are tempted to accept war as a fact of life and a legitimate resolution of difference.





See also Freedom of Conscience and Islam Christian Converts Put to the Test 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19787?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19787?l=english� By Father John Flynn ROME, June 4, 2007





We have seen, on page 31, that Pope Benedict XVI has also endured the name-calling that Ron Smith guaranteed those Catholics of experiencing who would expose error by speaking against it [page 2]. We have also seen that such Catholics face persecution for standing for the truth.


And, we have learned that an informed moral conscience is a correctly formed conscience; that a conscience can be said to judge correctly only when it is a properly informed conscience.


Only with such a properly informed conscience can Catholics challenge error. Bishop Patrick O’Donoghue, in the article following, exhorts Catholics to challenge dissent, another word for error, even if the authority concerned happens to be "a lay catechist, teacher, deacon, priest or even a bishop". In the face of error, one is not bound by obedience to authority. When the teaching(s) of a Bishop or priest or catechist is faithful to the Tradition of the Church, he must be obeyed. Such teaching(s) would be accepted by an informed properly formed conscience.


Remember, where there is ignorance [my comments on page 5] of Church teaching and Tradition, there will be dissent, error and improper judgement of others. As we will see further below, there is such a thing as lawful judgement of fellow members in the Church community.





DISSENT AND ASSENT


Bishop Tells Oxford Students to Challenge Dissent, Even in Priests or Bishops 


By Patrick B. Craine


OXFORD, June 16, 2009 (LifeSiteNews.com) Most Rev. Patrick O’Donoghue, who retired as Bishop of Lancaster at the end of April, delivered a powerful address to the � HYPERLINK "http://www.newmansociety.org.uk/" \t "_blank" �Oxford University Newman Society� in January, calling the Catholic students to faithful service of the Church. Bishop O’Donoghue’s talk dealt with his recent instruction � HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/aug/08081905.html" \t "_blank" �Fit for Mission? Church�, published in August 2008, which called for the restoration of authentic Catholicism in England.


In his address, Bishop O’Donoghue highlighted the importance of the Second Vatican Council for the contemporary Church, calling for a fuller and more authentic implementation. "It’s now up to us to fully embrace the 'true' teaching and decisions of the Council," he said, "and abandon the 'fictions' foisted on us by some clergy, religious and laity who are disobedient and arrogant in their will-to-power. So, I am calling for an enquiring fidelity to the teaching of the Council".











The bishop called on the students to challenge the false teachers within the Church, no matter their stature. "If you hear any Catholic say or teach something that goes against the teaching and discipline of the Church, as safe-guarded by the Pope," he said, "politely, but firmly, challenge them, be they a lay catechist, teacher, deacon, priest or even a bishop".


He highlighted several major obstacles to a true implementation of the Council: "rejection of the past"; "rejection of the moral authority of Church in favour of the authority of conscience"; "influence of secularism in the Church"; "scepticism or at least down playing of the supernatural"; and "humanity becomes the measure of everything".


Bishop O’Donoghue said he is convinced, "that the remedy for all these trials and troubles in the Church in England and Wales is for each one of us to embrace sacrifice as the hallmark of our lives in the world and in the church, the hallmark of our spirituality". The bishop suggested a number of sacrificial acts to embrace.


First, "embrace the Tradition of the Church," he said, emphasizing the need for personal, family, and liturgical prayer. 


Second, the bishop said, "embrace a self-critical conscience… I want you to re-discover the ancient Catholic attitude of a self-critical conscience that includes suspicion about the obsessions and cravings of human nature".


Third, the bishop called the students to "embrace obedience to the teachings of the Church". "Start from the assumption that the Church has good reasons for teaching the doctrines and morals that she teaches," he said. "Search out those reasons, make the Bible and the Catechism of the Catholic Church the most thumbed and creased books in your libraries." 


Fourth, he told them to "embrace the total Catholic world view", and fifth, to "embrace the divinity and humanity of Jesus".


Bishop O’Donoghue concluded his address by calling the students to spread the truth throughout Great Britain. 


For Bishop O’Donoghue’s talk to the Newman Society: �� HYPERLINK "http://www.lancasterdiocese.org.uk/admin/Uploads/media/35/Newman%20Talk.pdf" \t "_blank" �http://www.lancasterdiocese.org.uk/admin/Uploads/media/35/Newman%20Talk.pdf�


See also: English Catholic Bishops have Failed to Admit "Sickness" of Dissent in the Church: Lancaster Bishop �� HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/nov/08111901.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2008/nov/08111901.html�





Theology Requires Assent to Magisterium, Say Prelates


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-15797?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-15797?l=english� EXTRACT


MADRID, Spain, April 14, 2006 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Theology is true only insofar as it proceeds from the Catholic faith and "contributes to invigorate it and give it life," says an official of the Spanish bishops' conference. Fr. Juan Antonio Martínez Camino, secretary and spokesman of the episcopal conference, said that… "To deny the magisterium" is something that has no place in Catholic theology."








A Pope with uncompromising views


� HYPERLINK "http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/4463397.stm" �http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/4463397.stm�


Peter Gould BBC correspondent, Vatican City, April 20, 2005 EXTRACT [INFORMATION RELEVANT HERE]


Around the world, a billion Catholics are now wondering where their new Pope will take them.


For those who believe in the traditional values of the Church, the election of Joseph Ratzinger is a blessing. 


They know they can rely on him to hold the line against those with an agenda for change… 


It was the late Pope who brought the Bavarian to Rome in 1981, and they became close friends. 


Cardinal Ratzinger ran the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. 


This Vatican department, a descendant of the Holy Inquisition, protects Church orthodoxy. 


The job earned him unflattering nicknames such as "The Pope's Enforcer" and "God's Rottweiler". 


He has a reputation for stifling dissent, and one of his early campaigns was against "liberation theology" in Latin America. Some priests became involved in fighting poverty through social action, but to Cardinal Ratzinger it smacked of Marxism. 





Does the New Vatican Watchdog Have Any Teeth?   


By Deal W Hudson, The Window, June 13, 2005 EXTRACT 


Also at � HYPERLINK "http://m.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=4154" ��http://m.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=4154� 


Many Vatican watchers were surprised when Benedict XVI chose Archbishop William J. Levada as his successor at the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith…


On paper and in public comments, Levada's fidelity in theological matters is striking.


For example, take the following five quotes from his published work:


On Catholic doctrine: "A 'cafeteria' approach to the faith has no basis in Scripture or the church's tradition. Indeed, it has always been the case that rejection of even one of the doctrines of our faith implies a rupture with the visible communion of one faith and one church." (1994)


On dissent: "Catholic theology does not recognize the right to dissent, if by that we mean adopting conclusions which are contrary to the clear teachings of the authoritative, non-infallible magisterium and which are presented to the public in such a way as to constitute equivalently an alternative personal magisterium." (1986)





Taking Back the Church? 


By Brian Saint-Paul � HYPERLINK "mailto:mail@crisismagazine.com" �mail@crisismagazine.com� Crisis Magazine e-Letter August 17, 2006�Dear Friend, I've come to a conclusion about dissenting Catholics and how they compare to their more faithful counterparts. Here it is: Faithful Catholics start families. Dissenting Catholics start organizations…


The Foot In My Mouth 


By Brian Saint-Paul � HYPERLINK "mailto:mail@crisismagazine.com" �mail@crisismagazine.com� Crisis Magazine e-Letter August 22, 2006�I need to correct an item from my last e-Letter. Sometimes I come up with a line that sounds cute and clever at �first, but upon further reflection, is actually kind of dumb. In my last e-Letter, I opened with one of those lines.�Here's what I said: "Faithful Catholics start families. Dissenting Catholics start organizations."�The fact is, plenty of faithful Catholics start organizations and apostolates (and, to be fair, plenty of dissenting Catholics start families as well). While it's true that dissenting groups seem to be popping up left and right, it's also true that good Catholics should be open to the call to start something themselves. 


Patrick Reilly, a friend, a family man, and the president of the Cardinal Newman Society, made this point in an e-mail to me:�"One could probably make a strong argument that, if only everything were right with the Church -- if its leadership, institutions (especially its schools and colleges), and parents were effectively spreading the Gospel message and bringing people to Christ while handing down the Faith to new generations -- an inclination to establish an independent, lay-run organization without direct supervision by the Church might only come from dissidents.  But such is not the case today, and I am quite certain that the Holy Spirit is actively calling faithful Catholic men and women to serve the Church in a unique way that involves much personal suffering: as leaders of apostolates to renew the Church where human nature has caused it to become stale or even sinful."�He's right on the money. In a time of ecclesial weakness, faithful Catholics need to pick up the slack. Indeed, one sign of the current renewal in the Catholic Church is the growing number of solid Catholic organizations. May they multiply. Brian Saint-Paul 





He who wants to win the world for Christ must have the courage to come in conflict with it.�-Blessed Titus Brandsma (1881-1942), Dutch Carmelite Priest





AN EXAMPLE OF LAY PROPHETIC ACTION


AN OPEN LETTER TO BISHOP CONRY OF ARUNDEL AND BRIGHTON


� HYPERLINK "http://www.proecclesia.com/page_newsletter.htm" �http://www.proecclesia.com/page_newsletter.htm�





This Christmas The Catholic Herald carried an interview with Bishop Kieron Conry of Arundel and Brighton Diocese which caused great concern among faithful Catholics. I received so many phone calls and e-mails from distressed readers I decided to write to the Bishop about them. 


He has not seen fit to reply to my letter so I am printing it here as an Open Letter. 





Dear Bishop Conry, 


We at Pro Ecclesia et Pontifice would like to wish you all the Blessings of this Holy Season but we feel we must also let you know that your recent interview with Andrew Brown, reported in The Catholic Herald of 19th December, has caused widespread dismay to a large number of faithful Catholics, in your Diocese and beyond, as the number of letters and emails we have received about it show. Rather than trespass on your time by forwarding all this correspondence to you we decided to summarise the main points. 


1. The Tridentine Mass We feel this is not the main problem and as members of the Latin Mass Society can defend it quite ably, we will just point out that the Mass is always about our relationship with Almighty God, both as individuals and as a community. 


2. "You can't talk to young people about Salvation"!!! We agree that most young Catholics who have spent 12 or 14 years in Catholic-maintained schools will not understand the word ‘Salvation', but surely that doesn't mean you don't teach them about it. They need to know about Salvation and about their immortal souls so you must take every opportunity you get to explain these important terms. By the way, we do not have "eternal souls" as only Almighty God is Eternal. 


3. 'Not a good idea to go to Confession regularly' This astonishing statement caused the most distress among our supporters, as every Confession benefits us so much. In this beautiful Sacrament we encounter Our Blessed Lord Himself, receive His Forgiveness and all the Graces needed to correct our habitual failings. It has rightly been called 'the ladder to Heaven.' Surely priests and bishops should be encouraging us to make frequent use of this Easter Gift of Our Lord to His Church, which is sadly neglected by so many today. 


4. Death, Judgement, Hell and Heaven - the four last things we all need to keep in mind in this life. You seem to claim Hell is not an important part of our Lord's teaching, yet He warned us about it directly or by parables more often than He spoke of Heaven. In support of your claim you quote the Sermon on the Mount, (Matthew 5, 6, and 7,) which contains at least 10 references to Hell and Matthew 25 about caring for our brothers and sisters which contains the passage, "Depart from Me you cursed into everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his angels." 





Jesus warned us often about hell, not to worry us but because He loves us so much He wants to ensure we never end up there -rather as a loving mother will warn her children about the dangers of traffic on busy roads. 


5. "Humanae Vitae" Most of our correspondents insist that this Papal Encyclical is infallible because it only repeated the consistent universal Church teaching from the beginning – a definition of Infallibility. As Bishop O'Donoghue makes clear in his excellent Mission Statements, if we dissent from Humanae Vitae we have forgotten what it means to be Catholic. (We are enclosing a Summary of Bishop O'Donoghue's statements to save your time reading them.) Any doctor will tell you that contraception, apart from condoms, is abortive in back-up as every pill and every device destroys any existing baby at a very early stage. It also instils a contraceptive mentality which leads to abortion when contraception fails. It would be good if our Conference of Bishops would follow the Canadian Conference of Bishops who issued a Statement in 2008 supporting Humanae Vitae, 40 years after the notorious Winnipeg Statement condemning it. 


6. The God-given Authority of the Catholic Church It has been pointed out to us that dissent from Humanae Vitae is dissent from the Authority of the Church, which is vested in the See of Rome and all Bishops in full Communion with Rome. Questioning this Authority leads to confusion about Church teaching with Catholics picking and choosing their beliefs according to taste!! In these troubled times when, as Pope Benedict XVI has warned us there is such "enormous religious ignorance" it is helpful if our bishops proclaim the Truth clearly and without ambiguity. Otherwise they only add to the general confusion. So we hope this information has proved helpful and will enable you to issue an equally public statement correcting any false impressions given by the Andrew Brown interview. We, your devoted children in Christ, assure you, My Lord, that you have our daily prayers as we trust we have yours, 


Daphne McLeod 





On 9th January 2009 The Catholic Herald printed eight letters about this interview. Six were from faithful Catholics gently correcting the Bishop on various points and the other two showed the damage such Episcopal dissent causes… 


One of the most worrying aspects of the Bishop's interview is that he obviously knew he could speak out as boldly as he liked as no action would be taken. However, as there was no public correction, we in Pro Ecclesia et Pontifice decided to send this interview to the Holy Father and to various Sacred Congregations in the Vatican. 


So far we have received no response. 





BISHOP CONRY IS NOT ALONE IN HIS DISSENT 


Sadly, Bishop Conry's stance differs very little from that of his brother bishops, with Bishop Patrick O'Donoghue the one notable exception. All the others betray the Catholic Church and its members by 


1    their consistent failure to ensure that the Catholic schools they are responsible for, teach the faith according to the 1994 Catechism; 


2     uniting our Catholic schools with Anglican schools and arranging joint Anglican/Catholic religious instruction, often given by non-Catholic teachers; 


3     permitting explicit classroom lessons on sex even in Catholic primary schools, in spite of the Vatican ruling that such lessons are always unlawful and sex should never be taught to children of primary age: 


4     agreeing to install Moslem Prayer Rooms and ritual washing facilities in Catholic schools although these are not required by law and are not found in state schools; 


5     insisting that Catholic schools must accept children who have been baptised without considering Sunday Mass attendance or reception of the Sacraments. This goes further than Government requirements and it means that good schools like Cardinal Vaughan Senior School may have to refuse faithful Catholics while admitting those who do not practice; 


6     producing a leaflet urging parish priests to welcome homosexuals in Homilies and Bidding Prayers expressing “appreciation of the gifts homosexuals bring to their faith community” without mentioning that all single Catholics are called to celibacy. This has caused particular distress to Catholic homosexuals striving to live chaste lives; 


7     knowingly allowing openly practising homosexuals to hold Conferences and to celebrate Masses where Holy Communion is given, in their dioceses. Perhaps the most glaring example is Warwick Street Church in Westminster Archdiocese where every other Sunday Masses for openly practising homosexuals are permitted at 5 p.m. followed by a Social. These have continued for two years now and we still pray the Rosary outside in reparation for the sacrileges committed. 


8     ignoring instructions from Rome on the Liturgy and other points saying “This doesn't apply to England”! Even contradicting the Holy Father, as H.E. Cardinal Cormac did recently when he insisted that the Pope's clear insistence that the Church teaches homosexuals are unsuitable for ordination was “very much misrepresented.” His Eminence claims that the Pope was merely discussing "human ecology"! See The Catholic Times for 11th Jan. 2009. 


9     allowing General Absolution condemned by Rome as a serious abuse of the Sacrament of Penance, to continue unabated and openly advertised on web-sites and in parish newsletters in many dioceses. 


10    permitting marriage preparation programmes which fail to mention Church teaching on marriage and sometimes Our Lord Himself – for an example visit: � HYPERLINK "http://www.www.torchofthefaith.com/" �http://www.torchofthefaith.com� 


There is much more, but these examples show how low we have sunk, partly due to a misunderstanding of collegiality which leads to majority rule instead of each bishop individually taking responsibility for the Faith in his diocese. 


However, any diocesan bishop is free to exercise his rightful authority any time he chooses. 


Bishop O'Donoghue has shown the way in his Diocese. The Vatican, in the person of Archbishop Luis Ladaria, Secretary of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, endorsed Bishop O'Donoghue's Fit for Mission Documents. His Grace also expressed the hope that “Catholics throughout Britain will find hope and encouragement in these Documents” . If you have not yet seen the Documents, we still have copies of the Summary which you can order from us for a small donation.  


You can also view them here: Bishop O'Donoghue's two � HYPERLINK "http://www.proecclesia.com/page_newsletter.htm" \l "booklet" �Mission Documents�. 





PROPHETS AND PERSECUTION


The school of prophets 


� HYPERLINK "http://ncronline.org/blogs/road-peace/school-prophets" ��http://ncronline.org/blogs/road-peace/school-prophets� EXTRACT [INFORMATION RELEVANT HERE]


By Fr. John Dear SJ., November 17, 2009


Last weekend in Adelaide, Australia, seventy of us gathered for a retreat entitled "The School of Prophets". The idea was dreamed up by my friend Tim Deslandes as a time for contemplative prayer which would lead us toward prophetic speaking and action. Tim says the time has become ripe to raise a new generation of "prophetic people," given churchly scandals and failures and worldly horrors and wars.


For my part, I offered reflections on the prophets John the Baptist, Jonah, Isaiah, Mary and Jesus. And during my months of preparation, I lingered over the simple question: what is a prophet? It’s a question we seldom hear raised. "It’s not something we hear anyone speaking about these days," I was told from a reporter of one of Australia’s Catholic papers.


That’s particularly strange and sad because the term was so important to Jesus, who clearly trained his disciples as "students of the prophetic way," particularly in his Sermon on the Mount. He admonished them: Rejoice despite almost certain persecution, because you emulate “the prophets of old.”





What is a prophet? 


The prophets were "the most disturbing people who ever lived," Rabbi Abraham Heschel famously penned. The Hebrew word means "to speak for someone else". 


Adds theologian Megan McKenna in her great book, Prophets: "The prophets have no personal spirituality. They live for one thing: the word of God is in their mouths. Their spiritualities are, in a certain sense, the very words that come out of their mouths. Each prophet becomes the message. They embody the word that is to be spoken to this people, at this time, in this place. Their very presence becomes a message in itself."


Daniel Berrigan says a prophet is simply one who speaks the truth to a culture of lies. 


Philip Berrigan once wrote, "The poor show us who we are and the prophets tell us who we could be, so we hide the poor and kill the prophets."


During the weekend, I recalled the Jesuit martyrs of El Salvador -- surely great prophets if there ever were -- who spoke of becoming "a prophetic people," even "a prophetic church." They broke new ground in being persecuted -- and assassinated -- as a community of prophets. 


I suggested we consider ourselves as members of the global prophetic movement for justice, disarmament and peace. And I offered a dozen points to get us started.


First, a prophet is someone who listens attentively to the word of God, a contemplative, a mystic who hears God and takes God at God’s word, and then goes into the world to tell the world God’s message. So a prophet speaks fearlessly, publicly God’s message, without compromise, despite the times, whether fair or foul.


Second, morning, noon and night, the prophet is centered on God. The prophet does not do his or her own will or speak his or her own message. The prophet does God’s will and speaks God’s message. Simply put, a prophet is spokesperson for God. God invariably sends the prophet with a word to proclaim. "Go say to my people: 'Thus says God…'" In the process, the prophet tells us who God is and what God wants, and thus, who we are and how we can become fully human.


Third, a prophet interprets the signs of the times. The prophet is concerned with the world, here and now, in the daily events of the whole human race, not just our little backyard. And also, not in some ineffable hereafter. The prophet sees the big picture -- war, starvation, poverty, disease, nuclear weapons, global warming, greed, selfishness. The prophet looks at these current realities and interprets them through God’s eyes, not through the eyes of analysts or pundits or Pentagon press spokespeople. The prophet tells us God’s take on what’s happening.


Fourth, a prophet takes sides. A prophet stands in solidarity with the poorest, with the powerless and the marginalized -- with the crucified peoples of the world, as Ignacio Ellacuria once put it. A prophet becomes a voice for the voiceless. Indeed, a prophet is the voice of a voiceless God…


Seventh, a prophet confronts the status quo. With the prophet, there is no sitting back. The powerful are challenged, empires resisted, systemic injustice exposed…


Eighth, for the prophet, the secure life is usually denied. More often than not the prophet is in trouble… 


The [prevalent] culture takes offense, and it dismisses the prophet, not merely as an agitator, but as obsessed and unbalanced. Consequently, the prophet ends up outcast, rejected, harassed, and marginalized. And eventually, punished, threatened, targeted, bugged, followed, jailed, and sometimes killed.


Ninth, prophets bring the incandescent word to the very heart of grudging religious institutions. There the prophet confronts the blindness and complacency of the religious leader, the bishops and priests who keep silent … 


A bitter irony and an ancient story -- and all but inevitable. The institution that goes by the name of God often turns away the prophet of God.


Eleventh, prophets are visionaries. In a culture of blindness, they offer insight. In a time of darkness, they light our path. When no one else can see, the prophet can. And what they see is a world imbued with God’s purposes…


Finally, the prophet offers hope. Now and then they might sound despairing, but only because they have a heightened awareness of the world’s darkest realities… Such reality overwhelms us; we would rather not hear. But hearing is our only hope. For behind the prophet’s unvarnished vision lies a hope we seldom understand -- the knowledge that God is with us. To realize the hope we must trust ourselves to plumb the depths and trust God to see us through.


A dozen characterizations of the prophet, and still most of us probably find this edgy calling confusing if not terrifying. My friend, the late Pax Christi leader, Jim McGinnis spent some time in recent years pondering this and wrote about the difference between true and false prophets. 


True prophets do not call attention to their own person as much as to their message, whereas false prophets often seek personal glory and praise and perhaps material reward. True prophets, although often at the center of controversy, are most often people of peace, compassion, nonviolence and justice; while false prophets often create dissension for its own sake or to serve the goals of a very small, vested interest group. True prophets are willing to sacrifice their lives if necessary in order to be true to the message they proclaim; false prophets seldom go the extra mile if confronted by the threat of harm. True prophets are devoted to others; false prophets are ultimately selfish or in serious error about the true nature of people. True prophets are outside the establishment and empire and powerbrokers; false prophets, in the biblical tradition, were inside the court, advising the rulers, and making a career of it.





THE COST OF AUTHENTIC PROPHECY 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-28162?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-28162?l=english�


Biblical Reflection for 4th Sunday in Ordinary Time C By Father Thomas Rosica, CSB�TORONTO, January 26, 2010 (Zenit.org) Today's Old Testament reading from Jeremiah (1:4-5, 17-19) and Gospel passage from Luke (4:21-30) offer us an opportunity to reflect on the blessings, burdens and risks of authentic prophets in our Judeo-Christian tradition.�Among the Biblical prophets, we probably know Jeremiah best of all. The son of the priest Hilkiah, he was born in Anathoth -- eight miles northeast of Jerusalem -- and was called very early to carry out his prophetic mission, perhaps in 626, during the reign of Josiah (Jeremiah 22:16). �Jeremiah was so young that he begged the Lord to allow him to lead a normal life and to spare him the task of scourging the people of Israel and prophesying an invasion of foreigners "from the north" who would deport the Jews and destroy Solomon's Temple.�Jeremiah saw the catastrophe of his people as an inevitable consequence of the guilt of an entire people who no longer remembered its history. The Hebrews, blindly counting on the Covenant guaranteed by the Lord, and on the Ark preserved in the Temple, felt that the Lord was with them, and as a result they could allow themselves any kind of sin!�Having pulled out from under the yoke of the Lord, Jeremiah told the chosen people that they would fall under the yoke of strangers. But the task assigned to him by God was not only destructive: "Look, today I have set you over the nations and kingdoms, to uproot and to knock down, to destroy and to overthrow, to build and to plant" (1:10). It was also to build and to plant, then. But first it was necessary to uproot so that true growth could occur.�Jeremiah has often been seen as a figure foreshadowing Christ. Not only does he speak in God's name and predict the future, but his very life and ministry have prophetic overtones. �Just as Jesus would do after him, Jeremiah foretold the destruction of the Temple, wept over the future ruin of Jerusalem, condemned the conduct of the priests, was misunderstood by his countrymen, and was humiliated and sentenced to death. Yet the prophet's condemnation of sin and prophecies of misfortune are always linked to a message of hope and the prospects for rebirth, for return from the Babylonian exile. �Christ, too, in order to affirm his victory over death, would first have to endure the cross on Calvary. The prophet Jeremiah's very life prepares for the acceptance of the bitterness of the cross and the glory of the resurrection. We should not be surprised then, when Jesus asked his disciples what people were saying about him, they answered, "Some say You are John the Baptist, others the prophet Elijah, others Jeremiah."�Today's Gospel story (Luke 4:21-30) is a continuation of Jesus' great inaugural moment in the Nazareth that we read last Sunday. In the Nazareth synagogue, Jesus set forth his universal mission repeating the words of the prophet Isaiah (61:1-2).�Into this scene of hometown pride in Nazareth, Jesus brings confusion. A murmur of excitement rippled through the congregation. "Is not this Joseph's son? Don't we know this son of Nazareth?" �Yet Jesus knows that his townspeople want to possess him for themselves: "Do here in your own town what we have heard you did in Capernaum." But he refuses to do so. "No prophet is accepted in his own native place." Jesus resists the possessive attitude manifested by his people. Jesus refuses to place his extraordinary gifts at the service of his own people, putting strangers first.�The references to Elijah and Elisha (Luke 4:25-26) serve several purposes in this episode: They emphasize Luke's portrait of Jesus as a prophet like Elijah and Elisha; they help to explain why the initial admiration of the people turns to rejection; and they provide the scriptural justification for the future Christian mission to the Gentiles. 


�The mood in the synagogue turned rather ugly. The crowd grew terribly envious of one of their own and tried to get rid of him (4:22-30). Jesus did not succeed in making himself heard and understood and he had to depart in haste -- for his life (4:30). The rejection of Jesus in his own hometown hints at the greater rejection of him by Israel (Acts 13:46).�The people of Nazareth took offense at him and refused to listen to what Jesus had to say. They despised his preaching because he was from the working class; a carpenter, a mere layman and they despised him because of his family. Jesus could do no mighty works in their midst because they were closed and disbelieving toward him. �If people have come together to hate and to refuse to understand, then they will see no other point of view than their own and they will refuse to love and accept others. 


Does the story sound familiar to us? How many times have we found ourselves in similar situations? The most severe critics are often people very familiar to us, members of our families, relatives, members of our communities, neighbors we rub shoulders with on a regular basis. 


The people of Nazareth refused to renounce their possessive attitude toward Jesus. When possessive love is obstructed it produces a violent reaction. This sort of reaction provokes many dramas of jealousy and passion. "Everyone in the synagogue was enraged (Luke 4:28-29) and they sought to kill him." Refusal to open our heart can lead to such extremes.�Basilian Father Thomas Rosica, chief executive officer of the Salt and Light Catholic Media Foundation and Television Network in Canada, is a consultor to the Pontifical Council for Social Communications. He can be reached at: � HYPERLINK "mailto:rosica%40saltandlighttv.org" �rosica@saltandlighttv.org�. On the Net: Salt and Light: � HYPERLINK "http://www.saltandlighttv.org" \t "_blank" �www.saltandlighttv.org�





PROPHETS PESTER US BUT WE NEED THEM VERY BADLY


http://www.usccb.org/nab/013110.shtml�USCCB Podcast of the Readings: � HYPERLINK "http://ccc.usccb.org/cccradio/NABPodcasts/10_01_31.mp3" �http://ccc.usccb.org/cccradio/NABPodcasts/10_01_31.mp3��Commentary on the Sunday Readings by Rev. Roger Karban - Fourth Sunday in Ordinary Time, Cycle C (31/1/2010) Jeremiah 1:4-5, 17-19 Psalms 71:1-6, 15, 17 1 Corinthians 12:31 -- 13:13 Luke 4:21-30 EXTRACT�If prophets just went around predicting the future, today’s first and third readings wouldn’t make sense. I presume no one’s ever put a contract out on those persons who, at the end of each year, confidently tell us what to expect during the next year. Though such people are almost always wrong, they’re harmless.�Real and true prophets are dangerous. Bruce Vawter called them the "conscience of the people." The great Hans Walter Wolff singled them out as "those in our midst who point out the future implications of our present actions." 


No matter which definition we employ, most of us would rather live without prophets pestering us.�Yet prophets are the normal biblical way God informs God’s people of God’s will. Long before the Hebrew and Christian Scriptures came into existence, prophets were in the midst of God’s people informing them of God’s will. Long before anyone came up with the idea of an authority structure and a magisterium to guide us on our moral way, prophets were entrusted with that task. Paul couldn’t conceive of an authentic Christian community existing without prophets. In the verse which immediately follows today’s I Corinthians pericope - a verse we never hear in any liturgical reading - the Apostle states, "Make love your aim, and earnestly desire the spiritual gifts, especially that you may prophesy." (PROPHECY AND LOVE ARE LINKED TOGETHER; where there is ONE there is the OTHER) Anyone who knows the bare minimum of biblical faith knows prophets are an essential element of that FAITH and Christian LOVE.�Of course, one of the five rules for distinguishing real prophets from false prophets revolves around the real prophets’ knack of reminding people about the beginnings of their faith. But because many of us prefer to stand pat in the oft-watered-down and misdirected expressions of faith we learned as children, we resist any attempt to learn our faith’s original essentials. That leads us to another characteristic of real prophets: they suffer for simply reminding us how our faith began…�Father Roger V. Karban is a priest of the Diocese of Belleville, IL and the pastor of Our Lady of Good Counsel in Renault, IL.





"The day for fence-sitting is over; the days to be a lukewarm Catholic are rapidly coming to an end."  


-Fr. John Corapi, renowned Catholic preacher, speaking to a crowd of more than 7,000 faithful during an intense day-long event in St. Louis, Missouri, on Saturday, May 1, 2010 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com" �LifeSiteNews.com� May 4, 2010).





JUDGING OTHERS: SHOULD CATHOLICS JUDGE ONE ANOTHER?


Stop judging, that you may not be judged. For as you judged, so will you be judged, and the measure with which you measure will be measured out to you. Why do you notice the splinter in your brother’s eye, but do not perceive the wooden beam in your own eye? How can you say to your brother 'Let me remove that splinter from your eye' while the wooden beam is in your eye? You hypocrite, remove the wooden beam from your eye first; then you will see clearly to remove the splinter from your brother’s eye. Matthew 7: 1-5 (New American Bible)


THE CATHOLIC NEW AMERICAN BIBLE [NAB] COMMENTARY NOTES ON THE ABOVE:


This is not a prohibition against recognizing the faults of others, which would hardly be compatible with vv. 5 and 6, but against passing judgement in a spirit of arrogance, forgetful of one’s own faults. [Parallel in Luke 6: 37- Michael]


Hypocrite: the designation previously given to the scribes and Pharisees is here given to the Christian disciple who is concerned with the faults of another and ignores his own more serious offenses.





If your brother sins (against you), go and tell him his fault between you and him alone. If he listens to you, you have won over your brother. If he does not listen, take one or two others along with you, so that 'every fact may be established on the testimony of one or two witnesses'*. If he refuses to listen to them, tell the church. If he refuses to listen even to the church, then treat him as you would treat a Gentile or a tax collector. Matthew 18: 15-17 (New American Bible) *Deuteronomy 19: 15


THE NEW AMERICAN BIBLE [NAB] COMMENTARY NOTES ON THE ABOVE:


Passing from the duty of Christian disciples, toward those who have strayed from their number, the discourse now turns to how they are to deal with one who sins and yet remains within the community.


First there is to be private correction (v.15); if this is unsuccessful, further correction before two or three witnesses (v.16); if this fails, the matter is to be brought before the assembled community (the church), and if the sinner refuses to attend to the correction of the church, he is to be expelled (v.17). The church’s judgement will be ratified in heaven, i.e. by God (v.18).


Stop judging by appearances, but judge justly. John 7:24 (New American Bible)





You shall not act dishonestly in rendering judgment. Show neither partiality to the weak nor deference to the mighty, but judge your fellow men justly.


You shall not bear hatred for your brother in your heart. Though you may have to reprove your fellow man, do not incur sin because of him. Leviticus 19: 15, 17 (New American Bible)





The just man appraises the house of the wicked. Proverbs 21: 12a (New American Bible)





Better is an open rebuke than a love that remains hidden. Proverbs 27:5  (New American Bible)





Admonish your friend – he may not have done it; and if he did, that he may not do it again. Admonish your neighbor – he may not have said it; and if he did, that he may not say it again… Admonish your neighbor before you break with him; thus you will fulfil the law of the Most High. Sirach 19: 12, 13, 16 (New American Bible)





Therefore, you are without excuse, every one of you who passes judgment. For by the standard with which you judge one another you condemn yourself, since you, the judge, do the very same things. We know that the judgment of God on those who do such things is true. Do you suppose then, you who judge those who engage in such things and yet do them yourself, that you will escape the judgment of God? Romans 2: 1-3 (NAB)





But I now write to you not to associate with anyone named a brother if he is immoral, greedy, an idolater, a slanderer, a drunkard, or a robber, not even to eat with such a person. For why should I be judging outsiders? Is it not your business to judge those within? God will judge those outside. "Purge the evil person from your midst". 1 Corinthians 5: 11-13 (New American Bible)


THE NEW AMERICAN BIBLE [NAB] COMMENTARY NOTES ON THE ABOVE:


Paul here corrects a misunderstanding of his earlier directives against associating with immoral fellow Christians. He concedes the impossibility of avoiding contact with sinners in society at large but urges the Corinthians to maintain the inner purity of their own community.





We instruct you, brothers, in the name of [our] Lord Jesus Christ, to shun any brother who conducts himself in a disorderly way and not according to the tradition they received from us.


If anyone does not take our word … take note of this person not to associate with him, that he may be put to shame. Do not regard him as an enemy but admonish him as a brother. 2 Thessalonians 3: 6, 14, 15 (NAB)





Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly, as in all wisdom you teach and admonish one another… Colossians 3: 16 (New American Bible)





After a first and second warning, break off contact with a heretic, realising that such a person is perverted and sinful and stands self-condemned. Titus 3: 10, 11 (New American Bible)





The Bible even specifically warns Christians that if they do not warn others of their sinful ways, they are themselves committing sin. 


If I tell the wicked man that he shall surely die and if you do not speak out to dissuade the wicked man from his way, he [the wicked man] shall die from his guilt, but I will hold you responsible for his death. Ezekiel 33:8  (New American Bible)


My brothers, if anyone among you should stray from the truth and someone bring him back, he should know that whosoever brings back a sinner from the error of his way will save his soul from death and will cover a multitude of sins. James 5: 19, 20 (New American Bible)


The death that James and Ezekiel refer to is SPIRITUAL death, the loss of one’s soul for all eternity.


It is a matter of salvation -- both the sinner’s and his own -- that the Christian does not remain silent but speaks out.


Contrary to what is commonly believed, nowhere does the Bible categorically forbid Christians to judge one another. Rather, it exhorts us to 'judge' the errant brother or sister in our community.  


A heretic is anyone who publicly denies or defies the teachings of the Church by dissent or by a sinful life. A heretic would also be someone in authority who indulges in, say, liturgical abuse or New Age errors while ignoring or rejecting the Church’s guidelines on those issues. It is the prophetic duty of every baptised and confirmed Catholic to 'judge' such authorities.


The Bible also exhorts believers to avoid unnecessary association with such Christians so as not to be influenced by them into participating in their errors.


The judgement exercised by a Christian on his fellow man must be based on facts, not on hearsay or circumstantial evidence, made in a spirit of love and with the right intention. The Christian who exercises such judgement is expected to himself have a well-informed moral conscience, a sound knowledge of the Church teaching, and lead a life that is beyond reproach under public scrutiny.


The intention in admonishing or reproving ['judging'] a fellow Christian is to bring the sinner to a realisation of his error, to repentance and remedial action, and to reconciliation with the community of believers.


It is for this reason that the Church has used the anathema or excommunication on members who have been the cause of scandal to the body of believers. Many excommunicated Catholics have, throughout the ages, recanted their error and been received with great joy back into the fold.





The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches, 


#1868 We have a responsibility for the sins committed by others when we cooperate in them: 


—by participating directly and voluntarily in them;


—by ordering, advising, praising, or approving them;


—by not disclosing or not hindering them when we have an obligation to do so;


—by protecting evil-doers.





Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend the truth is to suppress it. -Pope St. Felix III


 


He that sees another in error, and endeavors not to correct it, testifies himself to be in error. -Pope St. Leo I





Justice is trampled underfoot by weakness, cowardice and fear of the diktat of the ruling mindset. Evil draws its power from indecision and concern for what other people think. -Joseph Card. Ratzinger (Benedict XVI)





Am I now currying favour with human beings or God? Or am I seeking to please people? -Galatians 1: 10





We've had enough of exhortations to be silent! Cry Out with a hundred thousand tongues. I see that the world is rotten because of silence. -St. Catherine of Siena 





Wrong is wrong, even if everyone else is doing it. Right is right, even if no one else is doing it. -St. Augustine 





The truth is not always the same as the majority decision. -Pope John Paul II





Hope has two beautiful daughters: their names are anger and courage. Anger that things are the way they are.�Courage to make them the way they ought to be. -St. Augustine





Fight all error, but do it with good humor, patience, kindness, and love. Harshness will damage your own soul and spoil the best cause. -St. John of Kanty





Better that only a few Catholics should be left, staunch and sincere in their religion, than that they should, remaining many, desire as it were, to be in collusion with the Church's enemies and in conformity with the open foes of our faith. -St. Peter Canisius 





THE ROLE OF THE PRIEST IN PUBLIC AFFAIRS 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.firstthings.com/onthesquare/2008/04/the-role-of-the-priest-in-publ" ��http://www.firstthings.com/onthesquare/2008/04/the-role-of-the-priest-in-publ� 


By Archbishop Charles J. Chaput, O.F.M. Cap., April 30, 2008 EXTRACT:�I want to conclude on this last point of leadership because I was in Washington last week and was struck by the strength, simplicity, and goodness of Benedict XVI as a pastor. I’ve admired Joseph Ratzinger as a thinker for many years, but I really didn’t expect to be so moved by his visit. He has a gift for what has been called affirmative orthodoxy. That sounds complicated—he’s a theologian, after all—but it really isn’t.�Benedict has the talent for being very frank about sin and calling people back to fidelity. And yet, at the same time, he illuminates that fidelity with warmth in a way that reveals its beauty and disarms the people who hear him. 





His warning about the "silent apostasy" of many Catholic laypeople and even some clergy has stayed with me because he said it in a spirit of love, not rebuke. 


Apostasy is an interesting word. It comes from the Greek verb apostanai—which means to revolt or desert, literally "to stand away from". For Benedict, our people and priests don’t need to renounce publicly their Catholic faith to be apostates. They simply need to be silent when their baptism demands that they speak out, to be cowards when Jesus needs them and asks them to have courage. �Charles J. Chaput, O.F.M. Cap., is archbishop of Denver. This essay is adapted from a speech given in Providence, Rhode Island, on April 21, 2008.





[COPIED FROM LIFESITENEWS.COM] 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/apr/100426.html" ��http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/apr/100426.html�


Quotes from 1973 by Dietrich von Hildebrand, a philosopher very highly regarded by three popes:


“One of the most horrifying and widespread diseases in the Church today is the lethargy of the guardians of the Faith of the Church.


I am thinking [here] of the … numerous bishops … who make no use whatever of their authority when it comes to intervening against heretical theologians or priests, or against blasphemous performances of public worship. …


But it is most especially infuriating when certain bishops who themselves show this lethargy toward heretics, assume a rigorously authoritarian attitude towards those believers who are fighting for orthodoxy, and who are thus doing what the bishops ought to be doing themselves! …


The drivel of the heretics, both priests and laymen, is tolerated; the bishops tacitly acquiesce to the poisoning of the faithful.


But they want to silence the faithful believers who take up the cause of orthodoxy, the very people who should by all rights be the joy of the bishops’ hearts, their consolation, a source of strength for overcoming their own lethargy.


Instead, these people are regarded as disturbers of the peace. …


The insult to God which is embodied in heresy is often not as tangible and irritating for them as a public act of rebellion against their authority.”


Thanks to our friends at RealCatholicTV for the tip. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8RJV0Yj-yhU" �the video� in which the quotes are given.


John-Henry Westen, Co-Founder and Editor-in-Chief, LifeSiteNews





HITTING NAILS ON HEADS 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.cwnews.com/news/viewstory.cfm?recnum=58188" \t "_blank" �http://www.cwnews.com/news/viewstory.cfm?recnum=58188�


By Phil Lawler [Book review of Saving Those Damned Catholics, by Judie Brown]�May 2, 2008 When a master carpenter drives in a nail, he doesn't take a long windup with his hammer. Quick, short strokes will do the trick. The important thing is to hit the nail directly on the head. Then hit it again. And again. And -- especially if you are dealing with hard wood -- again and again. Judie Brown may not share my interest in carpentry, but she certainly does know how to drive home a point.


In Saving Those Damned Catholics she hits the nail on the head so many times that the argument should penetrate even the thickest skull. �And that is roughly how the author herself might put it. After years at the forefront of pro-life activism, as head of the American Life League, Judie Brown is not shy about controversy. On the contrary, her approach is deliberately provocative. Her prose style is straightforward, her tone conversational, and her approach disarmingly candid. No reader will be left in doubt as to what she thinks about any of the subjects covered in this book. �Just for example, consider the very first sentence of the Preface: "Far too many Catholic bishops and priests -- perhaps even a majority -- are doing a lousy job of shepherding their flocks and saving souls." See what I mean? The message isn't confusing. �The task of saving souls is uppermost in Brown's mind throughout this book. The title was obviously chosen to make readers begin thinking, even before they opened the front cover, about the possibility that some Catholics may forfeit their opportunity for salvation. Judie Brown takes that possibility seriously, and every page testifies to her frustration over the failure of Church leaders to take it seriously, too. �Saving Those Damned Catholics examines the pro-life struggle in the United States, and more specifically on the treasonous behavior of many Catholics who have failed to condemn abortion or, far worse, actually promoted the slaughter of the unborn. Thousands of unborn lives are being lost each week, she reminds us, and hundreds of Catholic politicians are risking damnation by supporting the butchery. �"Pro-choice" Catholic politicians are not alone in their guilt, of course. The argument against killing the defenseless unborn child is built on the framework of natural law, which anyone can apprehend; this is not a sectarian issue. But Brown devotes special attention to the Catholic proponents of abortion because she, as a devoted Catholic, is appalled by the scandal created by her co-religionists. �She is equally horrified by the failure of Church leaders to exercise effective pastoral discipline over their flocks. The Church has condemned abortion repeatedly, unequivocally, energetically. The Vatican has also offered clear guidance on the moral obligation of Catholic politicians to oppose abortion. Yet on a practical level, in the United States the most prominent Catholic political figures have continued to support unrestricted abortion on demand, with no effective pastoral response from the hierarchy. Judie Brown doesn't understand, and neither do I. �This book will not win Judie Brown any new friends within the American Catholic hierarchy. But she hasn't set out to win friends. This book is designed to win arguments. But even that is a secondary purpose, really. Ultimately the author wants to save souls





British Cardinal clarifies…


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-12512?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-12512?l=english� EXTRACT


LONDON, March 15, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Today, the Public Affairs Office of the archbishop, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, issued a summary of the points the prelate has been making, adapted here:


Q: But are you intervening in politics? �Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor: Certainly, because there is a point at which religion and politics touch. There are moral issues which affect the good of society as a whole about which I, as a religious leader, cannot stay silent, because the Gospel is not silent on them. 





When Catholics Behave Badly 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.insidethevatican.com/articles/status-ecclesiae/status-ecclesiae-mar-2006.htm" ��http://www.insidethevatican.com/articles/status-ecclesiae/status-ecclesiae-mar-2006.htm� 


By John Mallon, Contributing Editor, Inside the Vatican Status Ecclesiae March 2006  


Some expressed surprise that Pope Benedict XVI’s first encyclical, made public on January 25, should have been about love. Benedict was the prefect for the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith before his election, and so was often tagged as a theological "enforcer", harsh and cold, having to rain on the parades of silly theologians. It is unfortunate how people often get confused with their jobs. For 25 years, many were blind to the gentle priest Joseph Ratzinger was and is.


Many also missed the sublime theologian so clear and adept at diagnosing the Church’s ills and explaining them. There is clearly a need on a continuing basis to explain precisely what Catholicism is, and why it exists. 


The former Cardinal Ratzinger also wrote a book on this, Introduction to Christianity. As every preacher knows, the basics of the Gospel and of the Faith must be continually taught and re-taught. But, as one of my favorite theology professors, the redoubtable Regis Martin, used to constantly remind his classes, "It is easier to write 100 volumes of philosophy than to live one Beatitude." And that explains why Benedict decided to go "back to basics" in his first encyclical, and to teach Catholics that love is the sine qua non of Christianity; it is "all-in-all".


This can be risky. Certainly a lot of nonsense has been propagated in the last 40 years in the name of "love" and in the name of being "pastoral", and it is demonstrable that bad doctrine is bad pastoral practice. That is why true love, compassion and pastoral practice must be based on right doctrine, or it is a lie and will harm everyone involved. There is no conflict between right doctrine and loving pastoral practice, only between right doctrine and bad pastors.


The problem seems to be one of conversion. There cannot be orthopraxis without orthodoxy. That being said, there is a problem in the Church in the West. The Church in the West has been excessively "feminized" in an unhealthy way.


Unfortunately, as another of my theology professors used to say, "In the Church, every reaction is an over-reaction."


In an overly feminized Church there are some reactionaries who behave as if they have an extra "Y" chromosome.


Thus, within what would otherwise be the orthodox camp, the spirit of Christian love can sometimes be hard to find. This is a tragedy, because there is nothing more orthodox than love, properly understood, and nothing discredits the Christian witness more than the lack of charity. What are we to say of a former business executive now heading a Catholic apostolate, after a conversion experience, who leaves his secretaries in tears due to his harshness? What if this Catholic leader casually fires staff who are having personal problems or sudden great needs, and says, "It’s just business", in a cavalierly utilitarian way, all the while claiming to admire John Paul II’s philosophy of Personalism?


We say, "No, this is not an ordinary business; it is an apostolate, and the people who work for us or alongside us are no less Christ present to us than those we are ostensibly serving with the apostolate." People who act this way remind me of the description in the Book of Proverbs: "Such is the way of an adulterous woman: she eats, wipes her mouth, and says, 'I have done no wrong'." (Proverbs 30:20)


Or, what do we make of a Church leader who avoids or delays payment to staff when the money is there, claiming the money is needed for the "cause" or the "mission"? As if sacrifice could be mandated? Especially when the top dog wants for nothing? Those who confuse apostolic work with secular business and employ questionable ethics in the name of "mission" are clearly missing the boat. It took the Lord 4,000 years of building Western civilization and its system of laws to protect people from being treated like this, and to "waive" such protections through the claim of "the needs of the mission" is insulting—not least of all to the Lord. Christian mission holds us to a higher standard; it does not give us the right to toss aside ethics, much less laws, that rightly bind in the secular world.


We all insult God, and I am no exception. There are more planks sticking out of my eye than you can shake a stick at. Sin is an insult to God and we all sin. Each one of us has a blind spot, or a scotosis, as the followers of Bernard Lonergan would say. But if we all had to be sinless before we could discuss sin, the world of theology would be very quiet. Or maybe not.





Theological discussions can easily turn sinful when all-too-common Odium Theologicum sets in. 


For example, I received more "hate mail" for my column in January, "The Obedience Test", than for anything I have written since I was in the diocesan press, suggesting that Catholics should vote pro-life.





This ferocious hostility centered on what I thought was the rather innocuous observation that the Society of St. Pius X (SSPX) is in formal schism. I had never known the Society not to be in schism. Some who denounced me seemed to think I was gloating by making that observation, and accused me of defiantly contradicting Ecclesiae Dei Commission President Cardinal Dario Castrillon Hoyos, who was quoted in an interview as saying the SSPX was not in formal schism. (The cardinal’s actual quote in the English edition was, "...the situation of separation came about, even if it was not a formal schism." Emphasis added.) (30 Days, September 2005)


Others angrily accused me of deliberately lying and of committing the sin of calumny against the Society, without first ascertaining why I had written what I wrote. As I explained to one such correspondent, I simply had not seen the cardinal’s comment. I take no joy in anyone being in schism. It is a tragedy. If I am wrong in characterizing the Society as in schism, I am glad. Schism hurts us all. Following this barrage of accusations against me, I investigated. I was told by the Ecclesia Dei office that Cardinal Castrillon Hoyos did not wish to issue any further clarification regarding his interview. Another Vatican official told me to check the interview in the original Italian.


In any case, some ambiguity still exists as to the exact status of the Society. Canon 751 in the Code of Canon Law defines schism as "the refusal of submission to the Roman Pontiff or of communion with the members of the Church subject to him." (This is also quoted in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, No. 2089.)


It is well known that Cardinal Castrillon Hoyos is working very hard to regularize the Society’s status to bring it into full communion with the Church, and I can understand him not wanting to jeopardize that work. But what continues to puzzle me is this: If there is no formal schism, what is there to be regularized? To my knowledge none of the excommunications of the bishops consecrated by the late Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre in 1988 have been lifted. If this is not schism, what is? (I’m quite sure if I am mistaken I will be corrected.)


I pray for the success of Cardinal Castrillon Hoyos’ efforts, and hope others will join me in this prayer.


As I was repeatedly reminded by those who denounced me, members of the SSPX don’t need to be "lectured" by the likes of me, but in my modest opinion, one of the greatest liabilities of the SSPX is the well-documented nastiness of some (not all) of the members toward anyone who dares to disagree with them. As Jesus said, “By their fruits you shall know them.”


Legend tells us that St. John the Beloved Disciple, at the end of his life, would tell the young people wanting to hear stories of the Master, "Just love one another". 1 Corinthians 13 plays hardball. It is not a sentimental first reading at a wedding where Kahlil Gibran takes the place of the Gospel reading. Love is not something "soft". St. Teresa of Avila said, "Love is as hard and unbending as Hell". It has to be.


The early Romans marveled at the outlawed Christians, saying, "See how they love one another".


The pagans of our day are most certainly observing us. What do they see when they watch us?


John Mallon is a Contributing Editor to Inside the Vatican magazine. He also has regular columns on the website � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholic.org/featured/reality_check.php" \t "_blank" �Catholic.Org�. An archive of Mr. Mallon's work also appears here: � HYPERLINK "http://www.petersvoice.com/mallon/index.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.petersvoice.com/mallon/index.html�. 


You can reach Mr. Mallon at � HYPERLINK "mailto:johnmallon@insidethevatican.com" �johnmallon@insidethevatican.com�.





Pope Warns Church Courts About Marriage Rulings


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-12111?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-12111?l=english� EXTRACT


VATICAN CITY, January 30, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) John Paul II warned against the temptation, which can also entice ecclesiastical judges, to consider failed marriages as automatically invalid. �…In his address, the Holy Father spoke about the "moral dimension" of all those involved in the ecclesiastical juridical processes, which as in the case of civil ones, might be influenced by "individual or collective interests," inducing "the parties to take recourse to forms of falsehood or even corruption." �John Paul II in particular addressed the bishops who name the ecclesiastical judges, and the judges themselves, to remind them that "the deontology of the judge has its inspirational criteria in the love of truth." �"Therefore, he must be convinced first of all that the truth exists," the Pope said. "One must resist fear of the truth, which at times might stem from fear of wounding persons. The truth, which is Christ himself, frees us from all forms of compromise with prejudiced lies.





"Boredom" Greatest Sin in Media, Says Archbishop


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-12983?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-12983?l=english� EXTRACT


VATICAN CITY, May 11, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�)  Archbishop John Patrick Foley [president of the Pontifical Council for Social Communications ] presided over a Eucharistic celebration Tuesday at the Pontifical Gregorian University, on the occasion of the World Day of Social Communications. The American prelate said in his homily, delivered in Italian, that "we are responsible if we do not preach the Good News, but we can never force a person to accept it." The president of the Vatican dicastery for communications reminded students studying mass communication that "you have the delicate task to proclaim the Good News of Jesus Christ, and to announce it to the largest possible public, but never in a threatening or coercive manner." ……Archbishop Foley emphasized that such promotion must have clear Catholic identity: "We must never forget, in the radio, television and newspapers, that we represent the Catholic Church, the only true Church founded by Jesus Christ." Commenting on the sexual scandals that have shaken some dioceses in the United States, he said that "the only answer is the virtue of honesty." 


To "hide and deny that there was a problem is already a problem in itself," stated Archbishop Foley.











Father Cantalamessa on Fraternal Correction A Commentary by Pontifical Household Preacher �ROME, September 2, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) In his commentary on this Sunday's readings, Capuchin Father Raniero Cantalamessa, the preacher of the Pontifical Household, speaks on how to confront someone in a Christian manner. �Matthew 18:15-20. Human coexistence is intertwined with differences of opinion, conflicts and reciprocal injustices, due to the fact that we have different temperaments, points of view and tastes. The Gospel also has something to say to us about this most common and daily aspect of life. Jesus presents the case of someone who has done something that is really wrong in itself: "If your brother sins against you ..." �He does not refer only to a wrong committed against us. In this latter case, it is almost impossible to know if what motivates us is zeal for the truth or, instead, wounded self-love. In any case, the instance would be more one of self-defense than fraternal correction. Why does Jesus say "go and tell him his fault, between you and him alone?" First of all, out of respect for our brother's good name, for his dignity. He says: "you and him alone," to give the person the possibility to defend himself and to explain his actions in full freedom. Many times, what is from an outside perspective seems to be a fault, is not in the intentions of the one who commits it. An honest explanation dissipates many misunderstandings. But this is not possible when the problem is made known to everyone. �According to the Gospel, what is the ultimate reason why it is necessary to practice fraternal correction? It most certainly is not pride, to show others their errors in order to highlight our superiority. Nor to discharge one's conscience by being able to say: "I told you so. I warned you. Too bad for you, if you paid no attention to me." No, the objective is to win over one's brother. That is, to seek the genuine good of the other, so that he can improve and not meet with disagreeable consequences. If it is a question of a moral fault, one does so that he will not compromise his spiritual journey and eternal salvation. The good result of the correction does not always depend on us (despite our good intentions, the other might not accept it, and might become more rigid); on the contrary, the good result that does depend always and exclusively on us is when it comes to accepting a correction. There is both active and passive correction. Not only does the duty to correct exist, but also the duty to allow oneself to be corrected. And here is where one sees if one is sufficiently mature to correct others. Whoever wants to correct someone must be disposed to be corrected. When you see that a person receives a correction and you hear him answer simply: "You are right, thank you for telling me!" you are before a person of courage. �Christ's teaching on fraternal correction should always be read together with what he said on another occasion: "Why do you see the speck that is in your brother's eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own eye?" (Luke 41-42). �In some cases, it isn't easy to know if it is better to correct or to let things go, to speak or to be silent. For this reason, it is important to keep in mind the golden rule, valid for all cases, which the Apostle Paul offers in this Sunday's second reading (Romans 13:8-10): "Owe no one anything, except to love one another. ... Love does no wrong to a neighbor." �It is necessary to be sure, above all, that in one's heart there is the disposition to accept the person. Then, all that is decided, whether to correct or to be silent, will be alright, as love "does no wrong to anyone." 





The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing. -Edmund Burke





Yoga - Not a Catholic Meditation Technique


� HYPERLINK "http://www.faithleap.org/yoga.pdf" ��http://www.faithleap.org/yoga.pdf� EXTRACT


by Marta Alves, 2003


Have we forgotten why the Christians were persecuted by the Romans? They were persecuted because they would not worship other gods and condemned the worship of other gods. The Greco-Roman culture condoned pluralism in their religious fervor. Christians did not and do not. 


Catholics have fought and died to preserve the Christian faith for two thousand years. Are we diluting the truth with unwanted pollution? Was the blood of the early martyrs shed in vain? 





Reiki and Tantra Magic – Healing or Hell?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.crossveil.org/page9.html" ��http://www.crossveil.org/page9.html� EXTRACT


Clare McGrath Merkle, editor of The Cross and Veil Catholic website


Just as Jesus expressed just anger at the taking over of His Father’s House, we too should be just as zealous in reclaiming our loved ones and institutions from these false idols.


THE MOTTO OF THIS MINISTRY IS "TEARING OFF THE VEILS OF DECEPTION"- MICHAEL





Father Cantalamessa on a Prophet Without Honor  


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-16522?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-16522?l=english� EXTRACT�ROME, July 7, 2006 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Here is a translation of a commentary by Capuchin Father Raniero Cantalamessa, preacher to the Pontifical Household, on the liturgical readings for this Sunday, the 14th of Ordinary Time.�And they took offense at him�When Jesus was already popular and famous because of his miracles and teaching, he returned one day to his place of origin, Nazareth, and as usual, he began to teach in the synagogue. 








However, this time there was no enthusiasm, no Hosanna! More than listening to what he was saying and judging him accordingly, the people began to engage in inappropriate considerations. 


"Whence did he get this wisdom? He has not studied; we know him well; he is the carpenter, the son of Mary!" "And they took offense at him," that is, they had a problem in believing him because they knew him well.�Jesus commented bitterly: "A prophet is not without honor, except in his own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house." This phrase has become proverbial in the abbreviated form: Nemo propheta in patria, no one is a prophet in his country. But this in only a curiosity. The evangelical passage also gives us an implicit warning which we can summarize thus: be careful not to commit the same mistake as the Nazarenes! In a certain sense, Jesus returns to his country every time his Gospel is proclaimed in the countries which were, at one time, the cradle of Christianity.�Our Italy, and Europe in general, are, for Christianity, what Nazareth was for Jesus: "the place where he was raised" (Christianity was born in Asia, but grew up in Europe, a bit like Jesus who was born in Bethlehem but was raised in Nazareth!) Today they run the same risk as the Nazarenes: not to recognize Jesus. The Constitutional Charter of the new united Europe is not the only place from which he is "expelled" at present.�The episode of the Gospel teaches us something important. Jesus leaves us free; he proposes his gifts, he does not impose them. That day, in face of the rejection of his fellow countrymen, Jesus did not give way to threats and invectives. He did not say, indignant, as it is said the African Publius Scipio did, when leaving Rome: "Ungrateful country, you will not have my bones!" He simply went to another place. �Once he was not received in a certain village. The indignant disciples suggested that fire be brought down from heaven, but Jesus turned and rebuked them (Luke 9:54). That is how he acts also today. 





Archbishop says public leaders, who claim to be Catholic but do not act on Gospel, are deceiving themselves


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=7757" �http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/new.php?n=7757��Harrisburg, October 4, 2006 (CNA) Political and community leaders are called to change the world with justice and charity, and with a greater love for God than for their careers, said Archbishop Charles Chaput, OFM Cap., at the Red Mass in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania yesterday. The Archbishop of Denver presided at the Oct. 3 Mass for several hundred members of the local legal community at the invitation of Bishop Kevin Rhoades of Harrisburg. During his homily, he reflected on the life of St. Francis of Assisi, whose feast the Church celebrates today, and on how Francis led a spiritual revolution in the Church. The archbishop said the historical period in which Francis lived, with its injustices and its disparity between rich and poor, was very similar to the world of today. Francis, he said, led the Church toward conversion, reconciliation and a more authentic witness of the Gospel through his personal example.�"If you and I want to be what God calls us to be in the years that lie ahead, we need to be like St. Francis," he said. Catholics today must work to renew society through repentance, conversion, humility and willingness to serve. "When people claim they're Catholic but do nothing in the public square to advance the Christian understanding of each human person's dignity, they're deceiving themselves and other people -- but they're not fooling God," the archbishop said, naming areas of concern to Catholics, such as embryonic stem-cell research, abortion, assisted suicide, marriage, immigration, poverty and the disabled. "We need to drill it into our heads that defending the sanctity of the human person and serving the common good can't be separated," he said. "Stuffing our Catholic faith in a closet when we enter the public square or join a public debate isn't good manners, and it isn't political courtesy. It's cowardice. And we'll be judged for that cowardice by the God who created us."�"It's always easier to talk about social justice or political reform when the target of the reform is 'out there,' rather than in here," he continued. "The world does need to change, and in your vocation as public leaders, God is calling you to pursue that task with justice and charity; with a love for the common good and a reverence for human life," he said. "The world needs committed Catholic laypeople like yourselves to lead with humility, courage and love. But what it [the world] needs more than anything else is holiness – holy men and women who love Jesus Christ and God's Word more than they love their own careers and agendas," he challenged.�


When Homilies Err by Omission 


By John Young, Homiletic & Pastoral Review, Petrus magazine, May-June, 2006


We are often told in homilies that we must not judge, but this statement is rarely analysed. We can’t judge the interior dispositions of people, but we can and should judge the morality of different types of behaviour. 





STOP JUDGING BY EXTERNAL STANDARDS, AND JUDGE BY TRUE STANDARDS - John 7:24(TEV)  � HYPERLINK "http://romancatholicblog.typepad.com/roman_catholic_blog/2006/12/catholic_candid.html" ��http://romancatholicblog.typepad.com/roman_catholic_blog/2006/12/catholic_candid.html� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.defensorveritatis.net/?p=724" ��http://www.defensorveritatis.net/?p=724� �(CINS) A remarkable day in the history of the Catholic Church, Pope Benedict XVI's visit to  Blue Mosque in Istanbul, Turkey. Benedict XVI thus became the second Pope to visit a mosque after his predecessor Pope John Paul II.





At the Blue Mosque, the Pope removed his shoes and put on white slippers. Then he walked beside Mustafa Cagrici, the head cleric of Istanbul. Facing the holy city of Mecca - in the tradition of Islamic worship - Cagrici said: "Now I'm going to pray." The Holy Father, too, bowed his head and his lips moved as if reciting words."�Pope's moving lips were captured by television cameras and transmitted by satellite instantaneously around the world, to the ends of the earth. For this moment, Pope Benedict XVI was not teaching, or explicating, or lecturing. He was not debating historical events and their meaning. He was not the "German professor," the "professor pope."�He was "THE POPE OF PRAYER" But he was praying in a very unusual place, for a pope: in a Muslim mosque. One of the famous Muslim mosques in the world. And mosques are places dedicated to Allah, not to the Trinitarian God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Was this right?�The Vatican spokesman, the Rev. Federico Lombardi, said the mosque visit was added as a "sign of respect" to Muslims. "A (Christian) believer can pray in any place, even a mosque," Lombardi said, calling it an "intimate, personal prayer." This shows that, in such matters, external, visible signs may be of less importance than the moment's inner meaning. For the inner meaning of a thing is something that cannot be seen or heard, but only understood with heart.





Vatican comes out of the closet and embraces Oscar


� HYPERLINK "http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/markets/europe/article1289533.ece" ��http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/markets/europe/article1289533.ece� EXTRACT


By Richard Owen


Rome, January 5, 2007 The Vatican’s Head of Protocol Fr Leonardo Sapienza said, "Our role is to be a thorn in the flesh, to move people’s consciences and to tackle what today is the number one enemy of religion – indifference." 





Tell the Truth Boldly, Urges Pontiff Reflects on Life of St. John the Baptist


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19965?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19965?l=english�  �VATICAN CITY, June 24, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Benedict XVI, on the solemnity of the birth of St. John the Baptist, called on the Church to bear "witness to the truth without compromise." The Pope said this today in the address he delivered before praying the Angelus with the thousands gathered in St. Peter's Square.�The Holy Father urged the faithful to follow the example of the cousin of Christ, and to not be afraid to denounce "transgressions of God's commandments" even when the protagonists are people in power.�"John the Baptist was the precursor, the 'voice' sent to announce the Incarnate Word," the Pontiff said.�"For this reason, to commemorate the birth of John the Baptist in reality means to celebrate Christ, the fulfillment of the promises of all the prophets, of whom John was the greatest, called to 'prepare the way' before the Messiah," the Holy Father added, speaking from the window of his study.�…Recalling the beheading of John the Baptist, the Bishop of Rome added: "As an authentic prophet, John bore witness to the truth without compromise. He denounced transgressions of God's commandments, even when the protagonists were people in power. "Thus, when he accused Herod and Herodias of adultery, he paid for it with his life, sealing with martyrdom his service to Christ, who is the truth in person."





Man Must Learn to Hear Truth, Says Pope Calls This Capacity the Person's Majesty


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-20230?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-20230?l=english� �AURONZO DI CADORE, Italy, July 26, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) The task of the Church is to develop the human person's God-given ability to listen to the voice of truth, says Benedict XVI. The Pope said this Tuesday during a question-and-answer session with 400 priests of the dioceses of Belluno-Feltre and Treviso, in the Church of St. Justina Martyr in Auronzo di Cadore, near Lorenzago di Cadore, where he is nearing the end of his vacation.�A priest asked the Holy Father about dealing with widespread misconceptions about good and evil, saying that these moral concepts are confused with merely feeling good or feeling bad.�The Pontiff responded that a "world without God becomes a world of arbitrariness and egoism. But where there is God, there is light and hope. Our life has a meaning that we cannot give it, but which precedes us, and guides us." He recommended a path of "patient education," guiding people along the paths that "even a secularized conscience today can easily find." And from there, the Pope said, "let us try to guide people toward more profound voices, the true voice of the conscience, which can be heard in the great tradition of prayer, the moral life of the Church."�Benedict XVI acknowledged that today morality and religion "are almost replaced by reason," and "the only criterion of morality and religion is the subject, the subjective conscience." "In the end, only the subject, and his feelings, his experiences and the other criteria he has found, are deciding factors," the Pope said. "In this way, however, the subject becomes an isolated reality, and the parameters change day after day." But, he explained: "In the Christian tradition 'conscience' means 'with-knowledge.' That is to say us, our being is open, it can listen to the voice of being itself, the voice of God. "The voice, therefore, of great values is written in our being. And the majesty of man is found in the fact that he is not closed within himself; he is not reduced to material things; he is not able to be measured. Instead he has an interior openness to essential things, the possibility to listen.�"In the depth of our being we can listen not only to the needs of the moment, not only to material things, but to the voice of the Creator himself, and in this way we recognize what is good and what is evil."


"Naturally," Benedict XVI affirmed, "this ability to listen must be learned and developed. This is our task in the Church -- to develop this high ability given by God to man to listen to the voice of the truth, the voice of values."





Archbishop Chaput on the Common Good "More Than a Political Slogan" 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-19489?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-19489?l=english� EXTRACT�WYNNEWOOD, Pennsylvania, April 28, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Here is the lecture presented April 21 by Archbishop Charles Chaput of Denver at the conference "Promoting and Protecting the Common Good."�The conference was held at St. Charles Borromeo Seminary in Wynnewood, and organized by the John Cardinal Krol Chair of Moral Theology. The speech was also published on the Web site of First Things.�Religion and the Common Good


When Cardinal Justin Rigali first invited me to talk about religion and the common good some months ago, I accepted for two simple reasons. First, I'm tired of the Church and her people being told to be quiet on public issues that urgently concern us. And second, I'm tired of Catholics themselves being silent because of some misguided sense of good manners. Self-censorship is an even bigger sin than allowing ourselves to be bullied by outsiders…


Convictions can be the seeds of truth incarnated in a person's individual will. The right kinds of convictions guide us forward. They give us meaning. Not acting on our convictions is cowardice. As Catholics we need to live our convictions in the public square with charity and respect for others, but also firmly, with courage and without apology. Anything less is a form of theft from the moral witness we owe to the public discussion of issues. We can never serve the common good by betraying who we are as believers or compromising away what we hold to be true…


Brothers, we most truly serve the common good by having the courage to be disciples of Jesus Christ. God gave us a free will, but we need to use it. Discipleship has a cost. Jesus never said that we didn't need a spine. The world doesn't need affirmation. It needs conversion. It doesn't need the approval of Catholics. It needs their witness. And that work needs to begin with us. �


Don't Be Seduced, Benedict XVI Tells Youth Says World Needs Daring Christians


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-20395?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-20395?l=english� �LORETO, Italy, September 2, 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Benedict XVI invited half a million young people to go against the current in a world seduced by violence, despotism and "success at all costs." The Pope's appeal resounded at the closing Mass today in Loreto, where the Holy Father arrived Saturday for an encounter with youth from Italy and around the world.�"There are so many messages, above all through the media that are being directed toward you! Be vigilant! Be critical!" the Pontiff exclaimed... "Go against the current: Do not listen to the interesting and seductive voices that today from many parts propose as models lives of arrogance and violence, of despotism and success at all costs, of appearances and having, of harm to being."�Speaking of the enormous influence that media desire to have on young people, he told them: "Do not follow the current produced by this powerful attempt at persuasion. "Do not be afraid, dear friends, to prefer the 'alternative' ways indicated by true love: a sober way of life attentive to others; affectionate relationships that are sincere and pure; an honest commitment in study and work; deep interest in the common good.” The Pope encouraged them to not be afraid "to appear different and be criticized for that which might seem foolish or unfashionable."�"Your fellow young people, but also adults and especially those who seem the farthest from the mentality and values of the Gospel, have a profound need to see someone who dares to live according to the fullness of humanity manifested in Jesus Christ," he said...


�CHALLENGE CORRUPTION WITHIN CHURCH, URGES LAY CATHOLIC ACTIVIST�Boston, October 8, 2007 (CWNews.com) Arguing that the pro-life movement cannot fight a "two-front war," a lay Catholic activist in Massachusetts has condemned the "culture of betrayal in our own Church." �Speaking in Boston at the annual Walk for Life on October 7, C.J. Doyle of the Catholic Action League called for stricter scrutiny of "institutions which claim to be Catholic and ought to be pro-life." "History will judge the seriousness of the pro-life movement in Massachusetts when it judges the seriousness of this movement's largest constituent element, the Catholic community," Doyle said. �Calling attention to the participation of Planned Parenthood at a conference sponsored by Jesuit-run Holy Cross College, Doyle noted that "unfathomably," the Boston office of Catholic Charities will also participate in the event. While he argued that the conference at Holy Cross was a "grave scandal," the Catholic Action League leader added: "Tragically, Holy Cross is not an exception." 


He proceeded to list honors recently accorded to abortion advocates by another Jesuit institution, Boston College Law School; by the Regis and Emmanuel colleges; by local Catholic parishes and schools; and by lay groups such as the Knights of Columbus. 


A serious commitment to moral principle, Doyle argued, "entails the willingness to confront and overcome dissension and corruption in one's own ranks, the willingness to ensure the integrity and loyalty of one's own institutions, and the willingness to accept controversy." He urged pro-life Catholics to take the lead in demanding integrity from local Catholic institutions.








ONE MORE EXAMPLE OF A CATHOLIC WHO IS WILLING TO QUESTION THE PUBLIC ERRORS OF HIS SUPERIORS


ARCHBISHOP NIEDERAUER'S UNACCEPTABLE APOLOGY 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicculture.org/news/features/index.cfm?recnum=54136" ��http://www.catholicculture.org/news/features/index.cfm?recnum=54136� 


By Phil Lawler special to CWNews.com �October 12, 2007 (CWNews.com) After causing grave scandal by administering Communion to homosexual activists who were mocking the Catholic Church, Archbishop George Niederauer of San Francisco has issued an apology. Unfortunately, it is an apology that no discerning Catholic could accept. In his column for the archdiocesan newspaper, Catholic San Francisco, Archbishop Niederauer claims that he saw no disrespect for the Eucharist when he celebrated Mass at Most Holy Redeemer parish on October 7. No one who has seen the videotape of that encounter can take that claim seriously. �The archbishop acknowledges that he noticed "two strangely dressed persons." That in itself is a grotesque understatement, apparently put forward to satisfy readers who have not seen the pictures. Niederauer goes on to say that he "did not recognize either of them as wearing mock religious garb." Perhaps not. But he could not have failed to recognize that they were wearing garish costumes, clearly designed to attract attention and to make a point. �And what was that point? Someone who stopped into Most Holy Redeemer parish after having spent the last several years on a remote desert island might not have been able to discern the purpose of this strange demonstration. But ordinary residents of San Francisco knew exactly what was going on, and the archbishop is taxing our credulity yet again when he claims that he was in the dark. Most Holy Redeemer is a notoriously gay-friendly parish, in a hotbed of gay activism. Just a week before the archbishop's visit, the parish had hosted a competition among "the Bay Area's Most Delicious Drag Divas." Archbishop Niederauer himself disclosed that he had once ordered the parish administrator not to host an event for the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence, a militant group whose main purpose is to mock Catholicism. When he visited the parish, therefore, the archbishop must have been keenly aware of the likelihood that he would encounter homosexual activists in general and the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence in particular. When these two demonstrators approached him in their bizarre attire, he should have known-- must have known-- what he was facing. �In his "apology" the archbishop says that he did not recognize the two men as members of the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence. But can he seriously expect us to believe that he did not recognize them as homosexual demonstrators? �The archbishop's statement suggests that the protestors' main offense was membership in a group that mocks the Catholic faith. But whether or not they belonged to a particular organization, these two men were quite clearly challenging the Church by their presence at Mass, and especially by presenting themselves for Communion. The Church, in the person of the archbishop, failed to meet that challenge. �If Niederauer really did not notice anything unusual about the demonstrators, then he would have no reason to apologize-- except, perhaps, for being spectacularly obtuse. But even when he expressed his regrets about the incident, the archbishop failed to grasp the essential element of the scandal. "The manner of dress and public comportment of the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence is deeply offensive to women religious," Archbishop Niederauer wrote. That is true, but terribly incomplete. The behavior of these defiant homosexual protestors is deeply offensive to all Catholics. Far, far more important, it is deeply offensive to Jesus Christ, whose Body and Blood they desecrated with the archbishop's compliance. �A priest, and particularly a bishop, has a sacred duty to guard the Blessed Sacrament, to protect our Eucharistic Lord from disrespect. The archbishop's failure to carry out that duty-- and not the attendant public-relations brouhaha-- is the true scandal here. Personally, I can't accept Archbishop Niederauer's apology, because I cannot believe that it is candid or accurate. But it is not I to whom an apology is due. �PHILIP F. LAWLER is the editor of The Catholic World News. �As a journalist, Phil has acted as editor of Crisis magazine. In 1986 he became the first layman to edit The Pilot, the Boston archdiocesan newspaper. From 1993 through 2005, Phil Lawler was the editor of Catholic World Report, an international monthly news magazine. And in 1996, recognizing the power of the internet, he founded Catholic World News: the first online Catholic news service. Phil Lawler is the author of five books on political and religious topics. He is now at work on a new book, about the decline in Catholic influence in Boston. His essays, book reviews, and editorial columns have appeared in over 100 newspapers around the United States and abroad, including the Wall Street Journal, Los Angeles Times, Washington Post, and Boston Globe.





You tremble, my brethren, I also tremble, both for myself and for you, and being myself frightened, I frighten others. -St. Augustine, after one of his sermons on the last truths





Let us listen to the Lord while he is calling us, lest he may turn a deaf ear to us when he judges us. -St. Augustine, after one of his sermons on the last truths





Priest smashes "offensive" Evangelist's fresco 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.cathnews.com/news/711/24.php" ��http://www.cathnews.com/news/711/24.php� �November 5, 2007 A French priest who destroyed a fresco in his village chapel on the grounds it depicted St Luke as an ox with testicles, is facing two years behind bars and a massive fine.


�The village of St Etienne du Gres, near the southern city of Avignon, commissioned a fresco of the Four Evangelists for the choir of its 11th-century Roman chapel.�The fresco depicted Mark as a lion, John as an eagle, Luke as an ox and Matthew as an angel.�However, parish priest Fr Michel Cicculo, took deep offence at painter Jacques Descordes' depiction of the bull's testicles, and of the angel as a woman with naked breasts.�The priest destroyed the entire work with a rock hammer, AFP reported.�Fr Cicculo, who faces a $74,200 fine, defended his act in court.�"I was quite happy for Mr Descordes to paint the four evangelists so long as it was a representation in line with true iconographic tradition, not a vision drawn from Walt Disney or goodness knows what."�But the painter told the court the priest's blasphemy charge was an "excuse." "This is personal, it's just pure jealousy, personal hatred and the Church has nothing to do with it," Mr Descordes said.�Source: � HYPERLINK "http://abc.net.au/news/stories/2007/11/03/2080878.htm?section=world" \t "new" �Priest destroys 'ox testicles' fresco (ABC On-line, 03/11/07)�





Before the Last Conclave: "What I Told the Future Pope"


� HYPERLINK "http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/173182?eng=y" ��http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/173182?eng=y� EXTRACT


Cardinal Giacomo Biffi, archbishop of Bologna, from 1984 to 2003, in his autobiographical volume, entitled "Memorie e digressioni di un italiano cardinale [Memories and Digressions of an Italian Cardinal] 


By Sandro Magister 26.10.2007


John XXIII: a good pope, a bad teacher 


…There was, for example, his [Pope John XXIII] judgment of reproof on the "prophets of doom." �The expression became, and remained, extremely popular, and naturally so: the people do not like party poopers; they prefer those who promise good times over those who advance fears and reservations…


In the history of Revelation, the true prophets were the ones who usually announced chastisements and calamities, as in Isaiah (chapter 24), Jeremiah (chapter 4), and Ezekiel (chapters 4-11). �Jesus himself, in chapter 24 of the Gospel of Matthew, would have to be counted among the "prophets of doom": his proclamation of future triumphs and impending joys do not usually relate to existence here on earth, but rather to "eternal life" and the "Kingdom of Heaven." �But the people in the Bible who usually proclaim the imminence of tranquil and serene times are, instead, the false prophets (see chapter 13 of the Book of Ezekiel)…�[I]t would be well to listen also to those who have some reason to alert their brothers, preparing them for possible trials, and those who believe it is opportune to issue calls for prudence and vigilance…





"Distinction must be made between error and the person in error." This is another maxim that belongs to the moral legacy of John XXIII, and this, too, influenced Catholicism after him. �This principle is absolutely correct, and it draws its power from the Gospel message itself: error can only be deprecated, hated, combated by the disciples of him who is the Truth; while the errant person - in his inalienable humanity - is always a living image, however rudimentary, of the incarnate Son of God; and thus he must be respected, loved, and assisted as much as possible. �But reflecting on this statement, I cannot forget that the historical wisdom of the Church has never reduced the condemnation of error to a pure and ineffectual abstraction. �The Christian people must be put on guard and defended against those who actually sow error, without ceasing to seek out his true well-being, and without judging anyone's subjective responsibility, which is known to God alone. �Jesus gave precise instructions to the heads of the Church in this regard: he who causes scandal through his behavior and doctrine, and will not be persuaded by personal admonition or the more solemn rebuke of the Church, "let him be to you as a pagan and a publican" (cf. Matthew 18:17); thus foreseeing and prescribing the penalty of excommunication.


 


CHRISTIAN HARSHNESS


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/qa/fs/ViewAnswer.asp?QID=956" ��http://www.saint-mike.org/qa/fs/ViewAnswer.asp?QID=956� 


Faith/Spirituality Q&A, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org" �www.saint-mike.org�


Question: Hello Brother, At the risk of appearing conformist, I'll say I really love this forum. As a new Catholic (with a background of semi-cafeteria Anglican), I find it very helpful. Before I ask my question, however, simply because it has been bothering me, I would like to offer constructive criticism. On occasion, it seems as though you sort of "lash out" at those who hate Catholicism and Christianity in general with moderately degrading comments. As a brother in Christ, I saw that as a rather un-Christ-like thing to do, and as advocates of Jesus, we need to be very careful with the example we give. Again, I don't mean to offend, it is simply meant as constructive criticism. Thank you so much! Phil


Question Answered by Bro. Ignatius Mary, OLSM








Dear Phil: I praise God that this forum has been useful to you. I know you mean well with your observations, but my "lashing out," as you put it, is not un-Christ-like, in fact it is just the opposite. The idea that we are to never step on toes or always be "nice" (a word that in Latin means "ignorant") is unBiblical and not consistent with the model we see from Christ himself and many of the Saints, including Doctors of the Church. 


Let us take a look at some examples in Scripture of "harshness". In Matthew 23 Jesus is very harsh to the Pharisees. He even calls out insults to them like in verse 33, "You serpents, you brood of vipers, how shall you escape the sentence of hell?" Calling a first century Jew a serpent and brood of vipers was a MAJOR insult.�This was a good 'ol fashion name-calling toward a bunch of hypocrites. Jesus was also not very nice when he said in Matthew 7:5-6 "You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your brother's eye. Do not give what is holy to dogs, and do not throw your pearls before swine, lest they trample them under their feet, and turn and tear you to pieces." Jesus also declares that his presence will bring harshness for those who will not listen to truth: Matthew 10:34-36 "Do not think that I came to bring peace on the earth; I did not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I came to SET A MAN AGAINST HIS FATHER, AND A DAUGHTER AGAINST HER MOTHER, AND A DAUGHTER-IN-LAW AGAINST HER MOTHER-IN-LAW; and A MAN'S ENEMIES WILL BE THE MEMBERS OF HIS HOUSEHOLD."


St. James is also harsh with those he is arguing with. Take a look at the narrative in James chapter 2. In fact St. James calls the people he is arguing with a bunch of ignoramuses. James 2:20 "Do you want proof, you ignoramus, that faith without works is useless?" This is from the New American Bible. Other translations use the word "vain", meaning empty, and "fool".


We also have examples from Doctors of the Church not being too nice: The pacific St. Thomas of Aquinas forgets the calm of his cold syllogisms when he hurls his violent apostrophe against William of St. Amour and his disciples: "Enemies of God," he cries out, "ministers of the Devil, members of AntiChrist, ignorami, perverts, reprobates!"


The seraphic St. Bonaventure, so full of sweetness, overwhelms his adversary Gerard with such epithets as "impudent, calumniator, spirit of malice, impious, shameless, ignorant, impostor, malefactor, perfidious, ingrate!" St. Francis De Sales was asked by a Catholic, who desired to know if it were permissible to speak evil of a heretic who propagated false doctrines, he replied: "Yes, you can, on the condition that you adhere to the exact truth, to what you know of his bad conduct, presenting that which is doubtful as doubtful according to the degree of doubt which you may have in this regard."


In his Introduction to a Devout Life, that precious and popular work, he expresses himself again: "If the declared enemies of God and of the Church ought to be blamed and censured with all possible vigor, charity obliges us to cry 'wolf' when the wolf slips into the midst of the flock, and in every way and place we may meet him."


You are incorrect to suggest that my manner of handling certain people is unChrist-like because it is harsh. Actually, I am following the example of Christ, the Apostles, and the Doctors of the Church. There is a time for gentleness, but there is also a time for harshness.


In fact, brain research in the past ten years proves that we sometimes need to slap some people upside the head. The cliché "I have made up my mind so do not confuse me with the facts" and also "He won't come to his senses until he hits bottom" are two behavioral truths that are biologically based. In the left hemisphere of our brain is what one could call a library of our knowledge, opinions, and beliefs. The information in that library is, in essence, written in stone -- it is not about to change, hence, "Don't confuse me with the facts". So how does this library of information and beliefs ever get changed or corrected when there is erroneous information? Well, the right hemisphere has the ability to make those corrections in the library.�The problem is getting the right hemisphere motivated to make the corrections. What it takes to motivate the right hemisphere is a trauma (a hitting bottom) to knock some sense into the person. We all have likely experienced arguing with someone and parting in a huff.�After we have calmed down we my get to thinking and admit the other person was right after all. We may not ever admit that to the other person, but we realize that the other person was right. The anger in the argument was the "trauma" the "slap upside the head" that was needed to wake up the right hemisphere to realize that some information needed to be corrected in the library of our left hemisphere. Thus, not only do we see the harsher charism modeled by Jesus, the Apostles, and Doctors of the Church, but there is scientific evidence to prove that sometimes the slap upside the head approach is needed. When you see me take a harsher approach it is usually because I feel the Holy Spirit is calling me to take that approach. I have had many emails both criticizing and praising my "style." The most valuable emails however are from those who were the target of my "style" who said things like, "Brother, two weeks ago you insulted me and upset me terribly. But, after I calmed down I realized that you were right and it changed my life."


I would recommend to you two resources: 


1) � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/spcdc/library/secret.asp" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan� � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" ��http://www.saint-mike.org/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf� 


2) "� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/Library/Liberalism/Liberalism/Liberalism_TOC.html" �Liberalism is a Sin�" by Father Sarda -- a book, which is FULLY endorsed by the Vatican, that fully explains the need sometimes to be hard. � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/library/liberalism/lsin/liberalism_chapter_3.html" ��http://www.saint-mike.org/library/liberalism/lsin/liberalism_chapter_3.html�  








Religion Not Just a Private Affair, Affirms Pontiff Encourages Prelates to Remove Obstacles to Encounter With God


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-22319?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-22319?l=english� EXTRACT�WASHINGTON, D.C., April 16, 2008 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) Benedict XVI says that any tendency to treat religion as a private matter should be resisted, and that faith should permeate every aspect of life. The Pope affirmed this today in an address to the bishops of the United States at the Basilica of the National Shrine of the Immaculate Conception.


He explained: "While it is true that this country is marked by a genuinely religious spirit, the subtle influence of secularism can nevertheless color the way people allow their faith to influence their behavior.�"Is it consistent to profess our beliefs in church on Sunday, and then during the week to promote business practices or medical procedures contrary to those beliefs? Is it consistent for practicing Catholics to ignore or exploit the poor and the marginalized, to promote sexual behavior contrary to Catholic moral teaching, or to adopt positions that contradict the right to life of every human being from conception to natural death? Any tendency to treat religion as a private matter must be resisted. Only when their faith permeates every aspect of their lives do Christians become truly open to the transforming power of the Gospel." 





Watchman


By Pastor J.N. Manokaran, Chennai


"Son of man, I have made you a watchman for the house of Israel; so hear the word I speak and give them warning from me." (Ezekiel 3:17)  God has called his disciples to be the salt and light of this world. Salt functions as watchman in that it does not allow to become corrupt, a preservative function. Light is a witness against darkness, and warns by providing the right perspective in the midst of darkness. Christians are watchmen in their own context. They have to provide the light of the gospel in the darkness-dominated world.   The essential aspects of a watchman.  


Preparation:  


A watchman is trained and prepared to do his/her job. Training for physical fitness, mental alertness, quick responses to attacks, communication is part of the preparation. An un-prepared or under-prepared watchman would be a failure for himself and disaster for others. In the parable of the Ten Virgins, half of them went unprepared, not taking enough oil. Oil cannot be bought or borrowed at that point of time.  


A watchman is expected to be alert always. S/he cannot lower the guard under any circumstances. That means s/he has to be physically fit with all his senses being operational. So, a Christian should be spiritually fit with all his/her spiritual faculty functioning properly. God says to Ezekiel to hear him and then give warning. So, being attuned and willing to hear God’s voice is an important prerequisite for this ministry.  


Position


The position of the watchman should be in a strategic location. S/he should not be seen by enemies but able to see or observe them instead. This strategic location could be in a higher level like tower or hill top. From a quite long distance, they should be able to sense, smell and discern immense dangers. Christians should function from a higher level of life that is to see things from heavenly perspective and discernment.  


Also he must be visible to his/her own people, who should be alerted and warned. A watchman should have the skill to communicate quickly, precisely, effectively and directly to the people about the fast approaching danger.  


In that position a watchman cannot afford to sleep or slumber. Five virgins slept and lost the golden moment. 


Price: Pain and Patience


Being a watchman is a painful job – standing alert for hours together. It is physically, emotionally and mentally exhausting. It is a great sacrifice. Watchmen need great patience to stay put in their job. It is a rigorous, risky job done with one’s life at stake. Without commitment to the cause, it is impossible to do this job. As Christians, without commitment to Lord Jesus Christ, and commitment to people we serve, we could never be a watchman.  


The five virgins who were watching and waiting could enter into the celebration. They were willing to pay the price by sacrificing their sleep and being alert.


Power and Potential


Power to save lives is the greatest gift, also the greatest and only responsibility the watchman has. Watchmen have the power to save a city or a nation, by communicating dangers in advance. They could give strategic information and direction to win the war. As Christians, we are dependent watchman to hear his voice and tell the people. The power of the Word of Truth could give eternal life to those who hear and believe. The positive potential is eternal life and abducting the responsibility means inevitable death.  


Challenge for the Church


The contemporary church has to be the watchman standing on behalf of God. Hearing God’s voice should be a prophetic voice in the wilderness. This is not an easy task, but non-negotiable task, which only the Church could execute. The Church cannot afford to be careless or negligent about this.  





Denver Prelate Warns Against Double-Life Tells "Theology on Tap" Crowd That Christ Is Priority


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-23235?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-23235?l=english� �By Anthony Barich SYDNEY, Australia, July 16, 2008 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" \t "_blank" �Zenit.org�) 


Living a double life as a Catholic who goes to Mass but does not witness one's faith publicly is doomed to fail, Archbishop Charles Chaput told over 1,000 young people at an Irish pub in Australia. The archbishop of Denver, Colorado, said this today at "Theology on Tap" at P.J. Gallagher's Irish Pub in inner Sydney as part of the World Youth Day activities. He affirmed that going to Mass on Sundays but then being unwilling to share one's faith in public is contrary to living as a true disciple of Christ, and likened it to "living in a vegetative state."


"Jesus wants all of us, and not just on Sundays," he said. "We need to take Christ at his word. We need to love him like our lives depend on it. Right now. And without excuses."


…"We can't live a half-way Christianity," he exhorted. "Every double life will inevitably self-destruct. Being a Christian is who you are. Period. And being a Christian means your life has a mission. It means striving every day to become more like Jesus in your thoughts and actions."


…He said that Jesus' message to the man who wanted to bury his father before following the Lord -- "leave the dead to bury the dead" -- is a stark and disturbing reminder. "There can be no more urgent priority in our lives than following Christ and proclaiming his kingdom," Archbishop Chaput affirmed.


He called on youth to discover how God wants them to follow Christ by talking to God "humbly in prayer" and by getting to know Christ better through daily reading and praying over the Gospels.


The archbishop also told the youth to open themselves to the graces Christ gives in the sacraments.


"It's not about choosing what you want to do with your life," he said. "It's about discovering how God wants to use your life to spread the good news of his love and his kingdom."


The archbishop called on the youth to preach the Gospel with their lives "no matter where you are or whatever you find yourself doing -- going to school, working, making a home."


Quoting St John of the Cross, the prelate added: "Where there is no love, put love and you will draw love," in order to bring about a kingdom of love. He told the young people not to get angry at human weakness and sin in the Church, but to love the Church as their mother and teacher. "Help build her up, to purify her life and work," he urged…


On the Net: Archbishop Chaput's address: � HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-23234?l=english" \t "_blank" �www.zenit.org/article-23234?l=english�





St. Catherine of Siena


� HYPERLINK "http://www.domcentral.org/trad/stcather.htm" ��http://www.domcentral.org/trad/stcather.htm� EXTRACT


By Mary Ann Sullivan


St. Catherine of Siena deliberately told popes, queens and kings how to behave. She was spontaneous, unafraid of authority and fearless in the face of death. She was a Dominican religious who corresponded with Popes and peasants alike. During the Great Western Schism, in defense of Pope Urban VI, she rebuked three Italian cardinals who were supporting the anti-pope, writing to them, "What made you do this? You are flowers who shed no perfume, but stench that makes the whole world reek."





Commentary: Happy Birthday, William Wilberforce - A Hero's Legacy 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/news/archive/ldn/2009/aug/09082415" ��http://www.lifesitenews.com/news/archive/ldn/2009/aug/09082415� 


By Chuck Colson, August 24, 2009 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.breakpoint.org" \t "_blank" �www.breakpoint.org�) 


Today marks the 250th birthday of William Wilberforce, the Christian statesman who, for 18 arduous years, led the crusade against the abominable British slave trade. And I can think of no better gift I could give my listeners than to tell you about some of the traits that made Wilberforce a man who profoundly changed history - and whose legacy so profoundly shaped my life.


To speak of Wilberforce is to speak of biblical worldview in action. When Wilberforce, one of the youngest members of Parliament, came to Christ, he contemplated leaving office and becoming a clergyman.


Thankfully, William Pitt, who went on to be Great Britain's youngest prime minister, convinced him otherwise. In a letter to his dear friend, Pitt wrote: "Surely the principles as well as the practice of Christianity are simple and lead not to meditation only, but to action."


And indeed, for Wilberforce, Christian faith meant action. He could not stand idly by and see the imago Dei of each person, the image of God, abused. His fiercely unpopular crusade against the slave trade ravaged his health and cost him politically. He endured verbal assaults and was even challenged to a duel by an angry slave-ship captain.


And when the French Revolution began, what had been merely an unpopular position became a dangerous one. As cries of liberty, equality, and fraternity erupted across the Channel, Wilberforce and his fellow abolitionists who believed so strongly in human equality were suddenly viewed with suspicion by the British people.


Nonetheless, Wilberforce persevered year after year. Writing about whether to give up the fight, Wilberforce notes, "a man who fears God is not at liberty" to do so.


But Wilberforce's worldview led him to engage in more than just the issue of slavery. He fought for prison reform. He founded or participated in 60 charities. He convinced King George III to issue a proclamation encouraging virtue, and reinstated The Proclamation Society to help see such virtue encouraged. He cared for God's creation, founding the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. And he championed missionary efforts, like founding the British and Foreign Bible Society.


I believe that as we come to understand the depth of our own Christian worldview, it forces us not into a life merely of contemplation, but to one of action. We cannot know God more without being moved to love others more-and to care passionately about justice, mercy, and truth.





MORE EXAMPLES OF PROPHETIC WRITING AGAINST THE AUTHORITIES


LifeSiteNews.com -September 4, 2009


Some, even amongst our friends, are accusing LifeSiteNews of going too far in what we write and of being too alarmist or too judgemental. Well, the vast majority of what we write is simply a reporting of facts. Sorry, facts are facts - and common sense determines that certain facts must lead to certain consequences, as much as we would like to believe otherwise. 


As well, we research and report on our particular issues of interest all day, every day, sifting through huge amounts of reliable information from around the world and from numerous sources and contacts. We have been doing this specialized work for quite a few years. So, what we are exposed to and learn (much of which we cannot report) is usually vastly more than our critics are aware of.�We try to help the critics along but, as the saying goes, "you can lead a horse to water, but you can't make him drink." That is, if they are determined to deny the facts presented and the reality of the many very dangerous downward trends in our culture, then there is nothing more that we can do. But we always continue to hope and try. Let us all endure and keep proclaiming the truth - for the good of all. �Steve Jalsevac, LifeSiteNews.com


LifeSiteNews.com -September 24, 2009


Archbishop Naumann's pastoral direction to Kathleen Sebelius has given substantial, national witness to the great spiritual and moral harm of supporting abortion. He took right and necessary action for the good of Sebelius and for all of society. We should hope and pray that many other bishops will follow his example. This bishop is truly a shepherd of souls and a defender of the Christian faith.�Then there is Cardinal Mahony*. Exactly what does a high level bishop have to do to finally incur rebuke from Rome? How much more scandal must Americans and the Catholic Church endure from this extremely liberal bishop and his troubled diocese?                            *Archbishop of Los Angeles


See � HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2003/jun/03061707.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2003/jun/03061707.html� 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/sep/05091602.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/sep/05091602.html� � HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/oct/05101305.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2005/oct/05101305.html� 


and � HYPERLINK "http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2004/nov/04111108.html" \t "_blank" �http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2004/nov/04111108.html�. 


These are only a few samples of the severe problems in Mahony's diocese.�Steve Jalsevac, LifeSiteNews.com


LifeSiteNews.com –October 13, 2009


Read LifeSiteNews for the truth. It is often not easy reading and some days can be rather disturbing but the enemies of life and family have depended upon ignorance in order to advance their agendas. We arm our readers, many of whom are leaders, with the information needed to take action, where appropriate action has often been neglected because of lack of knowledge. 


Steve Jalsevac, LifeSiteNews.com





Bishop Tobin, Scandal, and Me 


� HYPERLINK "http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=7208&Itemid=80#jreactions" ��http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=7208&Itemid=80#jreactions�


By Steve Skojec, November 11, 2009 


Over the past few years, I've entered a period of intense personal struggle in my Catholic faith. This struggle encompasses the way the formation of a cradle Catholic (and further, a theology student and Catholic writer) can come crashing into the impenetrable mysteries of suffering, free will, concupiscence, and some of the more difficult-to-reconcile pangs of logical questioning that sometimes seem to lack satisfying answers. 


Such a struggle isn't news; most of us will experience it at some time or another, no doubt, and those of us who are blessed not to go through it invariably have trials that far outstrip my own. All of us, if we find the truth of our Catholic faith compelling, enter into these battles clinging to the grace of the sacraments and the consolation of our beliefs, however tattered they may become. As one particularly troublesome saying goes (troublesome, at least, for those mired in the fight): "For whom the Lord loves, he chastises." (Hebrews 12:6)


One thing that has enhanced my difficulties, however, is the scandal presented by our bishops. 


The appearance that they not only are unwilling to confront evil, but in fact are so often complicit in it, if not by direct action then by silence. 


Since adolescence, I have found myself caught in the dichotomy between a faith that professes such profound truths, and the reality of the way its adherents - including its clergy- so often utterly fail to express the reverence and passion that such claims logically demand. 


Readers of my work at InsideCatholic and elsewhere know that I am a cynical man, for good or for ill. And yet I find myself surprisingly under the realization that I count myself among the scandalized. In modern times, the bishops as a whole have so failed to preach and defend the Catholic Faith entrusted to them in virtue of their office, that it seems very few of them really believe much of anything they are bound to profess - unless it gains them some personal advantage. 


But there are those few, those stalwart princes of the Church who stand out, and whom I will not name for fear of leaving any deserving men unmentioned. 








In fact, until I read Bishop Tobin's words this week, I had never even heard his name. But his courage, his clarity, and his witness to the mantle passed on to him by the Holy Apostles who came before him have once again, when I needed a boost, given me hope. And I'm sure I'm not alone. 


Whenever I see a Bishop confront evil, I make a point to commend him for it; to thank him for his example and let him know that his efforts inspire Catholics far outside the confines of his diocese. I encourage you to do the same, and to fortify these bishops by your prayers. If you wish to express your support for Bishop Tobin, the contact information for the diocese � HYPERLINK "http://www.dioceseofprovidence.org/?id=17" \t "_blank" �can be found here�.  


COMMENTS


Well Said, Steve 


Very much what has been needed to be said. Unfortunately, his outspokenness is an indictment of so many of the others who prefer to remain silent. As you say, we need to support the ones who lead courageously and prod those who do not. �Unfortunately, a large share of the problems with bishops is the USCCB. Once that organization is de-funded and dissolved, we'll be a lot better off. Deacon Ed November 11th, 2009    *US Conference of Catholic Bishops


How many bishops are saints 


When I ponder this, I ponder the apparent fact (just from a cursory survey) that after the patristic age, there seem to be very few bishops who have been canonized. Think about it.�I have no sympathy for bishops, but I do think that there is something about their positions, involving, as they do, power and operating at a level of interaction and dynamic between the most powerful aspects of society, plus the temptation of seeing the need to maintain the outward appearance of the institution...that somehow militates against sanctity. Interesting to ponder. Mark November 11th, 2009


St. John Chrysostom 


"The floor of Hell is paved with the skulls of bishops". St. John got it right. Thank you for your piece, Steve. I appreciate your adult viewpoint as I come across it so infrequently in Catholicism. That is why Bishops Tobin, Burke and others of their caliber are so critical to ALL Catholics. And that is why bishops such as these were suppressed under previous papacies. They are actually more "papal" than many popes and it takes a real pope (Benedict) to promote them. William H. Phelan November 11th, 2009


Scandal Defined 


In, Amchurch Comes Out, Fr. Joe Wilson defined scandal thusly: "Scandal in the Church nowadays does not mean "something sinful has happened": it means "somebody outside the walls of this place has found out about this and we had better contain it before our benefactors hear of it."  Spartacus November 11th, 2009





The saints were so completely dead to themselves they cared very little whether others agreed with them or not.�-St. John Mary Vianney





How to Preach So As To Convert Nobody


� HYPERLINK "http://www.gospeltruth.net/1868_75Independent/710907_preaching.htm" ��http://www.gospeltruth.net/1868_75Independent/710907_preaching.htm�  


By CHARLES G. FINNEY, THE INDEPENDENT, NEW YORK, SEPTEMBER 7, 1871


The design of this article is to propound several rules, by a steady conformity to any one of which a man may preach so as not to convert anybody. It is generally conceded at the present day that the Holy Spirit converts souls to Christ by means of truth adapted to that end.�It follows that a selfish preacher will not skillfully adapt means to convert souls to Christ, for this is not his end.�Rule 1. Let your supreme motive be to secure your own popularity; then, of course, your preaching will be adapted to that end, and not to convert souls to Christ.�2. Aim at pleasing, rather than at converting your hearers.�3. Aim at securing for yourself the reputation of a beautiful writer.�4. Let your sermons be written with a high degree of literary finish.�5. Let them be short, occupying in the reading not to exceed from twenty to twenty-five minutes.�6. Let your style be flowery, ornate, and quite above the comprehension of the common people.�7. Be sparing of thought, lest your sermon contain truth enough to convert a soul.�8. Lest your sermon should make a saving impression, announce no distinct propositions or heads that will be remembered, to disturb the consciences of your hearers.�9. Make no distinct points, and take no disturbing issues with the consciences of your hearers, lest they remember these issues, and become alarmed about their souls.�10. Avoid a logical division and sub-division of your subject, lest you should too thoroughly instruct your people.�11. Give your sermon the form and substance of a flowing, beautifully written, but never-to-be-remembered essay; so that your hearers will say "it was a beautiful sermon," but can give no further account of it.�12. Avoid preaching doctrines that are offensive to the carnal mind, lest they should say of you, as they did of Christ, "This is a hard saying. Who can hear it?" and that you are injuring your influence.�13. Denounce sin in the abstract, but make no allusion to the sins of your present audience.�





14. Keep the spirituality of God's holy law, by which is the knowledge of sin, out of sight, lest the sinner should see his lost condition, and flee from the wrath to come.�15. Preach the Gospel as a remedy, but conceal, or ignore the fatal disease of the sinner.�16. Preach salvation by grace; but ignore the condemned and lost condition of the sinner, lest he should understand what you mean by grace, and feel his need of it.�17. Preach Christ as an infinitely amiable and good-natured being; but ignore those scathing rebukes of sinners and hypocrites which so often made his hearers tremble.�18. Avoid especially preaching to those who are present. Preach about sinners, and not to them. Say they, and not you, lest any one should make a personal and saving application of your subject.�19. Aim to make your hearers pleased with themselves and pleased with you, and be careful not to wound the feelings of any one.�20. Preach no searching sermons, lest you convict and convert the worldly members of your church.�21. Avoid awakening uncomfortable memories by reminding your hearers of their past sins.�22. Do not make the impression that God commands your hearers now and here to obey the truth.�23. Do not make the impression that you expect your hearers to commit themselves upon the spot and give their hearts to God.�24. Leave the impression that they are expected to go away in their sins, and to consider the matter at their convenience.�25. Dwell much upon their inability to obey, and leave the impression that they must wait for God to change their natures.�26. Make no appeals to the fears of sinners; but leave the impression that they have no reason to fear.�27. Say so little of Hell that your people will infer that you do not believe in its existence.�28. Make the impression that, if God is as good as you are, He will send no one to Hell.�29. Preach the love of God, but ignore the holiness of His love, that will by no means clear the impenitent sinner.�30. Often present God in His parental love and relations; but ignore His governmental and legal relations to His subjects, lest the sinner should find himself condemned already, and the wrath of God abiding on him.�31. Preach God as all mercy, lest a fuller representation of His character should alarm the consciences of your hearers.�32. Try to convert sinners to Christ without producing any uncomfortable convictions of sin.�33. Flatter the rich, so as to repel the poor, and you will convert none of either class.�34. Make no disagreeable allusions to the doctrines of self-denial, cross-bearing, and crucifixion to the world, lest you should convict and convert some of your church members.�35. Admit, either expressly or impliedly, that all men have some moral goodness in them; lest sinners should understand that they need a radical change of heart, from sin to holiness.�36. Avoid pressing the doctrine of total moral depravity; lest you should offend, or even convict and convert, the moralist.�37. Do not rebuke the worldly tendencies of the church, lest you should hurt their feelings, and finally convert some of them.�38. Should any express anxiety about their souls, do not probe them by any uncomfortable allusion to their sin and ill-desert; but encourage them to join the church at once, and exhort them to assume their perfect safety within the fold.�39. Preach the love of Christ not as enlightened benevolence, that is holy, just, and sin-hating; but as a sentiment, an involuntary and undiscriminating fondness.�40. Be sure not to represent religion as a state of loving self-sacrifice for God and soul; but rather as a free and easy state of self-indulgence. 


By thus doing, you will prevent sound conversions to Christ, and convert your hearers to yourself.�41. So select your themes, and so present them, as to attract and flatter the wealthy, aristocratic, self-indulgent, extravagant, pleasure-seeking classes, and you will not convert any of them to the cross-bearing religion of Christ.�42. Be time-serving, or you will endanger your salary and, besides, if you speak out and are faithful, you may convert somebody.�43. Do not preach with a divine unction, lest your preaching make a saving impression.�44. To avoid this, do not maintain a close walk with God, but rely upon your learning and study.�45. Lest you should pray too much, engage in light reading and worldly amusements.�46. That your people may not think you in earnest to save their souls, and, as a consequence, heed your preaching, encourage church-fairs, lotteries and other gambling and worldly expedients to raise money for church purposes.


47. If you do not approve of such things, make no public mention of your disapprobation, lest your church should give them up, and turn their attention to saving souls and be saved themselves.�48. Do not rebuke extravagance in dress, lest you should uncomfortably impress your vain and worldly church-members.�49. Lest you should be troubled with revival scenes and labors, encourage parties, picnics, excursions, and worldly amusements, so as to divert attention from the serious work of saving souls.�50. Ridicule solemn earnestness in pulling sinners out of the fire, and recommend, by precept and example, it jovial, fun-loving religion, and sinners will have little respect for your serious preaching.�51. Cultivate a fastidious taste in your people, by avoiding all disagreeable allusions to the last judgment and final retribution.�52. Treat such uncomfortable doctrines as obsolete and out of place in these days of Christian refinement.


�53. Do not commit yourself to much-needed reforms, lest you should compromise your popularity and injure your influence. Or you may make some branch of outward reform a hobby, and dwell so much upon it as to divert attention from the great work of converting souls to Christ.�54. So exhibit religion as to encourage the selfish pursuit of it. Make the impression upon sinners that their own safety and happiness is the supreme motive for being religious.�55. Do not lay much stress upon the efficacy and necessity of prayer, lest the Holy Spirit should be poured out upon you and the congregation, and sinners should be converted.�56. Make little or no impression upon your hearers, so that you can repeat your old sermons often without its being noticed.�57. If your text suggests any alarming thought, pass lightly over it, and by no means dwell upon and enforce it.�58. Avoid all illustrations, repetitions, and emphatic sentences that may compel your people to remember what you say.�59. Avoid all heat and earnestness in your delivery, lest you make the impression that you really believe what you say.�60. Address the imagination, and not the conscience, of your hearers.�61. Make it your great aim to be personally popular with all classes of your hearers.�62. Be tame and timid in presenting the claims of God, as would become you in presenting your own claims.�63. Be careful not to testify from your own personal experience of the power of the Gospel, lest you should produce the conviction upon your hearers that you have something which they need.�64. See that you say nothing that will appear to any of your hearers to mean him or her, unless it be something flattering.�65. Encourage church sociables, and attend them yourself, because they tend so strongly to levity as to compromise Christian dignity and sobriety, and thus paralyze the power of your preaching.�66. Encourage the cultivation of the social in so many ways as to divert the attention of yourself and your church-members from the infinite guilt and danger of the unconverted among you.�67. In those sociables talk a little about religion, but avoid any serious appeal to the heart and conscience of those who attend, lest you should discourage their attendance, always remembering that they do not go to socials to be earnestly dealt with in regard to their relations to God. In this way you will effectually so employ yourself and church-members as that your preaching will not convert anybody.�The experience of ministers who have steadily adhered to any of the above rules, will attest the soul-destroying efficacy of such a course, and churches whose ministers have steadily conformed to any of these rules can testify that such preaching does not convert souls to Christ.





SOME LETTERS EXCHANGED WITH THE NATIONAL CHAIRMAN OF THE CATHOLIC CHARISMATIC RENEWAL


Dear brother Cyril John


I put before you a particular situation that concerns two persons whom we shall call A and B.


 


A is a very charismatic preacher. He gives retreats to Renewal groups, to parishes, and to nuns and priests.


(i) For his personal use as well as preaching, he uses a Protestant version of the Bible. (In my presence he placed a bulk order for the same, for distribution to persons associated with his ministry.)


He (obviously) does not refer to the Deuterocanonical books or accept them as Canon.


(ii) His wife and he, according to his private confession and public statements, have decided not to have babies, but will adopt them.


(iii) He subscribes to the 'Sola Scriptura' position. His talks have never contained references to Vatican/conciliar teachings or the Catechism.


(iv) He does not pray the rosary or any other Catholic devotion. He is known to have removed rosaries and scapulars from the possession of several persons, and attempted the same with others.


(v) He has spoken disparagingly, in some retreats, of Catholics who "parrot" prayers, specially referring to the Hail Mary. The expressions mimicked by him, of Catholics saying the Hail Mary, invariably generate laughter.


(vi) It is believed that it may be quite some time since he made his last confession. And it is quite certain that he has not been regular at Sunday Mass. He has privately commented about practices and obligations that are Church-instituted. 


(vii) On weekdays he has conducted regular intercessory prayer at the time of day when all parishes are celebrating the Mass. I have good reason to believe that the intercessors could not make it for Mass at any other time.


(viii) His example has influenced many people. Those closely associated with him have been known to skip Sunday Mass regularly.


(ix) Even in Catholic circles he is most often addressed by a title [pastor] conventionally used by non-Catholics for their church leaders.


While several of the above issues, when isolated from the others, in themselves may present no cause for concern and/or may be explained away, the composite picture (I have withheld other issues) is serious. I don't think that it is necessary for me to elaborate on the implications of the individual issues.





B is a leader of many years' standing in the Catholic Charismatic Renewal (CCR).


B had invited A to preach and teach prayer groups under his authority. It is possible that B was unaware of A's beliefs, statements and practices. He no more is. I have met him several months ago and discussed the above with him.


B's immediate reaction: He had to know the identity of A as well as the identities of those whom A had influenced (or tried to), and the names of any who could vouch for my impossible claims.


B's action: He continued to invite A to conduct programmes for the prayer groups under his authority.


 


I have some observations and comments to make, and questions to ask.


(a) B has been a critic of my ministry for no other reason than that I have named persons in the CCR who are his personal friends.


Would you now agree that B is consistent when it comes to (protecting) his friends or does he maintain double standards in his principles? To rephrase, earlier B gave me to understand that my ministry might have been accepted if I had simply taken up the issues and avoided exposing the identities of those who were propagating error. Now he demanded that I identify A & the others before he would even begin to take me seriously.


 


This goes to prove the point of what I have been explaining all along to others, and to you: 


It doesn't really matter what I say and do, or how I say and do it, my way or the ways suggested to me. The reaction from the leadership is the same. It ranges from silence to compromise, from pretending that there is no problem to further elevating the erring person. Instead of heeding the warning and taking precautions, the farmer invites the fox once again among his chickens.


 


(b) You have suggested to me in an earlier letter that I first talk to the concerned person(s) in authority before I do anything else.


I have followed that procedure in this case months before the receipt of your letter. It has not worked. It has never. And, as things stand, never will.


That raises the important question: What do I do next?


 


1. I have written reminders to B that, as usual, have evoked no acknowledgement. (No names were used in the letters.)


    Do I write to him again? And again...?


2. I have now written to the next higher authority, which is your good self.


    I wonder what you can do with the information that I have given you when you cannot identify A, B, or the affected persons?


3. I have had to talk to certain selected persons known to both A and B.


    There are the others whom I can caution only in writing. Will a letter of this sort be of any use to them? 


    Or would I have to name the persons whose identities are now concealed?


4. Do you think that it would be a better idea for me to write (since I cannot approach all of them in person) letters on this model to the national leaders of the CCR, or to approach the concerned Bishops (of both A's and B's dioceses and of the several cities where A is regularly invited to preach) and trust that they will do the needful?


 


What would they do with a letter that says nothing?


And if I mention names will it amount to the 'slander' and 'calumny' that some CCR leaders have accused me of?


Or would it be best for all, including me, to forget what I know and get on with the great mission of charismatic renewal?


 


(c) Certain persons who have come out of A's ministry (not for any reason related to the issues in question) after varying periods of association with it, have been in contact with me all the time.


Strangely (or is it more correct to use the words 'as expected'), they have found it fit to choose to be silent. Is it possible that they did not notice what I observed? I must arrive at that conclusion because they have not either confronted A or mentioned anything to any authority in the Church or in the Renewal.


But it is not true that they are innocent of any knowledge of the goings-on noted by me.


When I confronted them with my observations, they were non-committal. They would not venture to confirm anything.


More importantly, they did not deny anything.


They, after all, are in the same business, and cannot afford to lose contacts, supporters, friends and invitations by making an issue out of a few aberrations indulged in by a popular retreat preacher.


Of course, as usual it was I who was obliged to take up the matter and pay the price for the sake of truth and the Church. The less said about the dichotomy between A's preaching and his attitude to me now, the better.


 


(d) My discoveries about A were corroborated, and NOT ON MY INITIATIVE, by very reliable laypersons, nuns and priests in three different cities. They include one member of the National Service Team. This makes it even more surprising (or does it, really?) how A continues to preach in charismatic circles and in the Church at large.


 


(e) Even the little initiative that I have taken to expose the truth about this 'Catholic' ministry has borne fruit.


Some Catholics who have a burden for the Church informed me that they confronted A with the facts and obtained from him an assurance that he will in future avoid the scandal he has created by not attending Sunday Mass.


He will also now be very careful in his public statements.


However the quality of that assurance can be gauged from the sudden cooling in his 'friendship' with me.


And I am of the opinion that there is no real meaning to all this unless the Renewal leaders personally discuss the various issues with A and understand his inner convictions on matters concerning the Catholic faith, to know whether the changes he has agreed to are not simply cosmetic, but genuine.


 


(f) At the personal level A is a fine person and a good friend. It is with great pain and reluctance that I made my choice as a Catholic to do what I have done. And I am certain that you, as Chairman of the NCCRS will be also be greatly concerned about A after reading this letter. But I am equally confident that by this time, you (and anyone else reading this letter) must have almost or completely forgotten the other participant in this drama, the leader B.


I believe that we should be at least as much, if not more, concerned about B (and leaders like B) as we may be about A (and leaders like A).Let me explain.


 


During my early association with A, he had been critical (rightfully; I fully agreed with him then and still agree with him now) of B and leaders in the renewal who are very much like B, and of the condition in general of the charismatic renewal because of such leaders, and of certain regional service teams (see my earlier letters to you).


 


When he assured me that in accepting those invitations he would ensure that he would preach an uncompromising and challenging Gospel (which we agreed that the prayer groups do not get much of), I went along with him on that too. (Of course, at that time I had absolutely no indication of his position on the issues that I have noted at the outset of this letter. He has (had?) been a dedicated supporter of my ministry, morally and financially, and had contacted me for a set of my papers even BEFORE I had the opportunity to speak to him about them).


In retrospect I can see A's position on the mentioned issues and to the Sacraments as a sort of misguided reaction to the ministries of leaders like B. And I now figure out that his support for me and my ministry against the New Age etc. was not strictly objective. 


I can see now that he was interested not so much in what I had to say about the New Age as about the Catholic organizations, priests and renewal leaders who are propagating these errors. This served to reinforce his conclusions about the Church and the credibility of her priests and teachings. (It goes without saying that this is not the objective of my ministry.)


 


(g) You and many other leaders in the CCR have been receiving letters similar to mine from a person whom we shall call C.


Unlike me, C has been extremely careful to avoid mentioning the names of errant charismatic leaders and Church authorities in his writings, even when quoting other Catholic sources.


He has been writing prudently, and patiently, for more than a decade, to the offending persons and to the authorities above them in the Church and in the CCR (all of which you & other well-meaning persons suggested that I do).


 


His reward has been, among other things, slander and the vilification of his ministry, and enquiries (and demands for enquiry) not into the malpractices of the original accused but into C's own ministry with a view to discrediting it. Despite the common knowledge that he and his group have pioneered Catholic action in many areas and the clear evidence that he champions Catholic orthodoxy, it has been made out that he and his ministry is the opposite of that.


Permit me here to include my humble ministry which again only faithfully reproduces the Church's (which I believe is also the Renewal's) teachings but is yet criticized and condemned by some of the leaders in the CCR (and not, so far at least, praise God, by the Church either locally or nationally.)


 


However, B (and some others like him) has no problem with leaders and priests who turn a blind eye to or teach what the Church categorizes as New Age etc. And they have no problem with using preachers like A who are more Protestant than they are Catholic. But they have a major problem with Catholics like C. (and me!) whereas we are exactly the commodity that the Church and the Charismatic Renewal need more of.


 


(h) There have been other dedicated and gifted preachers like A who were not confronted, loved, admonished, guided, dialogued with and corrected by the right persons at the right time.


They were instead pampered and elevated as preachers to the leaders themselves and to priests and bishops (as is happening with A) until one fine day they 'left the Church'. And the bishops are given one more opportunity to say "we told you so" about the CCR and about laity being encouraged in ministry. (This is [probably] the reason that I have not [yet] written to the bishops and the CBCI about this particular case.)


 


I was informed that one of the Chennai prayer groups recently held a discussion on why Catholics are leaving the Church. There are of course reasons aplenty. But we prefer to highlight those where we are not responsible or accountable, and lay the blame at others' doors. 





The reasons are closer home, for those of us in leadership in the Renewal, than we would like to believe. If the Renewal has been seen as a conduit for Catholics leaving the Church, there is need for us to look at ourselves. Are we renewed?


B's prayer group, the largest in Chennai, is a stone's throw from the Assembly of God Church, probably the biggest and fastest growing in the city. And it continues to attract disaffected Catholics, many former Charismatics.


 


You see, brother Cyril John, we all come off badly in this. I say 'we', including people like C and me, because even though rejected, we continue to belong.


But in my case (and in the case of persons like me), it's a scenario of "we're damned if we do, and we're damned if we don't'.


As C wrote :


"Our published stand on eastern spirituality and New Age has upset many priests and nuns. At the same time, the stand taken in terms of Catholic apologetics ... has made me some enemies in the CCR. So we are getting it from both sides, while the hierarchy plays the spectator."


 


I rest my case.


You wrote me that you cannot reply if I write letters identifying people and circulating them.


I now haven't. 


I expect to receive your kind reply.


Michael Prabhu 





FROM CYRIL JOHN :


Dear Michael, Warm Greetings from Varanasi! Thanks for your e-mail which I checked from the hotel where I am staying in Varanasi. Kindly keep me in your prayers, Yours in Christ, Cyril John [email 22 June 2003]��� HYPERLINK "mailto:michaelprabhu@vsnl.net" �michaelprabhu@vsnl.net� wrote to � HYPERLINK "mailto:cyriljohn@vsnl.net" ��cyriljohn@vsnl.net� on July 3, 2003�To, Mr. Cyril John, Chairman, National Service Team of the Catholic Charismatic Renewal, New Delhi�My dear Brother Cyril,�Thank you for the receipt sent by the NCO against my contribution towards the October national convention in Vijayawada.�Yes, I am already aware that you have arranged for someone to prepare for Charisindia an article relating to the recent Vatican Document on the 'New Age'. I look forward to it and I am sure that Charisindia subscribers will benefit greatly from it. I was only wondering what was lacking in MY summary of the Document that you could not publish it, whereas it was carried in two non-charismatic Catholic periodicals from Mumbai, praise God.�I cannot also help wondering if one has to be 'charismatic' (read 'serving the charismatic renewal') rather than Catholic (serving the Church) for one's ministry to be accepted by the NCCRS. �The majority of charismatic groups are today closed to most Catholic preachers who are not 'accredited' by their hierarchy. Anyone who is not given a nod by the CCR or the local Service Team is excluded. While I appreciate that this stand helps insulate charismatics from false teaching, it also serves to promote spiritual 'inbreeding' and other dangers including stagnancy and nepotism. 





Without making a sweeping generalisation, it may safely be said that, at the grassroots level in the Renewal, in its prayer groups, its leaders are lacking in more than a superficial knowledge of the Word of God and of current issues and trends that are affecting the Church (Hosea 4:6, 1 Corinthians 12:33, 2 Chronicles 1:10). Most prayer groups therefore have come not to expect anything more than what they keep receiving (milk, not solid food, cf. 1Corinthians 3:2), and have been, for years.�It has been my experience that persons who have not toed the 'official' 'line', who have been unafraid to address embarrassing issues that were best left ignored (according to the powers-that-be), who have spoken prophetically (meaning the truth that few seem to want to hear), who did not see eye to eye with the hierarchy, have been gently sidelined. This is not a new phenomenon, and it is common knowledge, to those of us who have been in the Renewal for over 20 years, who those persons are.�It is also common knowledge that certain other charismatic streams suffered similar experiences for various reasons (one of them for, among other things, their crusade against alcoholic drinks, an issue that others are not willing to pass moral judgements on; another because of the offerings that they were collecting in cities far from their centre; or simply because of their popularity with the Catholic masses).It was only later, and not for the best of reasons (which I will avoid recording here),that some of these ministries were welcomed into the inner circle.�These are not 'baseless allegations'. They have been shared with me in person by the senior-most leaders of these ministries, and their integrity is beyond any reproach.�There are enough good preachers in the Renewal to preach a gospel that does not rock the boat.�Years ago I had to make a choice: to continue to preach a popular gospel, have friends in the 'right' places, and receive invitations.�Or to do the right thing. And pay the price for it. I made my choice.�"My brother, show no partiality as you adhere to the faith... But if you show partiality, you commit sin..."(James 2:1).�"Am I now currying favour with human beings or God? Or am I seeking to please people? (Galatians 1:10).�I do believe that you are 'following up things...quite discreetly'. I appreciate that, and would not have it any other way.�I agree with you that 'there are times when the Lord may want us only to lift them up in prayer and do nothing more'. But the catchwords are 'there are times'. There are also times when first, words, and then, action are expected of leaders.�Paul instructed Timothy to "stay in Ephesus to instruct certain people not to teach false doctrines." (1 Timothy 1:3).�"For there are also many rebels ...and deceivers... it is imperative to silence them as they are upsetting whole families by teaching for sordid gain what they should not" (Titus 1:10, 11).�"After a first and second warning, break off contact with a heretic, realizing that such a person is perverted and sinful." (Titus 3:10, 11)


�But the Renewal continues to closely associate itself with a charismatic priest who defiantly and openly propagates Alternative Medicine & Eastern meditations which a Vatican Document has classified as New Age, and who has, in charismatic circles, publicly dismissed as misinformed, Charisindia's articles which confirm that they are New Age.�"There were also false prophets among the people just as there will be false teachers among you who will introduce destructive heresies... Many will follow their licentious ways and because of them the way of truth will be reviled." (2 Peter 2:1)�"For some of these slip into homes and make captives of women weighed down by sins, led by various desires... Just as Jannes and Jambres opposed Moses, so they also oppose the truth"(2 Timothy 3:6-8).�Even 4 years after my bringing the issue to the attention of the concerned authorities, there is no indication that he has been reproved or admonished or asked to take remedial measures to correct his wrong statements, erroneous teachings and dangerous recommendations. Charisindia regularly carries a local news item sent in by him and all this sends out wrong and confusing signals about the Renewal's leaders and the Renewal's stand on integrity and truth.


�Talking of prayer, before the CBCI granted official recognition to the CCR, I would, every year at the National Day of Intercession, unfailingly raise this intention. And I was, technically speaking, not in the CCR (not a leader or member of a prayer group).�This is because I appreciate the role of the CCR in the Church, and I am not biased towards or against it by other factors.�Likewise, if the CCR were to give me any form of recognition, it would still not deter me from exposing error when I see it.�While I very much appreciate the prayer intentions for each month put up by the National Intercessory Network, I look forward to the Charisindia that will ask readers to intercede for the issues which I have raised. And which you have suggested that I should pray about.�You can be assured that, as suggested by you, the concerned leaders are being prayed for. I respect them, especially our priests who are sacramentally anointed. But I am unable to accept the allegation that I am 'circulating UNWANTED DETAILS about priests/leaders all over the country', or 'maligning (the) anointed of the Lord'.�I do not concern myself with any matters relating to their private lives. I write only about spiritual error that they may be propagating in open disregard of Scripture and Church teaching. And when these errors are being absorbed as truth by innocent people in the Church and in the Charismatic Renewal. And when, as a consequence, their credibility as leaders in the Renewal is in question.�When Ralph Martin, one of the co-founders of the Catholic Charismatic Renewal, prophetically wrote in 1991 about the condition of the Church (The Catholic Church at the End of an Age, What is the Spirit Saying?), especially exposing the pedophilia rampant in the American clergy, he was attacked. BY CATHOLICS. (Few wanted to hear the truth).�And accused of washing Catholic dirty linen in public. Eventually it blew into an international scandal. And, sadly, the American Bishops are STILL engaged in a cover-up.�Take note that Ralph Martin WROTE ABOUT THE SCANDALS OF THE ANOINTED OF THE LORD.


�In the Old Testament there were men [prophets] who spoke against the evil deeds of their anointed priests and kings. And paid a heavy price for doing so.�There is enough precedent in Scripture for writing to believers to warn them of error.�"I now feel a need to write to you to encourage you to contend for the faith...for there have been some intruders...who pervert the grace of our God into licentiousness..."(Jude 1:3, 4)�Paul publicly confronted Peter and it is on written record for all to read, and emulate.�"And when Kephas came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face because he clearly was wrong"(Galatians 2:11).�Both Paul and John warned (by name) of Christians who had become a source of danger to the early Church.�"Some...have made a shipwreck of their faith, among them Hymenaeus and Alexander..."(1 Timothy 1:19, 20).�"Demas, enamored of the present world, deserted me and went to Thessalonica... Alexander the coppersmith did me a great deal of harm... you, too, be on guard against him..."(2 Timothy 4:10).�"I wrote to the Church, but Diotrephes, who loves to dominate, does not acknowledge us. Therefore, if I come, I will draw attention to what he is doing, spreading evil nonsense about us"(3 John 1:9, 10).


�Again, to take note of your useful suggestion, an examination of my extensive documentation will confirm that in every case I ALREADY HAD brought the issues 'to the notice of the authority above the leader', and there was (a) NO RESPONSE; or (b), no indication given that anything was being done to address the problem; or (c), the situation in question continued to exist.�The Archbishop of Bangalore* was the only authority, in two separate instances, to conduct an investigation and take corrective action on the basis of my written reports. *now retired- Michael�First, I have always approached, IN PERSON, (except in one case where the concerned priest is unapproachable and I had to be content with writing to him), those whom I have named as spreading doctrinal or New Age error.�When the concerned person either failed to respond to my letter(s) [usually], or replied justifying his or her position as correct [which happened in just two or three cases], seeing also that there was no response from their 'authorities' after the particular issue was brought to their notice, I was left with no choice but to alert Catholics by sending out copies of the correspondence. You will appreciate that I have never written anonymously, as some CCR leaders have, and I always include the letter written to me by the other person stating his or her position so that readers can decide for themselves. �To determine whether my intention is to 'malign the name' of anyone and if any of my 'reports about leaders could be baseless allegations' will not be difficult.�First of all, from the reaction, or lack of it, of our leaders, it is evident that I have nothing to gain as far as ministry is concerned, and, in a manner of speaking, everything to lose.�Secondly, one has to read any single investigative report among the several that I have written. Reports submitted by me first to my Auxiliary Bishop, then to the Catholic Bishops Conference of India (CBCI), to the related CBCI Commissions, and to our Cardinals and over 75 individual Archbishops and Bishops. Reports concerning the propagation of occult and New Age philosophies and practices of priests and religious (already individually and personally approached by me with no response).Reports on Catholic organizations similarly engaged such as the CATHOLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION OF INDIA (CHAI) and DHARMA BHARATHI.�Reports on major Catholic events such as THE TENTH WORLD DAY OF THE SICK INTERNATIONAL CELEBRATIONS at VAILANKANNI which were used by CHAI and other organizations like the SISTER DOCTORS FORUM OF INDIA (SDFI) and SPIRITUAL HUMAN YOGA -UNIVERSAL ENERGY (of Rev. Sr. Amalavathy ICM) as a forum to promote occult/New Age Alternative Medicine, Holistic Health therapies like Reiki and Pranic Healing, Martial Arts like Tai Chi, books on Freemasonry & the occult sciences, and the use of condoms in AIDS prevention. Reports that were sent by me to most senior leaders in the Catholic Charismatic Renewal (CCR). �These reports are well and properly documented. All of the information that is not documented (by publishings or audio- tape recordings) is supported by reliable witnesses, most of who are involved in some way with Catholic Charismatic Renewal. Only in one or two cases I have resorted to using hearsay, and, then too, not as primary evidence.�But I am of the opinion that these criteria are not really all that important. For the simple reason that a galaxy of Church and CCR leaders [INCLUDING YOURSELF] were in attendance at the 3-day Tenth World Day of the Sick Celebrations and all the evidence was there in plain sight, and it seems that I was the only one to notice because no one intervened to stop what was going on.�(In fact, the priest, whom I have already brought to your attention in my many letters to you, was there one day in advance of the event and I witnessed his inspecting the very New Age and Holistic Health stalls that I have described in detail in my report.) �This was after I had written to many delegates, Church and Renewal leaders and the organisers in advance of the event, warning them of what I expected to take place. And after I used the P.A. system on the second day to address the thousands of delegates to the convention, bringing the situation to the notice of the Church gathered there, and personally showing the offending New Age stalls to many delegates including the Bishop of Allahabad.


�Except for just two Bishops (who have written letters of appreciation and blessed my ministry) and an Archbishop who thanked me telephonically, no Church or senior CCR leader, (excluding Fr. Fio Mascarenhas, Dr. Renu Silvano, Director of the Catholic Bible Institute, Mumbai and your good self who wrote letters containing both appreciation and criticism of my ministry), even had the courtesy to acknowledge receipt of the reports. Dr. Renu and you both wrote to me during the last 2 months, immediately on receipt of my letters, which I greatly appreciate. But I have been sending my reports to Bishops and other leaders since three and a half years.�Strangely, while the 'authorities' in the Church and in the Renewal ignore my letters and reports, not a day passes that I do not get encouragement or appreciation by way of long-distance calls, letters or emails from not-so-senior leaders in the CCR, from nuns, seminarians and priests and from very ordinary members of our prayer groups. Some of these wonderful people I have never met or known before. They have come to hear about my ministry or have seen some of my reports and would like to have copies for themselves. Not a few of them testify that my writings have alerted them to two things (a) spiritual dangers that they were previously unaware of, (b) the need for them to pray for certain persons and issues. Seminarians have written to me that, after studying my work, their commitments to their vocations (shaken by the liberal theology, New Age and Eastern philosophies that they are being indoctrinated with), have been strengthened.�Many of those who have received my reports have become benefactors of my ministry. Only one of them is a regular monthly supporter and he has been tithing since 2 years. �You will recognize the enormous expenses that are incurred by me in producing and dispatching my materials. �I live by faith and it would have been impossible for me but for the Providence of God through individuals moved by His Spirit. There have of course been the one or two persons who supported my ministry in its early days through tithes and later withdrew that support but they (say that they) did so for financial reasons. These persons are very close to leaders in the CCR hierarchy. However, I continue to send them copies of my reports and they have never asked me to desist from doing so.�I write and send copies of my correspondence and investigative reports to those authorities in the Renewal & the Church who, as intercessors, watchmen and prophets, would be in the best position to assess my work and take the necessary interventive or corrective action. One would expect that the Renewal, by virtue of its name which identifies the role that it is expected to play, would take up such issues with the concerned authorities and ensure that remedial measures are taken.





But, while the Bishops choose to simply ignore my letters and reports, it is some of the senior leaders in the CCR who not only ignore them, but make statements rejecting them as false, misinformed or unauthoritative, or going to the extent of obstructing my work by advising prayer group leaders not to associate with me, as if I my position were anti-Church or anti-Renewal.�By this they are in fact condoning the evil in their midst, the growing cancers of theological dissent and the Trojan horses allowed into the City of God. ��I might be able to understand if leaders are silent on, let us say, the anti-conversion ordinance. But I am completely astonished when they receive well-researched reports on grave error that is being propagated by Catholic clergy and religious within the Church, and show no reaction at all, as if the issues do not concern them, leave alone the fact that they reject the simple courtesy of making an acknowledgement. �"Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend truth is to suppress it, and indeed, to neglect to confound evil men when we can do it, is no less a sin than to encourage them" (Pope Felix III).�As far as the local situation is concerned, I have personally met with the regional Chairman of the Service Team even BEFORE I started circulating my material. I have met him a couple of times after that. And written him several times in-between. He has always been non-committal and uncooperative. (The records of my correspondence will bear that out). I have adopted other strategies only as a further resort.�By the grace of God, there have always been leaders of prayer groups in Chennai who believe in the significance and truth of what I say and write, and who support my ministry through intercession and in whichever else way they are in a position to.�While the 'mainstream' Catholic Charismatic Renewal ignores/rejects/criticizes/obstructs my ministry to expose the fruitless works of darkness (cf. Ephesians 5:11), almost every other 'stream' of the charismatic renewal has supported my work without a single word of criticism. Possessing the freedom to respond to the promptings of the Holy Spirit without any restraint from biased 'leaders', they have all written me blessing my ministry, appreciating my zeal for the Church and genuine Catholic teaching, and, in several cases, placing on record that my writings have helped inform & enlighten them and assist them in THEIR TEACHING AND PREACHING MINISTRIES. Several of these letters are from Directors of well-known Catholic charismatic retreat centres.�Members of their teams have been receiving & using my material for years now.�For some time now, I have sensed the need to write and circulate a statement naming every ecclesiastical body, Bishop and leader in the Catholic Charismatic Renewal who has ever received my letters and copies of investigative reports (giving details of dates etc.), and chosen to ignore them. I believe that it may be a good thing to do, as Catholics, especially the many who bear a burden for the Renewal and the Church, have a right to know about their leaders' attitudes concerning the dangers that confront us.  �I have also received suggestions from well-wishers that I should start a monthly newsletter. With that and with the website (which is under construction) for my ministry, I hope to have a wider readership in a few months. I am, of course, praying about these important decisions.�I solicit your prayers for my ministry. In Jesus' Name and service, �Michael Prabhu, 3 July 2003�


"First they came…" 


By Pastor Martin Niemöller


"First they came…" is a poem attributed to Pastor Martin Niemöller (1892–1984) about the inactivity of German intellectuals following the Nazi rise to power and the purging of their chosen targets, group after group. Niemöller said he was not quite sure when he had said the famous words but, if people insist upon citing them, he preferred this version:�"In Germany, they came first for the Communists, And I didn't speak up because I wasn't a Communist;�And then they came for the trade unionists, And I didn't speak up because I wasn't a trade unionist;�And then they came for the Jews, And I didn't speak up because I wasn't a Jew;�And then . . . they came for me . . . And by that time there was no one left to speak up."





Remember St. Athanasius. Born at the tail-end of the third century, Athanasius was rightly known as "The Father of Orthodoxy". He almost single-handedly faced down the heresy of Arianism, which had overcome much of the Eastern Church. Indeed, his plight was remembered with the phrase, "Athanasius Contra Mundi" (Athanasius against the world). As a bishop, he was driven from his diocese numerous times, only to return and continue the fight. And in the end, he won. Trials consume us now, but with the strength of Athanasius, and through his intercession, orthodoxy will triumph once again. -Brian Saint-Paul CRISIS MAGAZINE e-LETTER July 7, 2005





Prayer to St. Jerome for Insight�Through your anger and confrontations you remind us that we all have a duty to confront others from time to time. You also remind us that we have a duty to examine ourselves and confront our own weaknesses and harmful behaviours. Your life teaches that I must accept others for who they are. You taught of the danger of self-righteousness; of the importance of reflecting upon one of Jesus' most insightful teachings: "Let the man who has no sin on his conscience throw the first stone." In the light of your teachings, Saint Jerome, help me to see my own self clearly. Help me to confront my own biases and to act to change others only out of love. If I see that I have the duty to confront another, I ask you to be with me during those necessary but unpleasant moments of confrontation. Help me to remember that love alone can make changes for the good. Amen.





CANON LAW 212.3 


“RIGHTS OF THE FAITHFUL”


They have the right, indeed at times the duty, in keeping with their knowledge, competence and position, to manifest to the sacred pastors their view on matters which concern the good of the Church. They have the right also to make their views known to others of Christ’s faithful, but in doing so they must always respect the integrity of faith and morals, show due reverence to the pastors, and take into account both the common good and the dignity of the individuals.





ADDITIONAL INFORMATION


The Ideal Conscience: Correct and Certain 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholiceducation.org/articles/religion/re0917.htm" ��http://www.catholiceducation.org/articles/religion/re0917.htm�


By Father Kenneth Baker, S.J.�Conscience is the supreme subjective norm of morality.�We have already considered "law" as the basic objective norm. Today "conscience" is frequently appealed to as an absolutely autonomous principle in a person -- as something that is not supposed to be challenged or questioned by anyone, including the Church or the state. In order to deal with this situation it is important to know precisely what conscience is and what it is not.�First, what conscience is not. It is not an "inner voice" telling me what is right and what is wrong. It is not an emotional feeling produced by my parents or by toilet training or by my peer group. Finally, it is not a special faculty, distinct from my mind and my will that tells me what to do and what to avoid.�According to constant Catholic tradition, especially as it was elaborated by St. Thomas Aquinas, "conscience" is a function of the human intellect making moral judgments. To be more specific, when the mind judges, on the basis of general principles (such as "Thou shall not steal"), that a particular action should be done or avoided, here and now, then the practical judgment of the mind is called "conscience". Through reason and revelation the mind is conscious of many general, abstract principles, such as the Ten Commandments or the most general moral principle of all, "Do good and avoid evil." Since man lives in time and space and must make decisions all day long in the here and now, he is constantly applying those general principles to concrete situations. The application of the mind of those general principles to concrete cases is what Catholic moralists mean by "conscience".�Conscience both precedes and follows concrete moral actions. Antecedently, conscience will urge me to do some good action or to avoid some evil action. The judgment of conscience following an action is either approving (when the action is good) or condemning (when the action was bad); the latter is said to be a "bad conscience" and is accompanied with a sense of guilt.�Since conscience involves a judgment, it is said to be correct when the judgment corresponds with the objective norms of morality; it is said to be erroneous when it is not. Subjectively, a conscience is said to be certain if an individual has no doubts about the morality of what he is doing; it is said to be doubtful if a person is undecided what to do. The ideal conscience, the one that is to be striven for, is a conscience that is both correct and certain.�"Let your conscience be your guide," we say. That is true. The ultimate guide for each person in his moral decisions is his conscience. We must follow the dictates of a certain conscience -- even if it is erroneous. However, we may never act with a doubtful conscience. To do so would be equivalent to affirming that we are willing to do something evil. If we are in doubt, therefore, we must either refrain from acting or resolve the doubt. Doubts can be resolved by reflection, by consulting knowledgeable persons like confessors or teachers, by consulting reliable books. 





Since each person must follow his or her own conscience, it is crucial that one's conscience must be correctly formed.�What I want to stress here is the importance of the formation of conscience. Conscience does not just happen -- it is formed by parents, peer group, school, church, media. In previous ages the principal agents in the formation of conscience of youth were the family, the Church and the school. That is not the case any more. They are still a factor, but it seems to me that, in this electronic, permissive age, the peer group and the media are more effective in the formation of conscience than are the family and the Church.�Since man is fallible and prone to error, it follows that he can err in the matter of conscience. A person may think that he is justified in perpetrating an act of terrorism, he might even be sincere, but that does not make terror and murder good. 


Today, due to philosophical currents of subjectivism and relativism, many persons tend to absolutize the individual conscience. They neglect the objective principles of morality and claim that an action is good or bad simply because they think it is good or bad. Some of the results of this mentality are a breakdown in public morality, increased violence in our streets, premarital sex, shoplifting, and so forth.�Let me conclude by saying that as Catholics we should cultivate not only a good moral conscience, but also a Christian conscience -- which is something much more. In addition to reason, we have the added advantage of grace -- personal grace, revelation, the teaching of the Church and the good example of the saints. We should learn to judge all things in the light of salvation offered to us in Jesus Christ. He is the model and examplar, for he is "the way and the truth and the life".�Fr. Kenneth Baker, S.J., has served for the past thirty years as editor of the Homiletic & Pastoral Review. He entered the Society of Jesus in 1947. In 1970 he served as president of Seattle University and in 1971 became editor of the Homiletic & Pastoral Review. In 1973 he published his translation of the Philosophical Dictionary and adapted it to American usage. In 1975 he became president of Catholic Views Broadcasts, Inc., which produces a weekly 15-minute radio program that airs on 50 stations across the United States. He has built and run three community television stations. In 1983 he published a three-volume explanation of the faith called Fundamentals of Catholicism Vol. 1, Creed and Commandments; Vol. 2, God, Trinity, Creation, Christ, Mary; and Vol. 3, Grace, the Church, the Sacraments, Eschatology.�Taken from Fr Kenneth Baker, S.J. "The Ideal Conscience: Correct and Certain." In Fundamentals of Catholicism Vol. 1 Part II, Chapter 5 (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1983), 132-135.





In a discussion with a non-Catholic, I pointed out that his beliefs were incorrect or unfounded according to Catholic Church teaching. He accused me of being judgmental. But failure or refusal to accept the truth could have eternal consequences. What constitutes being judgmental?  


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=65" ��http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=65� 


First, pointing out the truth is not judgmental. Here are a few more examples of what does not constitute being judgmental:


It is not judgmental to make a moral appraisal of whether a person’s actions are sinful or whether the person is likely culpable for them. 


It is not judgmental to have a negative emotional reaction to what is objectively evil. 


It is not judgmental to bear in mind that a person you have forgiven has committed harmful actions in the past and may commit them again in the future. 


One way to avoid being judgmental is to avoid making rash judgments.�The Catechism of the Catholic Church states:


To avoid rash judgment, everyone should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his neighbor’s thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable way: "Every good Christian ought to be more ready to give a favorable interpretation to another’s statement than to condemn it. But if he cannot do so, let him ask how the other understands it. And if the latter understands it badly, let the former correct him with love. If that does not suffice, let the Christian try all suitable ways to bring the other to a correct interpretation so that he may be saved" (CCC 2478, cf. St. Ignatius, Spiritual Exercises 22).- Peggy Frye





Obedience to a priest


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-13614?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-13614?l=english�


ROME, July 19, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Answered by Father Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University.�Q: In a certain church in New York state a priest told parishioners they could not kneel during the consecration. He also told them they could not say the rosary in front of the Blessed Sacrament. The question we have concerns obedience. Are the laity obligated to obey a priest when it comes to liturgical practices or devotional practices? Is it a sin not to obey the orders of the priest? M.A.E., Rochester, New York �A: There are several questions here and several levels of obedience.�First of all, both priest and faithful owe obedience to Christ and his Church in matters of faith, morals and liturgical discipline. Neither the priest nor the faithful are lords and masters of the liturgy but must receive it as a gift through which, by actively and consciously participating, they enter into communion with Christ and the Church, and benefit from an increase of grace.�This fundamental obedience of the assembly to Christ and the Church is the basis for the other forms of mutual obedience within the assembly. In a way, the priest owes obedience to the faithful in that he has a solemn mission to lead them in prayer and worship according to the mind of the Church. And the faithful have a corresponding right and duty to pray and worship in communion with the universal Church.�This also leads to a proper understanding of the faithful's obedience to their pastors. They should be docile in accepting his guidance in all that touches on the mind of the Church.�Thus, with respect to the liturgy, the priest is called to direct the faithful in the Church's liturgical worship. The faithful, in turn, have an obligation to obey him insofar as his direction corresponds to Church's mind as expressed in the liturgical books or in the dispositions of legitimate Church authority.�With respect to acts of private devotion, the priest, as teacher, is called to guide the faithful to a solid spiritual life. In this he may sometimes be required to warn them against certain devotional practices that deviate from sound doctrine or that are prone to confuse his flock regarding the priority of the sacramental life.�In some grave cases the priest might even have to forbid the use of the church as a venue for public manifestations of problematic devotions. In carrying out these actions he must always be guided by sound Church doctrine and not his personal spiritual preferences.�As said, the obedience of the faithful to the priest is in virtue of communion with the Church and consequently they have no obligation to obey a priest who directs them to perform or omit acts contrary to Church norms, because in doing so he fails to fulfill his mission of leading in communion.�The faithful are also free to practice any devotional exercise that is in conformity with sound doctrine and Church norms.�However, the faithful should always have a presumption in favor of the correctness of the priest's directives in liturgical or spiritual matters and should avoid the danger of allowing suspicion to reign in their spiritual lives. If they have a positive doubt regarding any specific issue, the initial attitude should always be one of a charitable dialogue in search of mutual understanding.�Certainly, and not only in the developed world, the days are past when a priest was the exclusive source of doctrinal information. Today, most educated Catholics can find out for themselves what the Church teaches or regulates on any topic.�Yet this extra knowledge should be an aid to mutual understanding rather than a weapon of discordance and the attitude should always be one of construction rather than confrontation.�Sometimes an apparently erroneous directive may be justified by contextual circumstances not readily perceivable and in an attitude of mutual charity the priest should be willing to explain the motivations behind his actions and the faithful be disposed to weigh carefully what he has to say.�If necessary, all should be willing to ask the bishop clarify the situation. To some this might seem overly optimistic, but as the ancient hymn reminds us, "Ubi caritas est vera, Deus ibi est" -- Where true charity and love are found, there is God.�Now, alas, we have to come to the nitty-gritty of the first part of the question.�The directive issued by the priest not to kneel during the consecration is erroneous if taken as a general rule. The norms for kneeling in the United States are stated in the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, No. 43:�"In the dioceses of the United States of America, they (The faithful) should kneel beginning after the singing or recitation of the Sanctus until after the Amen of the Eucharistic Prayer, except when prevented on occasion by reasons of health, lack of space, the large number of people present, or some other good reason. Those who do not kneel ought to make a profound bow when the priest genuflects after the consecration. The faithful kneel after the Agnus Dei unless the Diocesan Bishop determines otherwise."�The debate in the bishops' conference leading up to the formulation of this adaptation, especially with the insertion of the expression "on occasion," made it clear that the bishops desired to prevent the exception from becoming a blanket permission to abolish kneeling.�Thus, unless some particular good reason led the priest to indicate to the people that they not kneel on that occasion, and especially if he indicated a stable norm for the parish, then he was going beyond his authority.�Similarly, there is no law forbidding the rosary before the Blessed Sacrament. Indeed, the Holy See specifically permitted it in an official response to a doubt, published Jan. 15, 1997.�The document did state that the Blessed Sacrament should not be exposed just to pray the rosary. But it allowed the rosary to be among the prayers carried out during adoration.�While there is no prohibition in principle, one could surmise that specific circumstances might arise that would induce a pastor not to allow public recitation of the rosary before the Blessed Sacrament. In such (supposedly rare) occurrences he would be acting within his rights and duties as spiritual guide.�He would have no authority, however, to forbid the faithful from praying the rosary privately before the Blessed Sacrament.





Follow-up: Obedience to a Priest


� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org/article-13714?l=english" ��http://www.zenit.org/article-13714?l=english�


ROME, August 16, 2005 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.zenit.org" �Zenit.org�) Answered by Father Edward McNamara


Several questions cropped up related to the question of the obedience due to the priest in liturgical matters (see July 19). �





One reader asked: "In our local diocese the bishop has not implemented the changes found in the new General Instruction on the Roman Missal. When this document was promulgated should the changes have been put promptly into effect? What about religious orders within such a diocese? Is it a matter of 'When in Rome, do as the Romans do?' While I understand the changes are not substantial, I am thinking about the instance when we are instructed by the General Instruction of the Roman Missal [GIRM], to stand earlier. 


Is it within the bishop's judgment as to when he puts these changes into effect so that proper instruction can happen?" �Other readers also asked about the obligation of religious toward the bishops in liturgical matters. �Our reader did not indicate her country of origin and this would make a difference to the reply. Although the Latin GIRM could have been applied immediately by any community, it would not normally become obligatory until the Holy See has given final recognition to the translation approved by the bishops' conference and it is duly promulgated by the conference's president. �In this, the U.S. bishops' conference moved with alacrity and was the first to have a translation approved. Other English-speaking conferences have only recently finished this task and for them the new GIRM is yet a novelty in the parishes. �With respect to the bishop's implementation of the document: Canon law sees this process as pertaining to the conference as a whole and not to individual bishops. �The bishop was involved, at the level of the conference, at all stages of the approval of the translation. Thus, no further decree of implementation is necessary from the bishop although nothing impedes his writing to the diocese informing of the changes to be made. �If he does not do so, then it simply falls upon each parish community to carry out the indications in the GIRM, which become obligatory from the date indicated in the official promulgation by the conference president. �With respect to the obedience owed to the bishop by a religious priest, "Redemptionis Sacramentum," No. 176, states: �"The diocesan Bishop, 'since he is the principal dispenser of the mysteries of God, is to strive constantly so that Christ's faithful entrusted to his care may grow in grace through the celebration of the sacraments, and that they may know and live the Paschal Mystery.' It is his responsibility, 'within the limits of his competence, to issue norms on liturgical matters by which all are bound' (See Canon 838, 4)." �It would be beyond the scope of this reply to list all of the prerogatives of the bishop in liturgical matters. But the general principle is clear that all, including religious, are bound by universal norms and by those particular norms emanated by the bishop within his competence. �Some religious orders may have special traditions and privileges granted by the Holy See which the bishop may not abridge. �There is, for example, the centuries-old privilege of the mendicant orders and the Jesuits to lift the excommunication annexed to the sin of abortion. But these peculiarities do not provide carte blanche to religious to ignore either universal norms or episcopal authority with respect to the liturgy. �Several readers asked if one is exempt from kneeling in those churches which have been constructed without kneelers. �From the point of view of the individual believer, he or she may kneel if able to do so but the lack of kneelers could well be considered as a legitimate impediment. �However, such a structure is not furnished according to the mind of the Church and the situation should be remedied as soon as possible. In fact, several U.S. bishops have mandated the installation or restoration of kneelers in churches where they were absent and we would hope this situation will be remedied everywhere as circumstances and finances permit. Any new church project should foresee the provision of kneelers. �A related question arose regarding the incision in the GIRM: "The faithful kneel after the Agnus Dei unless the Diocesan Bishop determines otherwise." This means that the bishop may decide, for sound pastoral reasons, to exempt his flock from this practice. If he chooses to do so, the sense of the law appears to be that he establish a diocesan-wide practice and not simply leave the question to the decision of each pastor with the consequent confusion that could arise with every change. �If the bishop decides to allow the people to stand after the Agnus Dei (a common practice outside of the United States), then this decision is binding on all. The bishop is free to exempt any parishes from norms he himself has issued and could permit them to follow the U.S. norms if kneeling after the Agnus Dei is a long tradition. �This period of community kneeling or standing lasts until Communion. As clarified by a letter from the Congregation for Divine Worship, after receiving Holy Communion each person may kneel, stand or sit as preferred. It is not required that the faithful remain standing until all present have received Communion. �An Arizona reader asked: "Under the authority of the local bishop, could there be consequences for a priest who does not implement the GIRM into his parish? If so, what sort of consequences?" �It really depends on the bishop himself and on the objective gravity of the case. �A priest might not implement the GIRM, for multiple reasons, ranging from ignorance through laziness all the way to obstinate disobedience. �A bishop first of all encourages priests and faithful to obey the Church's norms based on supernatural faith. �In serious cases he may admonish a priest. Except in cases of grave defects that affect the dignity and even the validity of the liturgy, or of a general attitude of grave disobedience in other areas as well, it would be rare to move toward serious consequences such as suspension or removal. �In a perfect world, such cases would not arise. But, alas, we are not living in a perfect world.





The New Age Sin of Denial


� HYPERLINK "http://www.mgr.org/denialOrig.html" ��http://www.mgr.org/denialOrig.html�


By Clare McGrath Merkle, O.C.D.S., The Cross and the Veil, July 14, 2001


THE MOTTO OF THIS MINISTRY IS "TEARING OFF THE VEILS OF DECEPTION"- MICHAEL 


Small and great alike, all are greedy for gain; prophet and priest, all practice fraud. They would repair, as though it were nought, the injury to my people: “Peace, peace!" they say, though there is no peace. They are odious; they have done abominable things, yet they are not at all ashamed, they know not how to blush. Jeremiah 6:12-15


The trusted advice of religious elders is a key component in the discernment of spiritual things. Any discernment process should include a point of reference outside oneself, whether a person in authority or an expert source on a particular subject. If we want to buy the right car we consult car-buying guides, talk to our mechanic and ask people who own the car we want to buy. It only makes sense.  


The same is true in spiritual matters. We need to take the time to study an issue before embracing something wholeheartedly, and be willing to always reconsider. After all, the stakes are much higher in matters of the soul. But what happens when our trusted religious experts have fallen into error themselves through culpable ignorance or denial?


As usual, the Holy Spirit has been teaching me what the topic of my next report should include. This report deals with how denial prevents the opportunity for true discernment.


June is retreat time for me. This June, I decided to attend a weekend retreat and arrived at a local retreat house to find a noted Catholic priest, national writer and speaker planning a weekend of healing sessions with a Reiki master. When I gently spoke to him, warning him of the dangers of Reiki, he told me repeatedly that the healing would be fine, that I simply needed to let go, trust and "look into the light". As his background is in psychological healing, I had the distinct impression I was being sized up as an alarmist and in need of psychological healing myself (aren’t we all?). So, I left that retreat and went instead to a second retreat two weeks later. 


This time the retreat seemed to go well until I had a private talk with the priest/leader about a particular cross in my spiritual life. He told me that the Cross only happened at the beginning of the spiritual journey. He told me I needed to descend from my ego into my deepest Self, which was God, and lift myself up by the bootstraps. He began to kick me in the shins numerous times (I wish I were wearing boots), telling me to get moving and change. Numerous kicks, mind you, and not so gently ones at that. The priest talked the remainder of the retreat about self-help while orthodox retreatants grew saddened as they recognized much New Age jargon.


Then, shortly thereafter, I received an e-mail from a popular orthodox Catholic leader quoting another leader of a cult movement within the Church. I responded that he should look into this movement more closely as I had spent a year of my life living with members of the cult as a college student and had first-hand experience witnessing their cultic psychology and practices as well as their abuse of personal friends. I was accused by this young, eager and devout leader of libel, exaggeration, and various other sins and character faults. That the movement was orthodox and well-accepted were the two criteria that justified my condemnation as uncharitable and perhaps malicious.


And so, "there we have it" - as the befuddled Emperor Franz Joseph humorously intones in the film "Amadeus". 


In a short four weeks, I had experienced three distinct episodes involving Catholic spiritual leaders, from liberal to conservative, who had embraced contemporary ideas and fallen into serious error due to the lack of discernment caused by ignorance or denial.


Why serious? The sin of culpable ignorance on the part of someone with care or influence over many souls is, of course, serious. If we cannot trust our shepherds, then whom can we trust?


And what does this have to do with the New Age? These leaders were relying on standard psychology or proven method or orthodox movements. How are they "New Age"?


The key characteristic of all three situations is the sin of denial.


Someone once said that denial is the only sin. That’s not true, of course, but it might be rephrased as follows: denial of evil is a sin against the Holy Spirit when it a refusal to be open to correction. This denial is a willful one of even the possibility of sin, simple error or evil itself, and is a kind of arrogant presumption.    


Socrates was sentenced to death simply because he challenged the presumptions of his day with thoughtful questions, asking his colleagues to merely prove their points. Jeremiah spoke against the leaders of his day who wanted to "make nice" as an Italian relative of mine used is say. When confronted with the evils of their day, they chose the easy way out – assuring themselves and others that things were not so bad. They had a psychological, political and financial investment in the status quo. After all, if God was about to destroy Jerusalem because of its sins and the sins of its leaders, what did that make them? Their blindness rested on the need to defend their self image. They had identified with their own ideas and vices.


At this time, when the human potential movement and New Age spirituality have so infiltrated our awareness and our characters, denial is the chief characteristic of Catholic movements and philosophies that are false. On the liberal side, sin and evil are passé and the "Self", which is now god, need only will itself to perfection through psychological insight and self-help models. On the "orthodox" side, the pursuit of spiritual perfection leads to a rigidity that emphasizes spirit over matter (the old gnostic heresy). Orthodox communities have fallen into a false sense of perfectionism, desire for purity and separateness, and cultic black and white thinking.  In the eagerness to embrace tradition, a lack of training in philosophy and discernment coupled with naïve devotionalism, have led to intemperance and exaggeration. 





Some new orthodox are even turning to special communities, home schooling, herbal healing, midwifery and doomsday novels - none of which are bad in and of themselves. But, these dear folks remind me so much of my New Age friends of the 70's and 80's who were "into" Edgar Cayce, planetary changes and natural healing. They are the very definition of New Age. Other orthodox leaders in healing ministries have fallen prey to mind techniques, hypnotherapy, energy channeling and group process work. They know more than we, but, they should know better.


What are maladjusted, uncharitable people like you and me to do in the face of the New Age deluge of error now embraced by Ph.D. theologians, psychologists and popular cult leaders? A friend of mine who rivals Jeremiah in her frankness and bothersome cajoling regarding the heresies of the day told another friend she was "tired of playing bishop".  Her friend replied, "Where would the Church be without people like Catherine of Siena who was not afraid of telling the Pope he was wrong?" While we work out our own salvation in fear and trembling, we continue to speak for the Truth who will set us all free. Oh, and we speak softly and buy thick boots.





Clare McGrath Merkle was once involved in the New Age as a "healer" and advanced Kriya yoga practitioner. She is a secular discalced Carmelite with master’s degrees in liberal education and Carmelite spirituality. She has completed coursework for a doctorate in spirituality at the Catholic University of America. She is also editor of the website, The Cross and the Veil at � HYPERLINK "http://www.crossveil.org" �www.crossveil.org� and has appeared on EWTN and spoken on Catholic Radio on a host of topics related to authentic spirituality. The site is the fruit of ten years of personal renewal and five years of efforts at evangelization.





[Judging others]


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=794" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=794�


October 26, 2008


How do you consider yourself a godly and just person when you talk about Obama and even Clinton negatively? You sound very judgemental. –Partia


Your question is very curious. You are judging me as judgmental. How judgmental of you! If you truly believe in not judging people then you should not have judged me.


Jesus never said that we are not to judge. He said that we are not to judge hypocritically or judge people's state of soul (whether or not they are going to hell).


We are obviously to make judgments about behavior, ideas, philosophies, points-of-view. Everyone makes judgments of this sort. Anyone who says they don't is either delusional, a fool, or a liar.


I speak negatively about Hitler because what Hitler believed and did was evil. Does that make me judgmental?


We have an obligation to expose sin and to expose evil no matter who proposes it. In fact, if we do not expose sin and evil we are an accomplice to it. The policies and ideas of Obama are some of the most evil of any presidential candidate in the history of the United States.


Obama proposes unfettered and unrestricted abortion from conception to birth. He is in favor of infanticide in that he voted against legislation that would have made illegal the evil practice of taking babies who survive abortion and placing them in a closet or some other place to die.


Obama reinterprets the Bible to justify homosexual marriage and is committed to make homosexual marriage the law of the land. This too is an evil.


No Christian can vote for this man and claim to be Christian when he supports such abject evil that is an abomination before God.


This is not being "judgmental" this is making a sound judgment based upon the teachings of God as revealed in the Bible. The Bible itself says we are to judge according to the teachings of the Bible. St. Paul tells us to judge sinners.


I make no judgments about Obama's soul. His soul is in God's hands. But we can and should make judgments about his (and all candidates') ideas, philosophies, and policies.


In fact, my dear, if you are voting in the election, you are making a judgment in favor of the one you vote for and against the person you are not voting for. Is it judgmental to vote?


I suggest you read the essay, "� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/spcdc/library/secret.asp" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�". The idea that we are never to judge is actually an idea of Satan's because God never teaches that.


Here is an excerpt:


Our model in this tough love is no less that Jesus Himself (who, contrary to popular opinion was not a 60’s flower child with flowers in his hair repeating a mantra of peace and love). Jesus preached a demanding love, a love so demanding that in some cases it would rip apart families:


"Do not suppose that I have come to bring peace to the earth. I did not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I have come to turn a man against his father, a daughter against her mother, a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law – a man's enemies will be the members of his own household. Anyone who loves his father or mother more than me is not worthy of me; anyone who loves his son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me; and anyone who does not take his cross and follow me is not worthy of me." Matthew 10:34-38 


Truth cannot be compromised—even if it makes enemies of our relatives. Some people will not accept the truth and will hate those who preach it. Truth demands judgment; that is, truth demands we see things truthfully and to call things what they are. If we see sin or error, we must call it for what it is.





The Bible is filled with passages talking about how we are to judge others. Before listing some of those, first let us look at the kind of judgment we are not to do.


The most famous of the several "do not judge" passages are found at Matthew 7:1-3


Judge not, that you be not judged. For with the judgement you pronounce you will be judged, and the measure you give will be the measure you get. Why do you see the speck that is in your brother’s eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own…" 


In this passage we see three kinds of judgment we are not to do:


Judgment of Condemnation�Judgment in this passage is referring to condemning ("pronouncing" judgment on a person’s soul). We are not the "Judge" to pronounce condemnation on anyone (not even ourselves). Only God can do that. The Church, for example, never pronounces "anyone" in hell. And even in the assessment of a person declared a saint, it is done by special dispensation granted to the Church by her authority of the "keys". But even with this authority, we need to note that it is never applied to judging a person in hell. If the Church, who has the authority of the keys, will not judge a person to condemnation, how can we? We are never to judge a person’s state of soul. Jesus tells us that we will receive ourselves the judgment of soul that we place on others if we attempt this usurpation of God’s sovereignty. 


Judgment from Double–Standards�When we use double–standards for judgment, apply one measure to others and a different measure to ourselves we commit a sin. Jesus says that we will not get by with that (a form of hypocrisy). The standards we apply to others will be applied to us as well.


Judgment from Self-Righteousness�The last sentence of the passage quoted refers to seeing sins in others but not in oneself. This is self-righteousness (another form of hypocrisy). 


In this passage, Jesus does not say that we cannot judge. He says that we are not to judge in the manner of presuming condemnation on another or to make judgments borne from hypocrisy (double-standard & self-righteousness).


In verse 5 Jesus continues: You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you can see clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye."


Taking the speck out of our brother’s eye is not condemned in itself. Hypocritical judgment is what Jesus condemns.


We can immediately see this is the meaning of these passages by going on to the very next verse:


Do not give dogs what is holy; and do not throw your pearls before swine, lest they trample them under foot and turn to attack you. 


Dogs? Swine? How are we to know who is a dog or a swine? We cannot take Jesus’ advice, which is advice for self-protection (e.g. when Jesus said the swine will "turn to attack you"), if we do not judge a person, that is, to identify a person as a metaphorical "dog" or "swine."


Who are the dogs and swine? Verse 15 gives us one clue when it talks about false prophets who come in sheep’s clothing. Verse 21 Jesus talks about people calling to him, "Lord, Lord" yet some of these will not enter heaven. They will not enter heaven because despite their calling upon the name of the Lord, they are people who refuse to do God’s will.


Verse 26 tells us more about these people. They are people who do not just fail to follow God’s will, but who actively disobey the teachings of Jesus and thus they build their house on sand (and that includes disobeying the Church, who has been given authority to speak infallibly and definitively in Jesus’ name to the faithful—when the Church speaks, Jesus speaks).


Throughout Scripture we are given examples of these dogs and swine and are repeatedly told to shun them, to avoid them, and even to kick them out of our community as to give them up to Satan.


In Matthew 10:13-14 Jesus tells the disciples to shake the very dust off their clothes of any city that refuses to listen to them. That requires a judgment.


St. Paul in Titus 3:9-11 tells us to warn a heretic (divisive person) twice and then have nothing more to do with him because such a person is "perverted and sinful; he is self-condemned." 


We don’t condemn him, he condemns himself, but we do judge him to be divisive beyond tolerance because we tried to admonish him (judge his behavior and warn him of his sin) twice but he would not repent.


St. Paul commands us in 1 Corinthians 5:9-13 to not associate with people calling themselves Christians who are "guilty of immorality or greed, or is an idolater, reviler, drunkard, or robber—not even to eat with such a one."


Then Paul actually says and confirms in black and white language in verse 12 without any shades of gray that we are to judge our fellow Christians (but interestingly to not to judge those outside of the church): "Is it not those inside the church whom you are to judge? God judges those outside."


We are our brother’s keeper and if we love, we will admonish a brother in sin or error.


St. Paul also tells us in 2 Timothy 3:1-9 that we are to avoid people who are "holding to a form of religion but denying the power of it" (e.g., liberals who strip our Church of its sacramental power). Others we are to avoid include those who are "Lovers of self, lovers of money, proud, arrogant, abusive, disobedient to their parents, ungrateful, unholy, inhuman, implacable, slanderers, profligates, fierce, haters of good, treacherous, reckless, swollen with conceit, lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God…".


And finally, St. Paul tells us in 1 Corinthians 5:1-5 that some people must be excommunicated—completely removed from fellowship and handed over to Satan. 





Paul specifically says, "I have already pronounced judgment in the name of the Lord Jesus on the man who has done such a thing… you are to deliver this man to Satan for the destruction of the flesh that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus."


This form of judgment (excommunication), by the way, is one reserved to the Church and is not a personal judgment exacted by the faithful.


Jesus, Himself, calls for this formal judgment on the part of the Church in Matthew 18:15-18.


As we have seen, the idea we are not to judge is a lie.


I would suggest, Partia, that you stop hypocritically judging those who are making proper judgments and instead conform yourself to God and His standards of morality and social responsibility. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





[Judging others]


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1077" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1077� 


October 3, 2009


I have been following your site for awhile and reading many of your replies. Your reply to Joseph seems not very charitable and I wonder how you can judge weather he is a Catholic seeker or whether he is as you say, "If you are truly a Catholic, which I doubt, you need to be re-educated on the faith." Many people who have studied theology and several version of the Catholic Catechism are asking similar questions to Joseph. For you to question his Catholicity is very brash, indeed. I think you may have forgotten the words "Judge not that you should be judged," for only God knows what is in another heart. That answer has caused me to decide not to revisit your site very often for I think I can find better answers elsewhere. My question to you is why are you so brash, brother? Why not answer Joseph's questions? I am very interested in what your answer would be. What if he were a Protestant as you seem to think he is, why not be more Christ-like and answer his questions. I have heard that there is one sin that is very difficult to gain forgiveness and that is sinning against the Holy Spirit! –George





In times of my past friendships have been terminated because I did something the friend did not like. Years of friendship would come to an end because of some slight or due to some action I took that the friend disapproved. I guess years and years of good solid friendship meant nothing. Perhaps the person was not really a friend after all.


Proverbs 10:2 and 1 Peter 4:8 both teach, "Love covers a multitude of sins (offenses)." The essential meaning of this teaching is not that a person should enable another person's sin, or excuse it; but that the failings of someone with whom we have a relationship does not end because of an offense. As it says in 1 Cor 13, "love endures all things."


The friends who disagreed with me, or who found out I have feet of clay, and terminated the friendship were not thinking with the mind of Christ. In fact, their actions were childish. It is unfortunate, but that is the way it was.


If these Q&As have been helpful to you, I would encourage you to not dismiss them because of one post. Were not the answers before helpful? Is there any reason to think that future answers will not be helpful? Surely you will not indict me wholly because you did not like one answer (out of the thousands of answers on our Q&As)?


That is, of course, your decision.


As to my answer, all the answers I write are based upon the knowledge and wisdom God has given me, and upon the promptings of the Holy Spirit. That does not mean I am always right. I made a mistake in a answer just this last week in which a reader thankfully corrected me. It does not mean that I always make the right decisions about how to answer a particular question.


It seems, however, that you are doing what you accuse me of doing -- presuming my motivation and judging me (which you say shouldn't be done).


In fact, we are to judge people, that is, their ideas and actions. I suggest you read the essay, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/secret.pdf" \t "_blank" �Three Secrets Strategies of Satan�. It is a demonic lie to say we are not to judge. What we are not to do is to judge hypocritically, with double-standard, or with condemnation to hell. We are not judge a person's heart.


In my post, I did not judge the person's heart. I judged his words and ideas to not be the type of questions that come from a Catholic. And, I suggested that if he was a Catholic, then he needed to find some education about the faith.


After thirty-five years in apologetics it is not hard to see disingenuousness when one sees it. Jesus did the same thing. He saw through the Pharisees and did not answer their questions.


The specific questions of this person, and more importantly, how he worded the questions, and the wording of his other remarks indicate that he is either not Catholic, or one very confused Catholic indoctrinated and inculcated in Protestant Fundamentalist anti-Catholic propaganda and revisionist history. We have had many people post on our Q&As pretending to be Catholic in order to bash our faith.


Before it is even possible to have a rational conversation with such a person, he must come up to speed on the basic Catholic teachings and have a respect for his own Church to which he claims to belong.  Some of this gentleman's questions were not even legitimate, they were accusations along the same lines as "when did you stop beating your wife," or "why do Catholics worship Mary." These are not questions; they are accusations couched in question form, similar to what the Pharisees tried with Jesus.











Maybe you do not see this, but in my judgment, based on experience answering tens of thousands of questions over more than thirty-five years, my own experience as a fundamentalist Baptist before I became Catholic, and dealing with pretend Catholics, ignorant Catholics, misguided Catholics, anti-Catholic Catholics, liberal Catholics, ultra-traditional Catholics, cafeteria Catholics, Catholics who really want to be Protestants, and every other sort out there since I have been Catholic these past seventeen years, I believe my post was appropriate. Ultimately, I will answer to God for every answer I give. I have no problem being judged in the same way I judged.


By the way, you state, "Many people who have studied theology and several version (sic) of the Catholic Catechism are asking similar questions to Joseph." That is nonsense. No Catholic who has studied Catholic theology and the Catholic catechism asks those sorts of questions in the way that he asked them. There is a difference in tone and wording between a person with genuine curiosity and desire to know, and a person who is disingenuous and merely accusing or bashing the Church.


I do answer, however, the substance of those questions all the time. When those kinds are questions are asked appropriately I answer them. In fact, I have answered questions like that at least many hundreds of times in Q&As, chat rooms, discussion groups, mail lists, face-to-face encounters, and on the phone.


Thank you, however, for your concern. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





“Nutballs” [Judging others]


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1719" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=1719�


November 10, 2012


What kind of religious refers to others, made in the same image of God, as 'nut balls'? �I'd suggest that, at the very least, these 'nutballs' are as spiritually mature as you've betrayed yourself to be. �'Nutballs' indeed. �I say 'Bollox.'�Get a grip man and grow up. -Sr Padraig Teresita





If you believe that a religious should not use pejorative language about someone, why do you use it with me? Should a religious be as insultive as you, especially publicly?  


But, I am not surprised. Liberal-minded people are always self-righteous and always hypocritical, but that is not the worse of it, sister.


You seem to think you are better than Jesus, St. James, and the Saints, all who used pejorative language.


In the book, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/library/liberalism/lsin/liberalism_toc.html" \t "_blank" �Liberalism is a Sin� by Fr. Felix Sarda Y Salvany﻿, a book resoundingly endorsed by the Vatican, Father says:


There is then no sin against charity in calling evil evil, its authors abettors and disciples bad; all its acts, words and writings iniquitous, wicked, malicious. If the propagation of good and the necessity of combating evil require the employment of terms somewhat harsh against error and its supporters, this usage is certainly not against charity.﻿


﻿Father continues:


[Such language] is amply justified by every page of the works of our great Catholic polemicists of other epochs. This is easily verified. St. John the Baptist calls the Pharisees "race of vipers," Jesus Christ, our Divine Savior, hurls at them the epithets "hypocrites, whitened sepulchers, a perverse and adulterous generation," without thinking for this reason that He sullies the sanctity of His benevolent speech. St. Paul criticizes the schismatic Cretins as "always liars, evil beasts, slothful bellies." The same apostle calls Elymas the magician "seducer, full of guile and deceit, child of the Devil, enemy of all justice."


If we open the Fathers we find the same vigorous castigation of heresy and heretics. 


St. Jerome arguing against Vigilantius casts in his face his former occupation of saloon keeper: "From your infancy," he says to him, "you have learned other things than theology and betaken yourself to other pursuits. To verify at the same time the value of your money accounts and the value of Scriptural texts, to sample wines and grasp the meaning of the prophets and apostles are certainly not occupations which the same man can accomplish with credit." On another occasion attacking the same Vigilantius, who denied the excellence of virginity and of fasting, St. Jerome, with his usual sprightliness, asks him if he spoke thus "in order not to diminish the receipts of his saloon?" Heavens! What an outcry would be raised if one of our Ultramontane controversialists were to write against a Liberal critic or heretic of our own day in this fashion!


What shall we say of St. John Chrysostom? His famous invective against Eutropius is not comparable, in its personal and aggressive character, to the cruel invectives of Cicero against Catiline and against Verres! The gentle St. Bernard did not honey his words when he attacked the enemies of the faith. Addressing Arnold of Brescia, the great Liberal agitator of his times, he calls him in all his letters "seducer, vase of injuries, scorpion, cruel wolf."


The pacific St. Thomas of Aquinas forgets the calm of his cold syllogisms when he hurls his violent apostrophe against William of St. Amour and his disciples: "Enemies of God," he cries out, "ministers of the Devil, members of AntiChrist, ignorami, perverts, reprobates!" Never did the illustrious Louis Veuillot speak so boldly. The seraphic St. Bonaventure, so full of sweetness, overwhelms his adversary Gerard with such epithets as "impudent, calumniator, spirit of malice, impious, shameless, ignorant, impostor, malefactor, perfidious, ingrate!" 





Did St. Francis de Sales, so delicately exquisite and tender, ever purr softly over the heretics of his age and country? He pardoned their injuries, heaped benefits on them even to the point of saving the lives of those who sought to take his, but with the enemies of the faith he preserved neither moderation nor consideration. Asked by a Catholic, who desired to know if it were permissible to speak evil of a heretic who propagated false doctrines, he replied: "Yes, you can, on the condition that you adhere to the exact truth, to what you know of his bad conduct, presenting that which is doubtful as doubtful according to the degree of doubt which you may have in this regard." In his Introduction to a Devout Life, that precious and popular work, he expresses himself again: "If the declared enemies of God and of the Church ought to be blamed and censured with all possible vigor, charity obliges us to cry wolf' when the wolf slips into the midst of the flock, and in every way and place we may meet him."


In addition, Jesus name-called some of the worse name-calls one could lob at a first century Jew, in addition to the examples above, such as calling some Jews dogs and pigs (swine). And then there is St. James who referred to the people he was arguing with about justification as ignoramuses.


I guess Jesus, St. James, and the Saints forgot to consult you.


Is a religious supposed to exhibit such self-righteousness and think of themselves as better than Jesus and the Saints and even to chastise Jesus and the Saints? That is what you do when you claim pejorative language is improper. If it is improper, then it is improper for everyone (including you). You castigate Jesus and the Saints with that criticism since they exhibited that behavior. Who do you think you are? Methinks you need to go on retreat and seriously meditate on the Litany of Humility. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=805" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=805�


November 1, 2007


I grew up in a home where faultfinding and criticism of others were dished up at the family dinner table more readily than my favorite casseroles. I am working hard to overcome my own judgmental tendencies, but need some clarification on exactly what constitutes being sinfully judgmental. 


For instance, some people seem so condescending, arrogant or mean that I really dread seeing them again. Is this uncharitable behavior on my own part because I am not automatically seeing them in the best light? And isn't it even necessary at times to judge that others are behaving badly so that we will not be endangered or negatively influenced by their words or actions? -Carol





Contrary to popular opinion today we ARE TO JUDGE. We are not to judge hypocritically or with double-standard or with petty presumption or maliciousness, but we are to make proper judgments. I deal with this subject in detail in the essay: � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/spcdc/library/secret.asp" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan to destroy our Children, our Families, our Culture, and our Church�. I highly recommend that everyone read that essay.


Making proper judgment is to evaluate the facts about some situation or person; it is NOT faultfinding or mere criticism. If you steal my car I make a correct judgment that you are a thief. That is a statement of fact, not a faultfinding judgmentalism.


It is true that we are obligated to judge others in a positive light unless there is evidence to the contrary. As you are driving away in my car I think I have the evidence needed to recognize you as a car thief :) 


The Catechism quote from St. Ignatius Loyal, my namesake:


Every good Christian ought to be more ready to give a favorable interpretation to another's statement than to condemn it. But if he cannot do so, let him ask how the other understands it. 


And if the latter understands it badly, let the former correct him with love. If that does not suffice, let the Christian try all suitable ways to bring the other to a correct interpretation so that he may be saved.


The full context of this quote is:


III. OFFENSES AGAINST TRUTH 


2475 Christ's disciples have "put on the new man, created after the likeness of God in true righteousness and holiness." By "putting away falsehood," they are to "put away all malice and all guile and insincerity and envy and all slander." 


2476 False witness and perjury. When it is made publicly, a statement contrary to the truth takes on a particular gravity. In court it becomes false witness. When it is under oath, it is perjury. Acts such as these contribute to condemnation of the innocent, exoneration of the guilty, or the increased punishment of the accused. They gravely compromise the exercise of justice and the fairness of judicial decisions. 


2477 Respect for the reputation of persons forbids every attitude and word likely to cause them unjust injury. He becomes guilty: 


- of rash judgment who, even tacitly, assumes as true, without sufficient foundation, the moral fault of a neighbor; 


- of detraction who, without objectively valid reason, discloses another's faults and failings to persons who did not know them; 


- of calumny who, by remarks contrary to the truth, harms the reputation of others and gives occasion for false judgments concerning them. 





2478 To avoid rash judgment, everyone should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his neighbor's thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable way: 


Every good Christian ought to be more ready to give a favorable interpretation to another's statement than to condemn it. But if he cannot do so, let him ask how the other understands it. And if the latter understands it badly, let the former correct him with love. If that does not suffice, let the Christian try all suitable ways to bring the other to a correct interpretation so that he may be saved.


2479 Detraction and calumny destroy the reputation and honor of one's neighbor. Honor is the social witness given to human dignity, and everyone enjoys a natural right to the honor of his name and reputation and to respect. Thus, detraction and calumny offend against the virtues of justice and charity. 


The faultfinding and criticism that you grew-up with is wrong. Because of that experience it may be difficult for you to discern where the lines are drawn between proper judgment and improper judgmentalism. Hopefully this Q&A and the essay I mentioned will help you with this.


As to those people who are "condescending, arrogant or mean", is that really the case? If so, if this is an accurate assessment of how these people are behaving, then it is not uncharitable to avoid them. We are never required to like everyone, or to be buddies with them, or even to tolerate their presence; we are only required to love and respect them as fellow human beings.


You are ABSOLUTELY CORRECT in saying that it is "necessary at times to judge that others are behaving badly so that we will not be endangered or negatively influenced by their words or actions." Not only is it sometimes necessary, it is a grave duty -- especially when it affects our children.


I remember a funny incident in an online chatroom once. This man said that I was a sorry excuse of a Catholic because I was so judgmental. I replied, "You mean like you are judging me now?"


The man said, "I am not judging you."


I retorted, "You most certainly are. You called me a sorry excuse of a Catholic."


He protested, "I am not judging you, I am only observing."


I chuckled and said, "You are an idiot."


He said, "There, see, you are judging again."


I replied, "No sir, I am not, I am only observing."


St. James in Chapter 2 of the Book of James called the people he was arguing with a bunch of ignoramuses. There are times when one calls a spade a spade. The idea that we never step on toes is a demonic lie (see the essay linked above).


Now none of this is an excuse for faultfinding or petty criticism. Faultfinding is trying to find fault with someone or jumping to the conclusion of fault in another's words or actions. This leads to the grave sin of rash judgment.


For example, if I see Father Ray coming out of a adult bookstore and I presume the worst, that he was buying or looking at pornography, then I have just gravely sinned because I do not know that at all. I do not have all the facts. Unbeknownst to my faultfinding mind, the reason the Father was in the Adult bookstore may have been because he just gave last rites to a man who had a heart attack in the store. Father's presence in the store, therefore, was innocent.


If a man comes to my door with a knife in his hand demanding money, I properly judge that this man is a danger to me and my family and it would be proper to slam the door in his face.


Bottom line: faultfinding, that is, presuming fault in others, is wrong and sinful; making proper judgment about the facts of a matter is okay, proper, and perhaps even a duty -- especially when the person or circumstance endangers us or others, or when it endangers our soul or our faith.


By the way, Jesus did not condemn the people for bringing the woman to him who was caught in adultery. The crowd had judged correctly that she committed the sin of adultery. Jesus did not chastise them for that judgment. Rather, he chastised them for condemning her to death rather than offering forgiveness. 


We are never to condemn someone to hell or to judge their heart, but we are most certainly to judge behavior, attitudes, words, and actions in a way that seeks truth and not mere faultfinding. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Seemingly un-Christian, harsh criticism of others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=956" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=956� 


March 28, 2008


On occasion, it seems as though you sort of "lash out" at those who hate Catholicism and Christianity in general with moderately degrading comments. As a brother in Christ, I saw that as a rather un-Christ-like thing to do, and as advocates of Jesus, we need to be very careful with the example we give. Again, I don't mean to offend, it is simply meant as constructive criticism. –Phil





I know you mean well with your observations, but my "lashing out," as you put it, is not unChrist-like, in fact it is just the opposite. The idea that we are to never step on toes or always be "nice" (a word that in Latin means "ignorant") is unBiblical and not consistent with the model we see from Christ himself and many of the Saints, including Doctors of the Church.


Let us take a look at some examples in Scripture of "harshness". In Matthew 23 Jesus is very harsh to the Pharisees. 








He even calls out insults to them like in verse 33, "You serpents, you brood of vipers, how shall you escape the sentence of hell?" Calling a first century Jew a serpent and brood of vipers was a MAJOR insult. This was a good 'ol fashion name-calling toward a bunch of hypocrites.


Jesus was also not very nice when he said in Mt. 7:5-6 "You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your brother's eye. Do not give what is holy to dogs, and do not throw your pearls before swine, lest they trample them under their feet, and turn and tear you to pieces." 


Jesus also declares that his presence will bring harshness for those who will not listen to truth:


Matthew 10:34-36 "Do not think that I came to bring peace on the earth; I did not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I came to set a man against his father, and a daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law; and a man's enemies will be members of his household."


St. James is also harsh with those he is arguing with. Take a look at the narrative in James chapter 2. In fact St. James calls the people he is arguing with a bunch of ignoramuses. James 2:20 "Do you want proof, you ignoramus, that faith without works is useless?" This is from the New American Bible. Other translations use the word "vain" meaning empty and "fool".


We also have examples from Doctors of the Church not being too nice: 


The pacific St. Thomas Aquinas forgets the calm of his cold syllogisms when he hurls his violent apostrophe against William of St. Amour and his disciples: "Enemies of God," he cries out, "ministers of the Devil, members of Antichrist, ignorami, perverts, reprobates!" 


The seraphic St. Bonaventure, so full of sweetness, overwhelms his adversary Gerard with such epithets as "impudent, calumniator, spirit of malice, impious, shameless, ignorant, impostor, malefactor, perfidious, ingrate!" 


St. Francis de Sales was asked by a Catholic, who desired to know if it were permissible to speak evil of a heretic who propagated false doctrines, he replied: "Yes, you can, on the condition that you adhere to the exact truth, to what you know of his bad conduct, presenting that which is doubtful as doubtful according to the degree of doubt which you may have in this regard." 


In his Introduction to the Devout Life, that precious and popular work, he expresses himself again: "If the declared enemies of God and of the Church ought to be blamed and censured with all possible vigor, charity obliges us to cry wolf' when the wolf slips into the midst of the flock, and in every way and place we may meet him."


You are incorrect to suggest that my manner of handling certain people is unChrist-like because it is harsh. Actually, I am following the example of Christ, the Apostles, and the Doctors of the Church.


There is a time for gentleness, but there is also a time for harshness.


In fact, brain research in the past ten years proves that we sometimes need to slap some people upside the head. The cliché "I have made up my mind so do not confuse me with the facts" and also "He won't come to his senses until he hits bottom" are two behavioral truths that are biologically based.


In the left hemisphere of our brain is what one could call a library of our knowledge, opinions, and beliefs. The information in that library is, in essence, written in stone -- it is not about to change, hence, "don't confuse me with the facts".


So how does this library of information and beliefs ever get changed or corrected when there is erroneous information? Well, the right hemisphere has the ability to make those corrections in the library. The problem is getting the right hemisphere motivated to make the corrections. What it takes to motivate the right hemisphere is a trauma (a hitting bottom) to knock some sense into the person. 


We all have most likely experienced arguing with someone and parting in a huff. After we have calmed down we get to thinking about the argument and admit to ourselves that the other person was right after all. 


We may not ever admit that to the other person, but we realize that the other person was right. The anger in the argument was the "trauma" the "slap upside the head" that was needed to wake up the right hemisphere to realize that some information needed to be corrected in the library of our left hemisphere.


Thus, not only do we see the harsher charism modeled by Jesus, the Apostles, and Doctors of the Church, but there is scientific evidence to prove that sometimes the slap upside the head approach is needed.


When you see me take a harsher approach it is usually because I feel the Holy Spirit is calling me to take that approach.


I have had many emails both criticizing and praising my "style." The most valuable emails however are from those who were the target of my "style" who said things like, "Brother, two weeks ago you insulted me and upset me terribly. But, after I calmed down I realized that you were right and it changed my life."


I would recommend to you two resources:


1) � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/spcdc/library/secret.asp" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�


2) "� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.org/Library/Liberalism/Liberalism/Liberalism_TOC.html" �Liberalism is a Sin�" by Father Sarda -- a book, which is FULLY endorsed by the Vatican, which fully explains the need sometimes to be hard. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM


A reader’s response: � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=957" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=957� March 30, 2008





Judging or fraternal correction?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1005" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1005� EXTRACT


May 4, 2008





I have some concerns about Catholics who contracept and partake in the Eucharist. I know of some Catholics, who I know for a fact use the pill, and still come to Mass and eat and drink of our Lord. I do know that they are aware that the Church is against this, but I do not know if they know how grave a sin this is.


Is it my place to tell them how grave a sin contraception is? Or would this be wrong, because it may remove their invincible ignorance before they are ready to come to terms with contraception? �This may be judgemental on my part, but it bothers me to see them partake in the Eucharist when I know they are contracepting. I don't want to see anybody be in sin and fall into greater sin of unworthy Communions. –Trevor





All of us have an obligation to know the truth. To purposely remain in invincible ignorance is to not be in invincible ignorance anymore since purposeful ignorance actually INCREASES our culpability, not decreases it.


The Church teaches that we if we are in position to say something or do something about a sin we witness and do not do it, we are accomplices to the sin.


Now, you cannot know if a couple is contracepting unless they tell you, or you see them at the store buying contraceptives. But, when the opportunity arises, such as in a conversation with them and they mention contraception, you have an obligation to relate the truth.


Two of the Works of Mercy are to "Instruct the ignorant" and to "admonish a sinner".


Now this must be done in love, but, yes, you need to inform a person of the truth, IF AND WHEN the opportunity arises that would allow you to talk to them about it. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Isolationist?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1363" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1363� 


May 23, 2009


What is the meaning of the term "Isolationist"? It has cropped up to me twice now in confession, as in "beware of being isolationist."


As I understand to isolate oneself is part of a mental problem - and I am pretty certain I have at least 90% of my marbles. Over the years I have always tried to be involved in the church, but as a mum, making my family priority.


The word "isolationist" has cropped up in response to my admission that I am becoming depressed or despondent about old traditions in the church being ousted for new initiatives. When I say old traditions, I am not speaking of the Latin mass, but primordial ones like adoration of the Blessed Sacrament. The latest new initiative at evangelisation by our Archbishop has produced more focus groups producing more "leaflets".�I don't want to alienate myself from my church or its people. It feels that I am being bullied to be honest, and that "isolationist" is another way of saying I should compromise and become part of what I see happening around me. (Or else be isolated). It also feels like it is a way of suppressing or undermining those things I hold dear in my faith.


Is it some kind of new clerical "buzz" word?


It’s difficult to see clearly when one feels so irritated. I hope you can put me straight. -Maryjean





An isolationist is a person, in this context, would mean to set apart oneself or remove oneself from the community; a separation or detachment from others.


If the issues are legitimate, as the ones you are describing such as about Adoration and the like, then when someone is suggesting you are an isolationist they are telling you to "chill and get with the program; don't rock the boat."


In this sense Jesus was an isolationist because he set apart himself from the Pharisees and stood upon Truth. He did not "get with the program" and so they killed him.


It is appropriate for you to be concerned about the minimalization of these traditions. In fact Canon Law says you have a right to express your concerns about such matters:


Can. 210 All Christ's faithful, each according to his or her own condition, must make a wholehearted effort to lead a holy life, and to promote the growth of the Church and its continual sanctification. 


Can. 212 ß2 Christ's faithful are at liberty to make known their needs, especially their spiritual needs, and their wishes to the Pastors of the Church. 


ß3 They have the right, indeed at times the duty, in keeping with their knowledge, competence and position, to manifest to the sacred Pastors their views on matters which concern the good of the Church. They have the right also to make their views known to others of Christ's faithful, but in doing so they must always respect the integrity of faith and morals, show due reverence to the Pastors and take into account both the common good and the dignity of individuals.


Do not let anyone, including a priest, tell you that you should not have concerns, or that you should not express those concerns, about matters that promote the Church, worship, reverence for God, and the sanctification of the Church and her Faithful.


Standing firm upon your Canonical Rights and upon the good concern for the spiritual well-being of the parish may get you ostracized. But, what a blessing to be persecuted for Christ's sake.


You should express your concerns, but, of course, do not become a dissenter, or be disrespectful. Live what you believe. For example, adore our Lord in the Eucharist by sitting in front of the Tabernacle. 








This is just as much Adoration as when the Eucharist is exposed. Even if you are the only one to do this, set the example for others, ask for God's help for yourself, and pray for the parish and its pastors.


When others irritate you over this, or persecute you, offer it up to God in praise and thanksgiving for the conversion of the parish and pastors concerning these issues.


We need to restore respect, honor, reverence, and a sense of sacredness to our parishes and to our own lives. If this is missing in your area, then consider yourself a missionary. Set the example and offer all suffering up to our Blessed Mother and our Lord. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1400" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1400�   


September 8, 2009


I can see, as well as empathize with your frustration caused by the degree of mixed controversial sentiments and lack of Christian charity, exercised by so many, regarding the death and disposition of the soul of Senator Ted Kennedy. [See � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1397" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1397� September 2, 2009]�Unfortunately, you are the only Christian, informed voice of Christ, present at this time, to over turn, as you put it, "the rash judgements, judgmentalism in general, apparent bitterness, and resentments", whether knowingly or unknowingly, by your readers.�Without your voice to overturn such resentment, judgment, seeming more like revenge, being demanded by those who do not understand the meaning of judgment, and that judgment belongs to God, and to God alone, can, without your spiritual guidance, can place their soul in grave danger. �Perhaps, you could write one final post explaining God’s position when He said, "Judgment is mine says the Lord" and "Judge not, lest you be judged". These people, the lost sheep that Christ has entrusted to for their spiritual guidance and welfare, need your counsel. Perhaps just a reminder of just how surprised they will be, should they be fortunate enough to find themselves in heaven, they see certain souls that they never, ever, thought would be there, and do not see certain souls that they surely thought would be there. �I truly believe that most people simply do not understand that although God does permit judgment regarding what is, or is not, a sin, i.e. according to the Teaching and Doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church. However, judgment of your brother is not permitted, for such judgment is reserved solely to God, and God alone.�Bro. Ignatius Mary, this is simply a suggestion, you do not have to publish this should you deem it to be of a nature not in agreement with your decision against any further discussion regarding this subject. –Vincent





As it happens I am preparing an essay right now to deal with this subject of the definition and nature of scandal, rash judgment, and how to react to these sorts of events. I hope to have this essay done this weekend. It will be published in the "Open Discussion" Forum on the � HYPERLINK "http://www.saintpiocenter.org/bbs/default.asp" \t "_blank" �Spiritual Warfare Bulletin Board�. The Open Discussion Forum is open to the public, so one does not have to join the BBS to read it.


As for judgment, we are to judge people in terms of ideas and behaviors. One of the precepts of the Church is to admonish a sinner. One cannot do that if we cannot judge that someone has committed a sin. What we are not to do is to judge the hearts of anyone, or to judge hypocritically or with double-standard, or out of vengeance, in rash judgment, or in false witness.


You might be interested in an essay I wrote many years ago that includes a section on the issue of judging. It is called the � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" \t "_blank" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1511" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1511� EXTRACT


January 8, 2010


When the woman caught in adultery was brought to Jesus, the people wanted to stone her. Jesus said, "You without sin, cast the first stone."


Jesus was telling us that we are not to condemn people. He did not say that we cannot judge the truth about someone. Jesus never chastised the people for identifying the woman as an adulteress; he chastised them for wanting to condemn her to death. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Fraternal correction and admonishing others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1609" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1609�  


April 10, 2010


Are there scripture texts that say if we know someone is or might be sinning and we do not try to let them know that what they are doing will threaten their soul, and that we are responsible for their sin and will be held accountable to the LORD for their soul? –Susanna





Well, it is enough that the Spiritual Works of Mercy is official teaching. There does not need to be a Bible verse.








2247 The works of mercy are charitable actions by which we come to the aid of our neighbor in his spiritual and bodily necessities (Isa 58:6-7; Heb 13:3). Instructing, advising, consoling, comforting are spiritual works of mercy, as are forgiving and bearing wrongs patiently. The corporal works of mercy consist especially in feeding the hungry, sheltering the homeless, clothing the naked, visiting the sick and imprisoned, and burying the dead Mt. 25:31-46). Among all these, giving alms to the poor is one of the chief witnesses to fraternal charity: it is also a work of justice pleasing to God (Tobit 4:5-11; Sir 17:22; Mt 6:2-4):


He who has two coats, let him share with him who has none and he who has food must do likewise (Lk 3:11). But give for alms those things which are within; and behold, everything is clean for you (Lk 11:41). If a brother or sister is ill-clad and in lack of daily food, and one of you says to them, "Go in peace, be warmed and filled," without giving them the things needed for the body, what does it profit? (Jas 2:15-16; 1 Jn 3:17)


The traditional wording of the Spiritual Works of Mercy are:


    * To instruct the ignorant;�    * To counsel the doubtful;�    * To admonish sinners;�    * To bear wrongs patiently;�    * To forgive offences willingly;�    * To comfort the afflicted;�    * To pray for the living and the dead.


Admonishing the sinner refers to Fraternal Correction. The 1917 Catholic Encyclopedia states:


Fraternal correction is here taken to mean the admonishing of one's neighbor by a private individual with the purpose of reforming him or, if possible, preventing his sinful indulgence. This is clearly distinguishable from an official disciplining, whose mouthpiece is a judge or other like superior, whose object is the punishment of one found to be guilty, and whose motive is not so directly the individual advantage of the offender as the furtherance of the common good. That there is, upon occasion and with due regard to circumstances, an obligation to administer fraternal correction there can be no doubt. This is a conclusion not only deducible from the natural law binding us to love and to assist one another, but also explicitly contained in positive precept such as the inculcation of Christ: "If thy brother shall offend against thee, go, and rebuke him between thee and him alone. If he shall hear thee, thou shalt gain thy brother" (Matthew 18:15). Given a sufficiently grave condition of spiritual distress calling for succour in this way, this commandment may exact fulfilment under pain of mortal sin. This is reckoned to be so only when�    * the delinquency to be corrected or prevented is a grievous one;�    * there is no good reason to believe that the sinner will adequately provide for himself;�    * there is a well-founded expectation that the admonition will be heeded;�    * there is no one else just as well fitted for this work of Christian charity and likely to undertake it;�    * there is no special trouble or disadvantage accruing to the reformer as a result of his zeal.�Practically, however, individuals without any official capacity are seldom impeachable as having seriously transgressed the law in this matter because it is but rarely one finds the coalition of circumstances just enumerated.�Of course the reproof is to be administered privately, i.e. directly to the delinquent and not in the presence of others. This is plainly the method appointed by Christ in the words just cited and only as a remedy for obduracy is any other contemplated by Him. Still there are occasions upon which one might lawfully proceed in a different way. For instance�    * when the offence is a public one;�    * when it makes for the prejudice of a third party or perhaps even the entire community;�    * when it can only be condignly dealt with by the authority of a superior paternally exercised;�    * when a public rebuke is necessary to preclude scandal: witness the withstanding of Peter by Paul mentioned in the Epistle to the Galatians (2:11-14);�    * when the offender has already in advance relinquished whatever right he possessed to have his good name safeguarded, as is the custom in some religious bodies.�The obligation of fraternal correction, so far as private persons go, does not obtain, generally speaking, for the case of one who violates a law through invincible ignorance. The obvious reason is that there is then no immunity for it is their duty to instruct their subordinates. Every one, however, whether having an official competency or not, is bound to give the admonition when the sin, committed though it be from ignorance, is hurtful to the offender or a third party or is the occasion of scandal.


Further, the Catechism teaches that it is possible to be accomplice to another's sin in certain situations:


1868 Sin is a personal act. Moreover, we have a responsibility for the sins committed by others when we cooperate in them: 


- by participating directly and voluntarily in them; 


- by ordering, advising, praising, or approving them; 


- by not disclosing or not hindering them when we have an obligation to do so; 


- by protecting evil-doers. 


1869a Thus sin makes men accomplices of one another and causes concupiscence, violence, and injustice to reign among them.


Specifically on the issue of admonishing there are verses like the following:


(Titus 3:10-11)  As for a man who is factious, after admonishing him once or twice, have nothing more to do with him, knowing that such a person is perverted and sinful; he is self-condemned. 


(2 Thess 3:14-15)  If any one refuses to obey what we say in this letter, note that man, and have nothing to do with him, that he may be ashamed. Do not look on him as an enemy, but warn him as a brother. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Our obligation to admonish others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2020" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2020�   


October 16, 2011


I understand that it is considered sin if we take part in even inactively permitting the pathway to sin.�But where do I draw the line? I tend to consider it my duty to literally inform someone every time they sin in whichever way so as to arouse them to consciousness, whether it makes me likeable or not.�For example, probably the most common sin today is using the Lord's name in vain. Most common, of course, in blurts like "Oh my ..." Every time I hear it, a pain grips me inside. I usually tell the person something like "be careful with the Lord's name, it's sacred." I have found myself saying this constantly to all sorts of people. The occurrence of that particular incident is so bad these days.�However, sometimes I doubt myself, and there are times where I have failed to say that in the midst of conversation. Does that constitute sin of omission in any way? Do I have a Christian obligation to be this way about everything? �Another way this happens is when I see (for confirmed fact) a friend or someone commit a grave sin, and I know they will be going to mass later, I inform them that they shouldn't be taking communion.�I understand that politically correct intimidation aims to purport the false notion that we are "not to judge," but is there such thing as playing a role too far extended? If I know I am talking to a religious person, should I do this all the time or assume they should already know what they are doing?�Once I heard a priest both use profanity and the Lord's name in vain, and I failed to speak up. Do I have this obligation? I'd appreciate it if you can clear up my lack of clarity on this. –Ryan





This question is not necessarily easy to answer. There is no way to anticipate every possible situation. It requires discernment on case-by-case basis.


We must begin with church teaching. The Catechism says:


1868 [as above]


1869a [as above]


Let's look at each of these items whereby we may become an accomplice to others' sin. Participating directly in voluntarily with someone to sin is obvious. Ordering advising praising or approving sin on the part of other people is obvious. Protecting other people when they sin is obvious.


The two things that are more complicated is the definition of "approving" and the third item of not disclosing or not hindering someone when we have an obligation to do so.


Silence can be a form of approving the actions of another. Thus, we must evaluate a situation and not be shy to speak up. But the provision of the third element, "when we have an obligation to do so" presents us with another complication.


In one situations and with which people do we have an obligation to speak up about their sin. Before driving our car down the street and we see a bystander on the sidewalk who's committing an obvious sin are we obligated to stop the car, get out, and confront that center?


Are we obligated to confront a bank robber that he is setting?


And those extreme examples we do not have an obligation. In fact, it can be reckless and dangerous to confront such people. We have an obligation to protect our own life and lest there is compelling reason to place our life at risk.


In a less extreme situation but is talk about a family member who is an open sin. Do we remind him of his sin every time we see him? Do we disrupt the Thanksgiving dinner to confront that family member of his sin?


The answer to that is that it is important for us to express to that family member or to a friend that what they're doing is sinful and may risk their soul. Once we do that we do not have an obligation, and in fact it will be counterproductive, to nag the person. The person knows how you feel. They know that you think that they are sinning. There is no need to nag them. If the question comes up that answer the question honestly. If you relationship with a friend or family member is such where this issue may come up, then gently remind them. But do not get into unproductive argumentation. St. Paul instructs us to avoid that. And certainly do not rule in the Thanksgiving holiday or Christmas holiday or birthday or other special occasions by arguing with the sinner.


There may be occasions where one is in the position to approach a stranger. Do this very cautiously and only if you are certain that the Holy Spirit is calling you to approach that stranger. And again, be calm and loving and states simply what you say. Do not get into unproductive argumentation.


To the specific circumstances that you have written about, if you are with friends or family and they say God's name in vain you should ask them to refrain from this out of respect for God and for you. You may remind him once in a while but remember that nobody likes nagging. Also keep in mind that their utterance of God's name in vain may actually not be a mortal sin. It can only be mortal if the person knowingly and deliberately called out God's name in vain. Most people, rather, are not making a deliberate choice to insult God. 








Instead they have a bad habit in these utterances are not premeditated but are spontaneous. They need, of course, to work on that bad habit. If they are open to it you can be instrumental in helping them to overcome the habit by gently reminding them each time they make the utterance.


If you see a friend or family member to commit objective grave sin than out of love for your friend or family member who's about to drive over a cliff you should remind them that they need to refrain from receiving Communion until they have been to the Sacrament of Confession.


If you're talking to a person who has a reputation for being a devout religious person is a reasonable to presume that they know their duty to go to Confession before receiving the Eucharist after they have sinned gravely. If you know the person well and believe that they are failing to do this you may need to approach them. But be very careful. In such a situation it will be very easy to commit rash judgment.


As for the priest who used profanity and blasphemy I would certainly approach them with the admonition. In fact I have done that with the priest was very jovial. Sometimes is joviality and jokes were inappropriate. By that I am not saying he was vulgar, but sometimes he would joke about religious issues that would be misunderstood by his parishioners even though I know what he means when I am with him in the privacy of the rectory.


Of course, in most situations the admonitions that you give to someone should be private. There are some situations, however, where something needs to be said on the spot. But those are rare. Try to always refrain from embarrassing the person my admonishing them in public.


Now do not take what I have said as a certain formula. This issue requires discernment of the situation on a case-by-case basis and upon what the Holy Spirit prompts you to do. As the Blessed Mother said, "go to Him and do what he tells you." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





When not admonishing others can be a grave sin


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2044" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2044� 


November 4, 2011


I don’t like to pit Catholic Apologists versus one another but I saw on another forum a question asked regarding communion. However, in the middle of the question, the person stated "I know that I can receive Communion even if I am not in a state of grace if I have the intention to go to confession." This had little to do with the original question.


Now I have noticed that you will, in many instances, catch things like this and correct the inquirer even though the statement has little or nothing to do with the original question. I saw on EWTN website regarding Canon 916 and they explain: "This is a truly exceptional permission that needs to be properly understood. It requires moral or physical impossibility to go to Confession and the necessity to receive Communion - such as a priest who MUST celebrate Mass."


I saw where this apologist was questioned by another poster as to why the inquirer was not corrected or at least Canon Law 916 explained.


Their reply was that they "…saw no need to risk aggravating scruples by nitpicking a minor point."


Excuse me? Aggravating scruples? Nitpicking? Since when is receiving communion when not in the state of grace a "minor point"? They also said in regard to correcting the person "…To do so risks causing the person to become disheartened and discouraged because he suddenly must realize that he was even more incorrect about the faith than he first thought…"


I thought it was the duty of the apologist to correct and clear all matters and make sure the person inquiring is given all the correct information, as I have seen you do. I have noticed that you go not hold back your punches and have no fear that the person you are correcting will realize they were more incorrect about the faith than they first thought. If somebody is wrong, they are wrong period and should be corrected or do we let them continue their merry way thinking they are doing the right thing? –Diego





Whoever said this is a minor point needs to be horsewhipped; so does the idiot who doesn't want to step on toes (read about the � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" \t "_blank" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�). St. Paul tells us that some people are sick and some even die because they have received our Lord unworthily (1 Cor. 11:29)﻿. That sounds major to me. The Church teaches that we are to admonish the sinner. To fail to do that when one has the opportunity not only makes us an accomplice, but can give us a measure culpability if that person goes to hell for lack of being admonished.


The Canon Law on this subject is (bold, my emphasis):


Can. 916 A person who is conscious of grave sin is not to celebrate Mass or to receive the Body of the Lord without prior sacramental confession unless a grave reason is present and there is no opportunity of confessing; in this case the person is to be mindful of the obligation to make an act of perfect contrition, including the intention of confessing as soon as possible.


EWTN's comment is precisely correct (bold my emphasis):


This is a truly exceptional permission that needs to be properly understood. It requires moral or physical impossibility to go to Confession and the necessity to receive Communion - such as a priest who MUST celebrate Mass.﻿


The fella you quote, "I know that I can receive Communion even if I am not in a state of grace if I have the intention to go to confession" is dead wrong, and he is risking his soul.


The commentary on this Canon states:





This Canon refers to any person who administers or receives the sacrament. An act of perfect contrition does, indeed, provide forgiveness of mortal sin; however, as the second precept of the church reminds us, the obligation to confess before receiving the Eucharist remains. This obligation can only be dispensed a iure when, perfect contrition being presumed, the following two conditions are met (bold, my emphasis):


1) A grave cause: danger of death, or of embarrassment if Communion is not taken or celebrated;


2) The impossibility of making a prior confession through lack of confessor. Naturally, the act of contrition requires, as one of its integral parts, the firm intention to confess, which must be satisfied at the earliest opportunity.


Impossibility does not mean that one is too busy to go to Mass﻿﻿ because they need to mow the lawn, fix the roof, prepare Christmas dinner, other such excuses. Impossibility also does not mean that one can forego confession because the priest who is normally one's confessor is not available, but other priests in other parishes are available.


Embarassment refers to the availability only of a confessor who is known personally and who cannot be approached without embarrassment. One should never allow embarrassment to prevent confession. But, for some who are immature or lack self-esteem or some other psychological impediment, then the person, after making a Perfect Act of Contrition, may receive the Eucharist. The person, however, must go to the Sacrament of Confession as soon as possible. Failure to do this constitutes mortal sin.


There is a story told about a Nun in the monastery where St. Teresa was the Mother Superior. Everyone thought this Nun was very saintly and surely went straight to heaven when she died.


One day when St. Teresa was in the chapel praying an apparition appeared before her. It was this Nun who had died. St. Teresa expected to see the Nun in bless thinking that God allowed her to appear from heaven, or at least in the pain of purgatory. Neither was the case. This Nun, whom everyone thought be very saintly, was in hell.


The Nun asked St. Teresa to tell the other sisters to never refrain from confessing sins that are embarrassing. This Nun had done that. There was some sin to which she was so embarrassed to confess that she never confessed it and died in a state of sin.


Folks, never but never allow embarrassment to keep you from the Sacrament of Confession.


In the case of which we are discussing, however, we are presuming that the person who refrained from confession because of embarrassment that the priest knows him later did go to confession with some other priest. Remember then this prayer circumstance there must be an Perfect Act of Contrition and a solemn promise to confess properly in the sacrament at the earliest opportunity.


A Perfect Act of Contrition is one in which a person is sorry for their sins because they love God home they have disappointed. An Imperfect Act of Contrition is one in which the reason the person sorry for their sins is because they fear hell. The difference between these two is that the motivation is love in the first case and fear in the second case. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2046" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2046� EXTRACT 


November 4, 2011


I read that we do need to be judgmental, that it’s wrong to let God be the judge. 


We are all human; therefore are we not flawed to place judgment upon others? –Marie





We are to make proper judgments. If a man comes to your door and points a gun to your head, you will judge that he is a criminal wanting to do evil. This is a correct judgment.


We are to judge behavior and ideas. We are not to judge a person's heart and state of soul, nor are we to judge hypocritically or with a double-standard. We cannot judge a person to hell, but we can say that the person's behavior places his soul "on the road to hell" unless he repents.


There is an entire essay on this subject, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" \t "_blank" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�﻿, that explains the details on this. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM 





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2131" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2131� EXTRACT


April 3, 2012


There is one passage, Bro. Ignatius, that I do recall, one that even a person who never picked up a Bible in their life knows, 'judge not, lest you be judged'. –Josephine


We cannot judge diminished capacity as we cannot judge a soul.


But, that famous passage, "Judge not, lest ye be judged," is perhaps the most misinterpreted passage in the Bible, along with the "turn the other cheek" passage.


We are to judge. The bible repeatedly teaches us to judge. St. Paul specifically teaches that we are to judge fellow Christians (1 Corinthians 5:12).


We are to judge properly, however. The type of judgments we are not to make are the judgment of a hypocrite who does the same thing that he accuses of others, the judgement of double-standard that applies one standard for some and another standard for others, and the judgment of someone's soul. 





We can never judge a person to hell. We can, however, warn people that their behavior is risking their soul.


We are, obviously, to judge behavior and ideas. Anyone who does not judge behavior and ideas is a liar and a fool. The Church teaches, for example, that we are to admonish sinners. That cannot be done without making a judgment that the person has sinned. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2178" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2178� 


July 8, 2012


My daughter was married last weekend in the Catholic Church where she grew up. She has married a man, who though a baptized Catholic has not practiced since a child and now says he does not believe in God. His father is also an unbeliever. Since the pastor at this church was away that weekend, she chose a wedding conducted by the deacon, without the Eucharist as part of the sacrament. Though it grieved me not to have the Eucharist as part of the celebration, I later confided to my older daughter (now also claiming to have lost her Faith, despite a degree in Theology from the University of Dallas) that I was relieved that the Eucharist was not subjected to potential sacrilege, with many non-believers present, including several who publicly flaunt their homosexuality. My daughter was appalled that I made such a judgemental statement. Was I wrong in feeling this way? –John





I applaud your daughter for doing the right thing to avoid any sacrilege by not offering communion during her wedding.


As for your other daughter, as I understand the situation you describe, you expressed relief that Our Lord was not abused by those not qualified to receive our Lord, such as by non-believers and homosexuals.


Your judgment and feelings on the matter are spot on and totally correct. Sacrilege of the Blessed Sacrament is about the most serious sin possible. St. Paul describes that people were sick and some even died because they committed sacrilege against the Body and Blood of our Lord (1 Cor 11:27-30).


As for your daughter, if she does not believe in making judgments about people, then why did she judge you as being judgmental? I always get a kick at these so-called "let's not judge" hypocrites.


We are to make judgments, just not judgments of a person's soul, or judgments that are based on double-standard or hypocrisy. Otherwise we have a duty to judge behavior and ideas.


When a person chastises a person for telling the truth about something, what they are really saying is, "Please do not judge because I want to do this sin and not have to feel guilty about it."


You may be interested in an essay that talks all about this called, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan�. This essay goes into great detail on the theology and biblical exegesis of the three demonic lies: 1) never judge anyone; 2) all opinions are equal; and 3) never step on toes. All the problems in our society and in our Church can be distilled down, I believe, to one or more of these three lies of Satan.


As for so-called "tolerance", those that preach most on tolerance are the most intolerant people on the planet. Bishop Fulton Sheen, who was recently raised to the honor of "Venerable Servant of God" (the first step in the canonization of saints), said back in the 1930s:


“America is not suffering from intolerance. It is suffering from tolerance of right and wrong, truth and error, virtue and evil, Christ and chaos. Our country is not nearly so much overrun with the bigoted as it is with the broadminded. In the face of this broadmindedness, what the world needs is intolerance.”


Thirty years later, the essayist Louis de Wahl wrote an essay called, "Against Tolerance," in which he put the pedal to the metal on this issue:


Tolerance is not a virtue. It is no more than amiable weakness. Yet it is typical of the confused thinking of our time that many people regard it as a virtue and believe they are giving praise when they say a man is tolerant. To tolerate something means to accept it or to permit it, even though one does not agree with it. Tolerance is an entirely passive concept, and only too often serves as a cloak for indifference and cowardice. It is, as someone once said, “the lowest form of collaboration”; and for exactly that reason it entails a great deal of personal responsibility. He who tolerates evil becomes an accessory to it.


Truth, because of its very nature, is absolutely intolerant. Two plus two equals four. Truth must protest against any other result of this addition. It will not accept seventeen, and it will not accept three and nine-tenths. Only four.


Besides, there is a certain measure of condensation about tolerance. I tolerate your proximity. Nice of me, isn't it?


But the worst thing about tolerance is that it knows nothing about love. It is, at best, the pale stepsister of patience.


All this does not imply that intolerance is a good thing. The opposite of a swelling on your head is a hole in your head, and that is not so good either.


We must always love the sinner, but hate the sin. We cannot tolerate sin unless we become an accomplice to it. The Church says that in the Catechism (CCC 1868).


In short, the sentiments you expressed to your daughter were not only appropriate, but were required of you. We are always to stand for truth, and whenever and wherever we have an opportunity we must confront error and evil and present the Truth of our Lord.


"The only thing necessary for evil to triumph is for good men to do nothing." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





Judging others


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2319" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2319�  


January 24, 2013


How are we to not place judgement on others? Yet, how do we distinguish someone "good" vs. someone who is evil? Also, sometimes people can come across as mean and just not know any better. –Jessie





The idea that we are never to judge is a lie told by Satan. It is one of the three major lies that the devil tries to tell us.


We, of course, are not to judge souls, the state of one's heart (we cannot judge someone to hell, but we can say someone is on the road to hell if they do not change their ways). We are not to judge with a double-standard, or a rash judgment, but we are to judge behavior and ideas.


The essay � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/warfare/library/wp-content/docs/secret.pdf" �Three Secret Strategies of Satan� goes into great detail about this lie of Satan's and the two other lies Satan likes to tell, that of "all opinions are equal" and that "we are never to step on toes." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





“What would Jesus do”?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2322" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2322�   


January 26, 2013


Our son is getting married for the third time, your advice, pertaining to my question, "Divorced son re-marrying outside the Church" [see Attending the wedding of a Catholic who is entering a sinful third marriage, � HYPERLINK "http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2297" ��http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2297� December 26, 2012] was absolutely correct, but my wife, and mother of our son, now 50 years old, found it difficult to accept. �And so, we presented our problem to two different priests, both were sympathetic to both my wife, and my feelings. Both did suggest that Church teaching, in the Catechism, Vatican Council II, and the Code of Canon Law, were black and white, but life is in somewhat of a gray area. They both suggested that we attend the wedding so as to not alienate our son and thus, cause a separation that could become permanent. I, of course, being in total agreement with your answer, tried to present, what I knew to be absolute in the eyes of God and Church.�The one priest suggested that we both pray about this and then ask and answer this question, “What would Jesus do”? I remember years ago that such a suggestion was being promoted within the Church. I believe that such a question is wrong. First, we are not Jesus, and to presume that we can answer for Him is wrong. �Can you please help us? My wife, although a devout Catholic, is still a mother, and is finding it very difficult to reach a decision to not attend our son’s wedding. –John R.





I have to admit that I get very weary when I hear people say "what would Jesus do." That phrase, while sounding very innocent and perhaps even profound, comes from a context of the misnomer that Jesus is a 60s hippie flower child. It comes from the false notion that Jesus would never say anything harsh and never step on toes. Nothing could be further from the truth. In fact, Jesus was often harsh and he stepped on a lot of people toes. He even said that because of him families would be ripped apart. 


So let's take a look at what Jesus would do, because we know what he would do, because he says what he will do in the Bible:


(Matt 10:34-38)  "Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth; I have not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I have come to set a man against his father, and a daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law; and a man's foes will be those of his own household.


He who loves father or mother more than me is not worthy of me; and he who loves son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me; and he who does not take his cross and follow me is not worthy of me.﻿"


God is love and love according to God rejoices in righteousness and truth, and not in error and sin: (1 Cor 13:6) "[Love] does not rejoice at wrong, but rejoices in the right.”


Jesus says, (John 14:6) "I am the way, and the truth, and the life..."﻿ and he says (John 8:32) "You will know the truth, and the truth will make you free."


While Jesus did have supper with sinners he never condoned their sin, or participated in sint, or in any way became an accomplice to their sin. He did not rejoice in their sin but called them to repentance and to sin no more.


That is what Jesus would do.


Unfortunately, many priests think that the "pastoral" thing to do is to advise their parishioners to not step on toes, or to advise them in a way that will not offend them or offend others, advise them to not rock the boat. But, this is not a pastoral approach taught by God.


Christ called his bishops to be shepherds. In turn, the priests are associate shepherds. Given the fact that Christ used this image we need to find out what shepherds do, that is, how do they care for their flock?


Well, I shepherd carries his staff. With that staff he gently guides his flock on the road that they should go. But, that is not the only thing he does with that staff. If the sheep strays from the road and refuses to return the shepherd will take that staff and knock the sheep over the head. If that discipline does not work and the sheep continues to disobey and go astray, ultimately the shepherd will break the legs of the sheep. Then, the shepherd will carry the sheep over his shoulders until the legs mend. By doing this, the sheep becomes bonded to the shepherd by the time the legs are healed. The sheep will not likely go astray again.





This is the image that Christ gave his priests. This is what is happening when you see those pictures of the supposedly gentle Jesus with the sheep around his shoulders.


What I have described here is what real shepherds do. This is the image that Christ gave his priests. The Apostles knew exactly what Jesus was talking about because they knew how shepherds guide their flocks. 


Jesus was not some namby-pamby flower child. Jesus is God, and God can do nothing other than love and to be Truth. This image of the shepherd is a description of the shepherd who loves his flock. Genuine love does not support error and sin. It is a distorted and evil notion that man has invented that love means never stepping on toes or doing the hard thing. God himself practices "tough love."


God says several times in the Bible, in both Old and New Testaments, the truth about Himself that is written in the book of Hebrews 12:6-10 ~


For the Lord disciplines him whom he loves, and chastises every son whom he receives. It is for discipline that you have to endure. God is treating you as sons; for what son is there whom his father does not discipline? If you are left without discipline, in which all have participated, then you are illegitimate children and not sons. Besides this, we have had earthly fathers to discipline us and we respected them. Shall we not much more be subject to the Father of spirits and live? For they disciplined us for a short time at their pleasure, but he disciplines us for our good, that we may share his holiness. ﻿


According these biblical scriptures, a parent cannot withhold discipline and say that they love their child. Tough love sometimes has to be administered. God says that if we do not chastise our children, then we treat them as illegitimate children. God forbid that we do that.


You son is about to commit a crime, a felony (grave sin). The Church actually does use the word "crime" to refer to grave sin. To violate the law is to commit a crime. Regardless of whether man's law considers what your son is about to do as legal, it is illegal in God's law and God's law trumps all of man's law.


Let me make an analogy that might help.  Let's say that your son is about to commit the crime of robbing a bank. Because you and your wife love your son will you condone that crime? Will you do more than that and actually drive the getaway car or otherwise help him in his crime or support him in his crime. If the answer is yes, then you as his parents could go to prison too because you would be accomplices.


The Catechism is clear:


1868 Sin is a personal act. Moreover, we have a responsibility for the sins committed by others when we cooperate in them:


- by participating directly and voluntarily in them;


- by ordering, advising, praising, or approving them;


- by not disclosing or not hindering them when we have an obligation to do so;


- by protecting evil-doers.


There is absolutely no difference in this scenario of robbing a bank and a scenario of your son getting married illicitly, in violation of God's law, in committing a crime before God. Both scenarios violate God's law. Love requires that you and your wife do not attend the wedding. Love requires that your son knows that you disapprove of this wedding because he is doing it by committing a crime against God, by spitting in God's face. Love requires that you do this for the sake of his soul. He must realize that what he is about to do is so egregious that his own parents will not come to the wedding. This is not a trivial matter. The issue is dead serious. 


I understand a mother's grief. I understand that a mother wishes to always support her child. But as Jesus said, if we love our children more than we love Him then we are not worthy of Christ. And any genuine love will never rejoice in or support, or even seem to support, sin. 


St. Paul reminds us that we are not only to avoid sin. We are not only to refrain from being an accomplice to sin or to support sin in any way, but we are to avoid even the appearance of sin: (1 Thess 5:22) "Abstain from all appearance of evil."


From all of this there can be only one conclusion concerning your situation and that is, unfortunately, that you and your wife should not attend the wedding. This is the loving thing to do.


Thus, I must affirm and recommend the answer I gave in the original posting. I hope that perhaps I may have shed some light in this answer to help your wife understand the moral imperatives that this situation requires.


I do feel for her. My own children have done things against God that are far, far worse than what your son is about to do. This pains me a great deal, but I can not waiver in the truth. I have told my children that their souls are in danger while at the same time recognizing that they will make the choices they make and that I can do nothing about it.﻿ I still love my children but I will not encourage, support, or in any way allow my children to think that their sinful behavior is okay. They know my position on these matters, and they know what God's law requires. The rest is up to them. The rest is between them and God. I continue to pray that the eyes of their heart shall be enlightened to the truth, beauty, and purity that come from loving God and following His will and His definitions of love and morality that are revealed in Sacred Scripture, Sacred Tradition, and taught by God's Prime Minister on earth, the Pope. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM





"Who am I to judge?" thrown in your face? Fr. Z says, "Don’t let them get away with it!"


� HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/02/who-am-i-to-judge-thrown-in-your-face-fr-z-says-dont-let-them-get-away-with-it/" ��http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/02/who-am-i-to-judge-thrown-in-your-face-fr-z-says-dont-let-them-get-away-with-it/� Green colour emphases mine, red and black is Fr. Z’s


Posted on � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/02/who-am-i-to-judge-thrown-in-your-face-fr-z-says-dont-let-them-get-away-with-it/" \o "9:36 am" �12 February 2014� by � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/author/fatherz/" \o "View all posts by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf" �Fr. John Zuhlsdorf�





Mention the Pope’s interview “on the airplane” and we all know immediately what phrase is going to pop up.  The rafters are still rattling.


“Who am I to judge?”


What did the Pope really say? (Italian � HYPERLINK "http://saltandlighttv.org/blog/world-youth-day/a-note-on-the-popes-remarks-to-journalists-en-route-to-rome" \t "_blank" �HERE�)


Remember the context: he was asked about a priest, Msgr. Ricca, who was into some nasty stuff while on diplomatic assignment in Uruguay, and his appointment to I.O.R. (“the Vatican Bank”) and about a “gay lobby” of people who work in the Vatican.  Francis wasn’t talking about all homosexuals everywhere.


There’s a lot of talk about the gay lobby, but I’ve never seen it on the Vatican ID card.


When I meet a gay person, I have to distinguish between their being gay and being part of a lobby. If they accept the Lord and have goodwill, who am I to judge them? They shouldn’t be marginalized. The tendency is not the problem … they’re our brothers.


If they “accept the Lord”, and “have goodwill”… pretty clearly meaning, “if they are trying to live a good Christian life”, which involves continence and chastity, then I can’t point a finger at them and say they are evil, etc.  ”Who am I to judge?” depends on what went before in the same sentence.  It does not mean, “Anyone can do anything and we don’t have a right to make a moral judgement.”


I saw this point addressed another way.  It is good to see this from different angles, because that phrase “Who am I to judge?” is being hijacked by the ignorant and the malicious alike.   When you hear it, red flags should wave in your head.  When Jesus protected the women taken in adultery from being stoned to death (John 8:1-11), he said, “Neither will I condemn thee. Go, and now sin no more.”


From � HYPERLINK "http://catholicinsight.com/moral-conscience-and-who-am-i-to-judge/" \t "_blank" �Catholic Insight�:


A lesbian couple in Missouri was denied Holy Communion at one of the women’s mother’s funeral when it came to light that the two were in a same-sex relationship. [I wrote about that � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/02/priest-denies-communion-to-openly-co-habitating-lesbians/" \t "_blank" �HERE�] The two women had been parishioners at St. Columban Catholic Church for twelve years. Ms. Parker, one of the women, was quoted as saying that she hoped the priest, Fr. Kneib, would “open his eyes and fully receive the LGBT community into the church.” She further added: “We’re all God’s children and we have every right to receive Communion. … Even the Pope has said, ‘Who am I to judge?’”[There it is.]


If Ms. Carol Parker, and presumably her same-sex partner Ms. Josephine Martin, had thoroughly read what Pope Francis said in the famous interview on the plane home from Rio, she would have realized that he wasn’t condoning her disordered relationship with another woman. [Nor did Jesus, in saving the adulterous woman, condone the adultery.] While he wasn’t about to hand down a final judgement on the person, the sin is still a sin. But I suppose she, along with many other people, conveniently ignored that part.


Increasingly, “who am I to judge” and its partner “don’t judge me” have become an over-used defence that validates every sort of behaviour and excuses us from being accountable to moral truths. Too many people wrongly believe that by judging the sinful behaviour, we are judging the person. This isn’t true, of course, and when we are called to charitably speak out against the sin, we are really showing love of our neighbour and a concern for their soul. [Who thinks it is truly charitable to ignore sin?]


The truth is, we all have a moral conscience that enables us to make right judgements. Our conscience “judges particular choices, approving those that are good and denouncing those that are evil. It bears witness to the authority of truth in reference to the supreme Good to which the human person is drawn, and it welcomes the commandments” (Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1777).


Our moral conscience has been placed in our innermost being by God. Unfortunately, in a world that is loudly booming with distractions it is easy for us to avoid looking within ourselves and therefore we don’t hear the voice of our conscience. It becomes easier to fall under the influence of a secular culture that denies Christ. We need to follow the advice of St. Augustine who tells us to “return to your conscience, question it … Turn inward, brethren, and in everything you do, see God as your witness.”


Who, then, are we to judge? Well, actually, our moral conscience tells us that we have to judge—but we never judge the person. We do however have to judge the act in light of God’s laws to determine whether or not it is sinful.


The last word on this subject belongs to Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI: [Remember this?  From his Way of the Cross in 2005 for Good Friday just before his election.]





How many winds of doctrine we have known in recent decades, how many ideological currents, how many ways of thinking. The small boat of thought of many Christians has often been tossed about by these waves—thrown from one extreme to the other: from Marxism to liberalism, even to libertinism; from collectivism to radical individualism; from atheism to a vague religious mysticism; from agnosticism to syncretism, and so forth. Every day new sects are created and what Saint Paul says about human trickery comes true, with cunning which tries to draw those into error (c. f Ephesians 4, 14). Having a clear Faith, based on the Creed of the Church, is often labeled today as a fundamentalism. Whereas, relativism, which is letting oneself be tossed and “swept along by every wind of teaching,” looks like the only attitude acceptable to today’s standards. ["Who am I to judge?" improperly understood.] We are moving towards a dictatorship of relativism which does not recognize anything as certain and which has as its highest goal one’s own ego and one’s own desires. However, we have a different goal: the Son of God, true man. He is the measure of true humanism. 





Being an “Adult” means having a faith which does not follow the waves of today’s fashions or the latest novelties. A faith which is deeply rooted in friendship with Christ is adult and mature. It is this friendship which opens us up to all that is good and gives us the knowledge to judge true from false, and deceit from truth.





This is one way to parse Pope Francis’ off-the-cuff, non-magisterial, remark made during an interview on an airplane.


If you hear the phrase “Who am I to judge?” and Pope Francis being hijacked in a sly attempt to condone immoral behavior, you must challenge that usage.


Don’t be a self-absorbed promethean neopelagian!  Love the sinner but don’t accept the sin.


Don’t let them get away with it.  Don’t accept their premise.





4 out of 27 responses


1. Too often, I fear, calling a spade a spade gets confused with “judging”. It’s strange that we never hear that someone was judged when they were praised for doing something good.


2. I think many of us have always understood and appreciated the context in which the pope spoke those infamous words. His comment must be one of the most misinterpreted ever and seems bound to outlive him. But as to clarifying it, only he can effectively do that. The rest of us can just argue.


While I see no inclination on his part to supply clarity, at least he seems to have tempered his tendency toward verbal recklessness lately, or at least let’s hope so.


3. This remark should never have been made. It is an indication of the Pope’s lack of experience at that time in dealing with the Press. Sadly, it will be quoted back at us by enemies of the Church a hundred years from now.


The answer to his question, “who am I to Judge?”, is, you are the Pope, the Keeper of the Keys, the Truth, and also you are a priest, and are required in the Sacrament of Confession, acting “in persona Christi”, to judge the confession of the sinner, and on the basis of that judgement, to grant or withhold absolution..


4. Cardinal Oswald Gracias of Mumbai, the leader of Indian Catholicism and one of Pope Francis’ top advisers, last month came out strongly against a decision by the nation’s high court to reinstate a ban on gay sex, which includes penalties of 10 years to life in prison.


“The Catholic Church does not want homosexuals to be treated as criminals,” Gracias said, and cited the pope’s words when asked about his approach to gay people. “The church stand is, ‘Who am I to judge them?’ as the Holy Father has said.” � HYPERLINK "http://www.religionnews.com/2014/02/13/rare-public-split-catholic-bishops-differ-sharply-anti-gay-laws/" �HERE�: � HYPERLINK "http://www.religionnews.com/2014/02/13/rare-public-split-catholic-bishops-differ-sharply-anti-gay-laws/" ��http://www.religionnews.com/2014/02/13/rare-public-split-catholic-bishops-differ-sharply-anti-gay-laws/� 


Another perversion of the words of Pope Francis; the Cardinal would have been doing his job if he had added that homosexual acts are morally wrong and sinful- Michael


CARDINAL OSWALD GRACIAS INTERPRETS POPE FRANCIS PERSONAL REMARK ON HOMOSEXUALS AS CHURCH TEACHING � HYPERLINK "http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_INTERPRETS_POPE_FRANCIS_PERSONAL_REMARK_ON_HOMOSEXUALS_AS_CHURCH_TEACHING.doc" �http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_INTERPRETS_POPE_FRANCIS_PERSONAL_REMARK_ON_HOMOSEXUALS_AS_CHURCH_TEACHING.doc�





Pope Francis AGAIN: "Who am I to judge?"


� HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/03/pope-francis-again-who-am-i-to-judge/" ��http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/03/pope-francis-again-who-am-i-to-judge/�


Posted on � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/03/pope-francis-again-who-am-i-to-judge/" \o "12:45 pm" �18 March 2014� by � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/author/fatherz/" \o "View all posts by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf" �Fr. John Zuhlsdorf�


The Pope used again, on 17 March, the phrase “Who am I to judge?” in an informal, off-the-cuff context: his daily fervorino at his private Mass during which he says nothing that forms a part of his Ordinary Magisterium.


At � HYPERLINK "http://www.news.va/en/news/the-popes-mass-at-santa-marta-mercy-and-judgement" \t "_blank" �News.va� we find an account of the fervorino.  Alas, we never get the whole thing.  The Holy See newsies cut it up and make a hash of it, so our ability to consider context is somewhat hobbled.


Remember that the first time he used this unfortunate turn of phrase in front of journalists in an off-the-cuff way during an informal chat, all hell broke loose.  Hell was loosened, and is still being loosened, as a predictable result because most newsies and 99.9% of the low-information type out there have no notion of what the Pope was talking about.  I explain the situation more � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/02/who-am-i-to-judge-thrown-in-your-face-fr-z-says-dont-let-them-get-away-with-it/" \t "_blank" �HERE�.  Francis wasn’t talking about all homosexuals everywhere, which is want the newsies and the 99% want you to think.  The under-informed from politicians to students have claimed the phrase to mean: “Homosexuality is okay!”


That is not what the Pope was saying.


Remember: He referred to our making judgments about people who sin.  That is to say, people commit sin X, and it is a sin.  We, however, must be careful about how we view them, talk about them, etc.  They may have sinned, but they may be trying now to live in a holy way.  We should be ready to be merciful.


Let’s jump to the recent fervorino.  My emphases and comments.





In his homily at Holy Mass on Monday, 17 March, Pope Francis preached on mercy. Commenting on the day’s readings from the Prophet Daniel (9:4-10) and the Gospel of Luke (6:36-38), the Pope explained that “Jesus’ invitation to mercy is intended to draw us into a deeper imitation of God our Father: be merciful, as your Father is merciful”. However, he added that “it is not easy to understand this willingness to show mercy, because we are accustomed to presenting the bill to others: you’ve done this, now you have to do this”. In short, he said, “we judge, and we fail … to leave space for understanding and mercy”. 








[NB: Mercy is what we give to people who have done something wrong.]


In order to be merciful, “two attitudes are needed”. The first is “self-knowledge”. The Pope noted that in today’s first reading, Daniel recounts the humble prayer of the people before the God and their acknowledgement that they are sinners: “We have sinned and done wrong, but to thee belongs righteousness, and to us shame”. Reflecting on the passage, the Pope said: “In the presence of a repentant people, God’s justice is transformed into mercy and forgiveness”. [Again: mercy is what the sinner asks.  We are sinners.  We ask God's mercy.  We are asked to show mercy to sinners.]


This challenges us, he continued, by inviting us “to make room for this same inner attitude”. Therefore, “to become merciful, we must first acknowledge that we have done many things wrong: we are sinners! We need to know how to say: Lord, I am ashamed of what I have done in life”.  [All people should be ashamed of sins.  Homosexuals are people.  Homosexuals should be ashamed of sins. Homosexual acts are sins.  Homosexuals should be ashamed of homosexual acts.  We should all be merciful toward the sinner, just as we desire mercy from God and others.]


The Pope continued: “even though none of us has ever killed anyone,” nonetheless “we still have committed many daily sins”. [We are all sinners.] Therefore, “acknowledging that we have sinned against the Lord, and being ashamed in his presence is a grace: the grace of knowing that one is a sinner!” It is easy, he said, and yet “so very difficult” to say: “I am a sinner and I ashamed of it before you and I ask for your forgiveness”.  [This should be the attitude of those who commit sins.]


“Our Father Adam gave us an example of what one should not do,” the Pope added. For he blamed the woman for having eaten the fruit and he justified himself, saying: “I have not sinned; it is she who made me go down this road!” Eve then does the same thing, blaming the serpent. Yet one should acknowledge one’s sin and one’s need to for God’s forgiveness, the Pope said, and not look for excuses and “load the blame onto others”. Perhaps “someone helped me” to sin, “and opened the road: but I did it!” [Take responsibility for your sins.]


“If we act in this way,” he explained, “how many good things will follow: we will truly be men!” [!] Furthermore, “with this attitude of repentance we will be more capable of being merciful, because we will feel God’s mercy for us”. In the Our Father, in fact, we do not only pray: “forgive us our trespasses”. We also pray “forgive us as we forgive those who trespass against us”.  [Nothing in here so far about turning a blind eye to sin.  Nothing in here so far about saying that something sinful is really okay.]


The second attitude we need is “an openness to expanding our hearts”. The Pope noted that it is precisely “shame and repentance that expands a small, selfish heart, since they give space to God to forgive us”. [Not only shame about sins but also repentance.] What does it mean to open and expand one’s heart? First, it means acknowledging ourselves to be sinners and not looking to what others have done. And from here, the Pope said, the basic question becomes: “Who am I to judge this? Who am I to gossip about this? Who I am, who have done the same things, or worse?” [The Holy Father is not suggesting that we turn a blind eye to sin.  He is saying that we should be careful how we treat people who are sinners.  He also is not saying that all people commit all sins.  He is not saying that all sins are equal in gravity.  He made a distinction at the top, for example.  We understand ourselves as sinners and, therefore, we treat other sinners with mercy.  It is NOT mercy to say that a sin is not sinful.]


“The Lord says it in the Gospel: “Judge not, and you will not be judged; condemn not and you will not be condemned; forgive and you will be forgiven. Give and it will be given to you; good measure, pressed down, shaken together, running over, will be put into your lap”. This is the “generosity of heart” that the Lord presents through “the image of those going to collect grain who enlarged their aprons in order to received more”. In fact, Pope Francis said, “you can receive far more if you have a big heart!”. And he added: “a big heart doesn’t get entangled in other people’s lives, it doesn’t condemn but forgives and forgets” as “God has forgiven and forgotten my sins”. [I suggest to you that the Pope is not saying that sins should have no consequences. "You did X, but, that's okay.  All is forgiven.  Sure you can be a kindergarten teacher." Obviously the Pope is not saying this about, for example, priests who abuse children.  We can forgive, indeed, must forgive priests who do these horrible things. But mercy and forgiveness doesn't require us to be completely stupid.  We don't forgive the child abuser and then readmit him to ministry in, for example, a parish with a grade school. That is not what Francis means by "forgive and forget". When God forgives our sins in the Sacrament of Penance, our sins are forgiven, but we still have to make reparation for our forgiven sins.]








He then noted that in order to be merciful we need to call upon the Lord’s help, since “it is a grace”. And we also need to “recognize our sins and be ashamed of them” and forgive and forget the offences of others. 


[They remain, however, "offenses".] “Men and women who are merciful have big, big hearts: they always excuse others and think more of their own sins. Were someone to say to them: ‘but do you see what so and so did?’ they respond in mercy saying: ‘but I have enough to be concerned over with all I have done’”. [Again, Pope Francis is not saying that the obviously guilty mass murder is simply to be set free with the cheerful phrase, "Hey!  I'm a sinner too.  Kill a bunch of people? forgotten.  Most of us - think about it - most of need to foster a habit of forgiveness.  He is not asking us to become idiots.]


Pope Francis concluded: “If all of us, all peoples, all families, all quarters had this attitude, how much peace there would be in the world, how much peace there would be in our hearts, for mercy brings us peace! [Sure... if all of us were that way. All. But there will be some who are unrepentant sinners that create havoc in society.] Let us always remember: who am I to judge? To be ashamed of oneself and to open and expand one’s heart, may the Lord give us this grace!” [Again... "Who am I to judge?" is not permission for people to do anything they want. It is not approbation of sinful behavior. The Pope is applying an attitude of mercy to SIN.]





So, here we go again.


And remember: None of this was part of the Holy Father’s Ordinary Magisterium.  This was an informal, off-the-cuff fervorino at his private Mass.


Video 1:01





10 out of 27 responses


1. *sigh* As Daffy Duck would say just as Bugs pulls another one over him, “Not again!”


Father Z, as always I appreciate your comments in red and brackets. I just wish the rest of the Catholic world had gotten the same clarification of comments, from the ruling Pontiff. I love the Holy Father, but this is, again another moment where he has handed the enemies of the Church and the misguided progressive (c)atholics another bludgeon. Words escape me.


... Better yet a prayer to Blessed Fulton Sheen that the Holy Father refrains from off the cuff comments. *sigh*


2. This isn’t going to be good.


3. In this case, the Holy Father is speaking in the context of his homily after reading the Gospel of Luke where Christ says “Be merciful, just as your Father is merciful. Stop judging and you will not be judged.” At some point he has to preach the Gospel.


4. I understand what the Holy Father is saying. And I usually do understand what he’s getting at when I read the full context (or in this case as much context as we can get) of his statements. I just really wish he could be a bit more clear and phrase things in a way that are less likely to be misconstrued in the manner that something like, “Who am I to judge?” has been. I realize that people who are looking to affirm themselves in their sin are going to find a way to do it regardless. I just wish their ammo wasn’t coming from the mouth of the Successor of Peter.


5. Remember Benedict at Regensburg? That attack on his words was completely made up, and the reactions driven top down. But Pope Benedict did not sit on his high horse in disdain. He immediately said that he “sincerely regrets that certain passages of his address could have sounded offensive to the sensitivities of the Muslim”.


Rather than all this dancing around “Who am I to judge?” and retrospective hermeneutics, why does Francis not just come out and admit his error {Greek: hamartia}:


“Look. I was speaking to some reporters last year and accidentally used some words “Who am I to judge?” in an inappropriate context. The reaction soon reminded me that those words have an established skeptical meaning [see citations below] which is the opposite of Faith. I did not intend that meaning. I take it back. It was a mistake to use that particular phrase. Please forgive me for any confusion my insufficiently careful speech may have caused. Christ does call us to compassion and forgiveness; but he also calls us to purity and holiness.”


If he would just say “Oops!” he would regain all the respect he lost in that moment and continues to lose in such subterfuges as this contrived cover-up speech.


Hats off to you Father Z for your loyal efforts. But, to me, all this looks like embarrassing stubbornness.


Someone will say, “Who am I to judge?” … Therefore I cannot judge or evaluate whether or not a plan of action or any behavior is right or wrong. [Tom Shepherd, Adventist Theol. 1999]�Hey, maybe she’s into that sort of thing. Who am I to judge? [Tales of Graces, video game, 2009]


We then use the “who am I to judge” language so that we can rationalize our own sins. We move from “who am I to judge?” to “who are you to judge?” This attitude will not help us and others grow into the image of Jesus. [Soulgardeners 2009]


Don’t judge has become America’s favorite Bible verse. It’s short, memorable, and gets the job done. … “Middle class Americans have an almost pathological fear of appearing judgmental, so they have added an 11th commandment. Thou shall not judge. [Wolfe]” [James, Sermons 2013 June 23 {Pope's slip weeks later on July 28}]


6. There are phrases, particularly this phrase, that are trouble in or out of context. It was sloppy for the Pope to use this phrase, particularly after the dust up over the interview on the plane. 





It is also sloppy in context regarding the gospel, because Christ certainly didn’t say “Who am I to judge?” This phrase has and is used by so many dissidents either to justify their otherwise sinful actions OR by those who are in leadership to ignore the sinful actions, rather that addressing them and expecting the sinner to own them and to repent (e.g. “Woman, go, and sin no more”).


Considering he is the Pope, and not just some parish priest that the world doesn’t follow every word, may be Pope Francis should refrain from making off the cuff remarks or at least homilies for a time, or at least think through what he is going to say before he says it, so that there is much needed clarity.


7. One would think, judging from the kuhbillion times it seems like I have heard some variation on the judging theme, that this is the worst sin known to mankind. All the other lousy sins are second to this one. Back in the day, people had more interest, ability, and access to authentic teaching, but they don’t anymore. It has become even more important to for Bishops and priests, most certainly our Holy Father, to be direct, concise, and, heaven help us, frank. But let’s face it, what some of us are waiting to hear, is likely not coming.


8. The trouble is that this shouldn’t be a controversial teaching. It’s straight from Matthew 7:


1Judge not, that ye may not be judged; 2for with what judgment ye judge, ye shall be judged; and with what measure ye mete, it shall be measured to you. 3But why lookest thou on the mote that is in the eye of thy brother, but observest not the beam that is in thine eye? 4Or how wilt thou say to thy brother, Allow [me], I will cast out the mote from thine eye; and behold, the beam is in thine eye? 5Hypocrite, cast out first the beam out of thine eye, and then thou wilt see clearly to cast out the mote out of the eye of thy brother.


It is directly related to the Novus Ordo Gospel reading for the 17th, so it is a very valid subject.


Only the historical twisting of Francis’ words makes this extensive fisking necessary. While I wish you didn’t have to waste your time or bandwidth to do so, Father, I appreciate you doing so.


9. How much more effective would the Holy Father’s words have been if he finished it up by saying something like: “acknowledgement of our own sins is paramount. 


It is important in this day and age to convict ourselves before God. Take this opportunity to place yourself before God’s mercy. Harden not your heart, and GO TO CONFESSION.”? This sin that is most prevalent right now in this world is a total lack of responsibility and accountability. Most if not all of the major sin committed in this world stems from freedom without the expectation of consequence. Mercy and accountability are coequals. The only time Jesus forgave without accountability was when he forgave those who placed Him on the cross, and this was only because many of them had no concept of what they had actually done (nailed the innocent Son of God to the cross).


I have no control over what the Pope says during interviews, but the “who am I to judge” statement would have been better left alone. Its unfortunate misinterpretation has been used by lawmakers in the United States to justify laws on redefining marriage. I am sad to see it has been recycled. I can hear the words coming out of people’s mouths now, “You are judging! …You are judging!”


10. That’s a lot of red, Father. I think we should make the “Fr. Z Red-o-meter.” The more red we see from you, the more problematic the topic is.


As for this being the trial balloons to walk down the path of the remarried adulterer being admitted to Communion, we have a logical and moral impossibility. Admitting a class of unrepentant sinners to Communion destroys the Church.


1. It sanctions sacrilege. As horrible as individual acts of sacrilege are, this would openly sanction it.�2. It says to all grave sinners that they are subject to a double standard. If you are an adulterer in a second marriage, your sin is seen with “mercy.” Otherwise, are subject to the Confessional as has always been. What will the next sin to fall by the wayside in needing forgiveness?�3. Scripture is debased, since the Church has said what is in Scripture no longer applies in the way it always has. This makes all moral laws put forth in Scripture, and its inerrancy, questionable.�4. God’s will is rejected, or He is made a liar, since the prohibition of Christ is now made non-binding, and the Truth He proclaimed is now no longer true for those in adultery.�5. The annulment largely becomes irrelevant.�6. Confession is gravely wounded, as are the Keys and the power to bind and loose. Peter has now said a class of sin is loosed without repentance.�7. Firm purpose of amendment is no longer required. Rectifying the wrong is no longer necessary, nor refraining from the sin.�8. If there is a class of sin that doesn’t need to be held to account, you have to question the efficacy of Orders itself, if those in Orders now have a circumstance where they don’t have to defend the Sacred Species and reconciliation of souls in the Confessional.


Fr. Brian Harrison, OS, is utterly correct on this. It is a metaphysical, moral, and canonical impossibility that will destroy the substance of the Church.


It can also be safely said that “pastoralism” should be viewed as a kind of new version of an old heresy, since it is a sort of latter day Manicheanism or Catharism, where we can remain intellectually pure (remaining a ‘Catholic in good standing’) while committing sin in the flesh (adultery, politicians and canon 915, the SSA problem in the clergy, etc.).


We see this in the argument make by some in the Church. They posit that, for the sake of pastoral mercy, one can objectively believe in a spiritual purity (Christ’s command that there is no divorce and remarriage) but in practice allow it on account of mercy (adultery and receiving Communion in a state of objective, unrepentant sin).


This era of the Church is rife with “pastoralism” reaching back into the Council itself, where it was proclaimed by consecutive popes that we were having a non-dogmatic, pastoral council, but we now, 50 years hence, are obliged to uphold the Council as an infallible act of the Ordinary Magisterium. This is pastoralism in practice. 





Let us objectively change things in practice, but declare we aren’t really changing teaching or practice in doing that, because things are done for “pastoral considerations.”


It feels, intellectually, similar to Karl Rahner, SJ’s concept of Fundamental Option. I, a divorced and remarried Catholic, maintain my fundamental option for Christ and marriage, even though I violate His commandment in my personal actions (an adulterous life).


Perhaps we should see the attitude towards divorced and remarried Catholics as a practical application of this “pastoralism” duality, like Manicheanism or the Fundamental Option.





�UPDATE AUGUST 25, 2015


Pope Francis: “Who am I to judge?” �


The Pope’s July 29, 2013, response "Who am I to judge?" in an interview on homosexuality had soon become widely debated… and misused. 


The five words used by him again on March 17, 2014, fomenting more confusion.


The words generated a booming sale in “Who am I to judge?” buttons, bumper stickers, T-shirts, etc.


A reader commented at Fr. Z’s blog � HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/11/video-figuring-out-this-pontificate/" ��http://wdtprs.com/blog/2014/11/video-figuring-out-this-pontificate/�:


The “who am I to judge” comment … was not an official comment, but it has become a de facto official comment. The media treats it as such, the average Catholic who doesn’t read blogs like this believes it, and now bishops around the world are reassessing previous positions.





� �





Pope on homosexuals: ‘Who Am I to Judge?’


� HYPERLINK "http://ncronline.org/blogs/ncr-today/pope-homosexuals-who-am-i-judge" �http://ncronline.org/blogs/ncr-today/pope-homosexuals-who-am-i-judge� EXTRACT


By John L. Allen, Jr., July 29, 2013


� HYPERLINK "http://ncronline.org/locations/aboard-papal-plane" �ABOARD THE PAPAL PLANE�


One way to tell that a pope is feeling good at the end of a long trip is when he comes back to the press compartment and does precisely what he said at the beginning of the journey he won't, or can't, do.


On the way to Rio de Janeiro on July 22, Pope Francis told reporters, "I don't give interviews." But at the end of his seven-day tour de force in Brazil, not only did the pope give an interview, he gave a whopper of one.


He took questions from reporters traveling aboard the papal plane for a full hour and 21 minutes with no filters or limits and nothing off the record. Francis stood for the entire time, answering without notes and never refusing to take a question. The final query was an especially delicate one about charges of homosexual conduct against his recently appointed delegate to reform the Vatican bank, and not only did Francis answer, but he actually thanked reporters for the question.


On background, officials said the decision to hold the news conference aboard the 12-hour flight from Rio de Janeiro to Rome was a personal decision by Francis and that aides at one point had counseled him against it.


Not since John Paul II, prior to the debilitating effects of his illness, has a pope engaged in such a free-wheeling and spontaneous exchange with the press. Francis spoke in Italian and Spanish, the languages in which his comfort level is the greatest.


Among other points, Pope Francis:


(Replied when asked about the Vatican's alleged "gay lobby" that while a lobby might be an issue, he doesn't have any problem with the inclination to homosexuality itself: "Who am I to judge them if they're seeking the Lord in good faith?" he said.


[…]


Gay lobby


"There's a lot of talk about the gay lobby, but I've never seen it on the Vatican ID card."





"When I meet a gay person, I have to distinguish between their being gay and being part of a lobby. If they accept the Lord and have goodwill, who am I to judge them? They shouldn't be marginalized. The tendency [to homosexuality] is not the problem ... they're our brothers."





On Gay Priests, Pope Francis Asks, ‘Who Am I to Judge?’


� HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/30/world/europe/pope-francis-gay-priests.html?_r=0" �http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/30/world/europe/pope-francis-gay-priests.html?_r=0� EXTRACT


By Rachel Donadio, July 29, 2013


Rome — For generations, homosexuality has largely been a taboo topic for the Vatican, ignored altogether or treated as “an intrinsic moral evil,” in the words of the previous pope.


In that context, brief remarks by Pope Francis suggesting that he would not judge priests for their sexual orientation, made aboard the papal airplane on the way back from his first foreign trip, to Brazil, resonated through the church. Never veering from church doctrine opposing homosexuality, Francis did strike a more compassionate tone than that of his predecessors, some of whom had largely avoided even saying the more colloquial “gay.”


“If someone is gay and he searches for the Lord and has good will, who am I to judge?” Francis told reporters, speaking in Italian but using the English word “gay.”


Francis’s words could not have been more different from those of Benedict XVI, who in 2005 � HYPERLINK "http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/ccatheduc/documents/rc_con_ccatheduc_doc_20051104_istruzione_en.html" \o "Encyclical" �wrote that homosexuality� was “a strong tendency ordered toward an intrinsic moral evil,” and an “objective disorder.” The church document said men with “deep-seated homosexual tendencies” should not become priests.


Vatican experts were quick to point out that Francis was not suggesting that the priests or anyone else should act on their homosexual tendencies, which the church considers a sin. But the fact that he made such comments — and used the word “gay” — was nevertheless revolutionary, and likely to generate significant discussion in local dioceses, where bishops are divided over whether to accept priests who are gay but celibate.


“It’s not a great opening in terms of contents, but the fact that he talked about it that way is a great novelty,” said Paolo Rodari, a Vatican expert at the Italian daily La Repubblica. Francis would probably agree with Benedict’s writings on homosexuality, he added, “but it doesn’t interest him.”


“It interests him to say that the problem in the end isn’t if someone has this tendency, the important thing is to live in the light of God,” Mr. Rodari said. “Said by a pope, it’s enormous.”


Francis also told reporters that while Pope John Paul II had definitively closed the door to female priests, he sought a “theology of women” and a greater role for them in Catholic life, news reports said.


The pope’s comments on homosexuals and women in the church were yet another sign of the different directions from which Benedict and Francis approach doctrine. While Benedict, the shy theologian, focused more on ethics and advocated a purer church, even if it might end up being smaller, Francis was elected for his belief that the Catholic Church must engage in dialogue with the world — even with those it disagrees with — if it wants to stay vibrant and relevant.


“At a certain point, tone becomes substance if it’s seen as revitalizing the prospects of the church,” said John L. Allen, Jr., a Vatican expert at The National Catholic Reporter.


[…] During his papal trips, John Paul II loved to walk to the back of the plane and chat with reporters, while Benedict only responded to a handful of preselected questions. Francis, on the overnight flight back to Rome from Rio de Janeiro, spoke freely to reporters for 80 minutes about everything from the Vatican Bank troubles to his decision not to live in the Apostolic Palace but rather in a Vatican residence.


Francis did not dodge a single question, even thanking the person who prompted his comments on homosexuality, asking about � HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/13/world/europe/pope-is-quoted-as-acknowledging-a-vatican-gay-lobby.html?ref=francis" \o "Times article" �Italian news reports of a “gay lobby”� inside the Vatican, with clerics blackmailing one another with information about sexual missteps. “So much is written about the gay lobby. I have yet to find on a Vatican identity card the word ‘gay,’ ” Francis said, chuckling. “They say there are some gay people here. I think that when we encounter a gay person, we must make the distinction between the fact of a person being gay and the fact of a lobby, because lobbies are not good.” […]





'Who am I to judge?' marks new tone on homosexuality


� HYPERLINK "http://www.johnthavis.com/who-am-i-to-judge-marks-new-tone-on-homosexuality#.VerLfBGqqkp" �http://www.johnthavis.com/who-am-i-to-judge-marks-new-tone-on-homosexuality#.VerLfBGqqkp� 


By John Thavis, July 29, 2013


It’s amazing how five simple words – “Who am I to judge?” – can change perceptions and open doors.


The words came from Pope Francis to reporters on his plane back to Rome following a weeklong trip to Brazil, and the topic was homosexuality.


The pope's remarks were telling, both for what he said and what he didn't say.


I was not on the plane, but my former colleague Cindy Wooden of Catholic News Service was on board:


"A gay person who is seeking God, who is of good will – well, who am I to judge him?" the pope said. "The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains this very well. It says one must not marginalize these persons, they must be integrated into society. The problem isn't this (homosexual) orientation – we must be like brothers and sisters.”


Amid the media attention that inevitably followed, it’s important to note that although the pope was responding to a question about an alleged “gay lobby” in the Vatican, his comment was not specifically about gay priests.








Some media have portrayed the pope as saying he would not judge priests for their sexual orientation, which would seem to call into question the Vatican’s 2005 document that ruled out ordination for men with “deep-seated homosexual tendencies.” Based on the pope’s actual words, I think that’s a stretch.


In fact, what the pope said – as he himself pointed out – is essentially affirmed in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which states that gay men and women “must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity.”


What the pope didn't discuss with journalists was the catechism’s line that the homosexual inclination is itself “disordered.” That was the basis for the Vatican’s ban on gay priests. Francis didn’t disown that particular teaching, he just didn't mention it.


It’s an important shift in emphasis. And Pope Francis is clearly trying to reach out to those who have been alienated by the church’s statements about homosexuality in recent years.


Although comparison between Pope Francis and Pope Benedict is not always fair, I think in this case it’s instructive. When asked about the church’s teaching on homosexuality in a book-length interview in 2010, Pope Benedict responded that gay men and women deserve respect, but added: "This does not mean that homosexuality thereby becomes morally right. Rather, it remains contrary to the essence of what God originally willed.”


Pope Benedict went on to say that homosexuality among the clergy was “one of the miseries of the church” and that “homosexuality is incompatible with the priestly vocation.”


“Who am I to judge?” sends a very different message.


UPDATE: Here's a translation of the relevant portion of the Q and A aboard the papal flight. The English translation was done by Father Tom Rosica of Salt + Light TV, on the basis of an Italian transcript provided by Vatican spokesman Father Federico Lombardi:


The Question to Pope Francis from Ilse, a journalist on the Papal flight:


Ilse: I would like to ask permission to pose a rather delicate question. Another image that went around the world is that of Monsignor Ricca and the news about his personal life. I would like to know, your Holiness, what will be done about this question. How should one deal with this question and how does your Holiness wish to deal with the whole question of the gay lobby?


The Pope’s Answer:


Regarding the matter of Monsignor Ricca, I did what Canon Law required and did the required investigation. And from the investigation, we did not find anything corresponding to the accusations against him. We found none of that. That is the answer. But I would like to add one more thing to this: I see that so many times in the Church, apart from this case and also in this case, one looks for the "sins of youth," for example, is it not thus? And then these things are published. These things are not crimes. The crimes are something else: child abuse is a crime. But sins, if a person, or secular priest or a nun, has committed a sin and then that person experienced conversion, the Lord forgives and when the Lord forgives, the Lord forgets and this is very important for our lives. When we go to confession and we truly say “I have sinned in this matter,” the Lord forgets and we do not have the right to not forget because we run the risk that the Lord will not forget our sins, eh? This is a danger. This is what is important: a theology of sin. So many times I think of St. Peter: he committed one of the worst sins denying Christ. And with this sin they made him Pope. We must think about fact often.


But returning to your question more concretely: in this case [Ricca] I did the required investigation and we found nothing.  That is the first question. Then you spoke of the gay lobby. Agh… so much is written about the gay lobby. I have yet to find on a Vatican identity card the word gay. They say there are some gay people here. I think that when we encounter a gay person, we must make the distinction between the fact of a person being gay and the fact of a lobby, because lobbies are not good.  They are bad.  If a person is gay and seeks the Lord and has good will, who am I to judge that person? The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains this point beautifully but says, wait a moment, how does it say, it says, these persons must never be marginalized and “they must be integrated into society.”


The problem is not that one has this tendency; no, we must be brothers, this is the first matter. There is another problem, another one: the problem is to form a lobby of those who have this tendency, a lobby of the greedy people, a lobby of politicians, a lobby of Masons, so many lobbies. This is the most serious problem for me. And thank you so much for doing this question. Thank you very much!





�


ONE OUTCOME: Friars from Boston's St. Anthony's Shrine pose for MassResistance as they put up the banner for their booth at the Boston Gay Pride Festival, June 2014.





� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicworldreport.com/Item/3013/who_is_pope_francis_to_judge_not.aspx" �Who Is Pope Francis to Judge Not?�


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicworldreport.com/Item/3013/who_is_pope_francis_to_judge_not.aspx" �http://www.catholicworldreport.com/Item/3013/who_is_pope_francis_to_judge_not.aspx� 


By Dr. Leroy Huizenga, March 20, 2014


The modern world cannot comprehend mercy because it cannot comprehend sin.


“Judge not, lest ye be judged,” says Jesus Christ. “Who am I to judge?” says his Vicar on earth, Pope Francis. And the World, standing as it does under Satan’s domination, as the New Testament affirms, tends to twist any words of goodness, beauty, or truth offered it. And so when Pope Francis uttered “Who am I to judge?” in an informal interview on an airplane last summer when asked about a “gay lobby” in the Vatican, the World denuded his words, stripping them of context and finding there (if not outright affirmation of homosexual relations) � HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/30/world/europe/pope-francis-gay-priests.html?pagewanted=all" �real daylight between Pope Francis and his predecessor�.


It’s clear that Pope Francis was � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/1303303.htm" �speaking of those with a homosexual orientation�, and not approbating any behavior:


A gay person who is seeking God, who is of good will—well, who am I to judge him? The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains this very well. It says one must not marginalize these persons, they must be integrated into society. The problem isn't this (homosexual) orientation—we must be like brothers and sisters. The problem is something else, the problem is lobbying either for this orientation or a political lobby or a Masonic lobby.


Now, Pope Francis has done it again, deliberately, � HYPERLINK "http://www.news.va/en/news/the-popes-mass-at-santa-marta-mercy-and-judgement" �in his fervorino on Monday�, St. Patrick’s Day, uttering “Who am I to judge?” And the World, once again, is tempted to take these words and twist them, as if Jesus’ words—and Pope Francis’ words—were license for license. For the World does not want to be challenged and converted; it wants to be affirmed. And so it would rather twist the words of Christ and pope than be saved.


If one reads the � HYPERLINK "http://www.news.va/en/news/the-popes-mass-at-santa-marta-mercy-and-judgement" �excerpts of the fervorino provided�, Pope Francis’ words are clear enough both for those who are searching or for those of the faithful who would receive them: “Jesus’ invitation to mercy is intended to draw us into a deeper imitation of God our Father: be merciful, as your Father is merciful.” But receiving mercy involves the recognition of the reality of sin, not its dismissal or reinterpretation, and so Pope Francis then teaches that cultivating an attitude of mercy requires the self-knowledge to own and confess our own sin, unlike Adam, who blamed Eve, and Eve, who blamed the serpent: “to become merciful, we must first acknowledge that we have done many things wrong: we are sinners! We need to know how to say: Lord, I am ashamed of what I have done in life.”


Pope Francis, the vicar of Christ, is channeling Christ here perfectly, and so goes on to quote Christ’s words from Matthew 7: “The Lord says it in the Gospel: ‘Judge not, and you will not be judged; condemn not and you will not be condemned; forgive and you will be forgiven. Give and it will be given to you; good measure, pressed down, shaken together, running over, will be put into your lap.’”


Many in the modern world find an out in Jesus’—and thus Pope Francis’—words about judgment, a way to get off the hook about sin, wielding them wrongly as a shield to deflect moral claims, as if Jesus were speaking about moral judgments. And the reason for that is modernity’s peculiar preoccupation with ethics and epistemology in its attempts to fill the felt void left by the collapse of the medieval worldview, wherein a robust metaphysics bred confidence that one could know the nature of reality and the nature of humanity and thus what human beings were for and what they were to do. The failure of the modern project—the attempt to root knowledge and ethics in some sort of pure reason—means that most people nowadays don’t think much can be known about anything, especially morals. And thus Jesus’ and Pope Francis’ words are heard as affirmation that “I’m OK, and you’re OK, and everything is OK.”


But no one is “OK.” Neither the Jesus of the Gospels nor the Pope who proclaims Jesus and the gospel under the name of Francis suffers from the skepticism that drives our easygoing relativism. In the Sermon on the Mount, in the Gospel of Matthew, the context in which Jesus gives his famous teaching forbidding judging, Jesus knows precisely what sin is, names it, and calls people from it to righteousness. He does this so that having received mercy instead of the condemnation their sins deserve, they may also turn round and have mercy upon other sinners—“forgive us our sins, as we forgive those who sin against us”—while also guarding themselves against swine and dogs, who trample holy pearls while on the attack.


Here too we might mention hypocrisy, as many men and women nowadays find moral claims inherently hypocritical, since no one seems capable of living up to his or her own standards. As La Rochefoucauld once said, “Hypocrisy is the homage vice rends to virtue.”


As it happens, the Matthean Jesus had much to say about hypocrisy and hypocrites, railing frequently against them. Those people who harbor the modern disdain for the supposed externals of ritual understand Jesus to be saying that religion is not religion at all, but an internal affair of the heart. And certainly Jesus does stress the importance of internal purity and righteousness, but what moderns miss is that he doesn’t denigrate externals thereby and reduce faith and morals to a private internal matter. For the Jesus of Matthew, “Thou shalt not kill” concerns much more than refraining from literal murder; it concerns anger and harsh words as well. But it still very much concerns literal murder. In a similar way Jesus teaches that the prohibition of adultery also concerns lust, but literal adultery is still forbidden.


For the Jesus of Matthew, then, hypocrisy isn’t a concern for ritualistic externals when faith concerns internal matters of the heart. Rather, hypocrisy is the failure of the internal and external to align. If one’s heart is right, then external things—speech, action, ritual—will align. “For out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaks…what comes out of the mouth proceeds from the heart…. For out of the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, sexual immorality, theft, false witness, slander.” 








Indeed, Jesus affirms the importance of externals in his severe woes against the scribes and Pharisees. He accuses them of tithing herbs while neglecting the weightier matters of the law, justice, mercy, and faithfulness, and then affirms both: “These you ought to have done, without neglecting the others.” And similarly, “You blind Pharisee! First clean the inside of the cup and the plate, that the outside also may be clean.”


In all of this, Jesus isn’t rejecting moral judgments but making them. And he expects his followers to make them as well. Motes and beams are real, and must be removed, not accommodated. 


If anything, Jesus is turning up the dial on sin so that God’s mercy might really rain down in torrents, as he teaches his hearers that sin isn’t merely a matter of avoiding the big things—killing, stealing, fornicating—but rather is a cancer constricting the heart. Receiving God’s mercy means healing, a cure then to be extended also to others. But the modern world cannot comprehend mercy because it cannot comprehend sin, and so it often chooses to trample the pearl of mercy. In its endless quest for affirmation, it misses out on mercy.


Many have rightly emphasized the need to see (not manufacture!) the real continuity between Pope Emeritus Benedict and Pope Francis, and it seems this is Pope Francis’ own genuine desire. More than reading Francis through Benedict, however, we need also to read Francis through Jesus, in continuity with the Lord, whose vicar he is, whose mercy to sinners he proclaims.





5 out of 10 readers’ comments:


1. "It’s clear that Pope Francis was speaking of those with a homosexual orientation" ... Not clear to anyone in the media -- who have an overt secular mentality -- and not clear to anyone who read subsequent comments. Even when The Advocate's awarding him Man of the Year suggested gross misappropriation, no clarification was forthcoming from the very candid Pope. Rather strange given the crying need for moral straight talk out there on this highly discussed topic.


To think that saying "everyone knows the Church's teaching" or "I am a son of the Church" is helpfully addressing a topic so many are being led astray on is pretty flooring. Support the Pope, yes, but defend every rhetorical effort as masterful? Not in this case. It was been hard enough to explain Church teaching on this point before: now it seems impossible. I am glad he wanted to make life easier for his appointee-friend, but for the rest of us he has made it much more difficult. The culminating misstep was Dolan's recent "Bravo!" All quite discouraging.


2. Is a call to repentance judging?


Jesus calls all of us to repentance before GOD visits upon our heads His final judgement.


But apparently, any mention of sin is considered being judgmental.


3. Did Jesus ever excuse people's sins? That is what Pope Francis say we must do in his fervorino. That attitude is condescending. I recall that Jesus forgave sins, not excused them. Forgiving someone addresses the dignity due every human - excusing does not.


Jesus also never lost an opportunity to teach the truth - even to the devil during Christ's temptation in the desert. Even then, Our Lord was teaching that devil!


Francis' train of thought is almost right but ...not...quite.


4. If a Father refuses to teach the little child that stealing is a sin, when his child stole somebody goods while the father in his intention maintains the teaching who am I to judge, what will the society teach the child and the Father. Pope Francis is the visible Christ, and Christ is there for his sheep, when he refuses to state it clearly to homosexuals that, Gay is totally against the will of God and offensive to humanity then absolutely he is not getting it. We all know the right thing and the truth remains that a gay cannot seek God while still a gay.


5. You seem to be saying what is commonly understood as a proper disposition toward sin and the practice of mercy and charity. Sometimes it seems that Pope Francis is not quite disseminating all of the nuances associated with Christian charity for the sake of more radical proclamations like this "No One Can Judge": � HYPERLINK "http://w2.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/cotidie/2014/documents/papa-francesco-cotidie_20140623_no-one-can-judge.html" �http://w2.vatican.va/content/f...�


Once again we're left trying to reconcile this teaching with Jesus and all who come before who preach the faith. Maybe when Francis says 'judge' he means 'judge in a bad or hypocritical way'. Maybe he means 'judge' like someone who is compulsive about seeing fault in others and not someone who is simply proclaiming what is evidently true and in a loving way for the instruction of others.


You see Francis warns that the one who judges is objectively wrong because they seek to take God's place. This characterization seems to disregard the fact that God sent his Son as an example to us, and that we have been given instruction through revelation. If Francis is right then why is there such a thing as revelation?


I just find it frustrating that the Pope will make these kinds of arguments that are not representing the WHOLE truth. Jesus in all of His mercy and tenderness towards sinners very openly discussed the reality of hell and sin and the standard to which we are held to follow in His ways. Yes He had authority to do so, but He also sent us out as evangelizers! He sent us out to gather in his flock of lost sheep.


He did NOT teach that sin is relative and only perceivable by God the Father. He taught objective instances of sin, and it is our hope that the truth of God has been implanted in our hearts through the Word of God and through the influence of the Holy Spirit in our very beings.





“Who Am I to Judge?” Revisited


� HYPERLINK "http://www.thecatholicthing.org/2014/05/27/who-am-i-to-judge-revisited/" �http://www.thecatholicthing.org/2014/05/27/who-am-i-to-judge-revisited/� 


By Fr. � HYPERLINK "http://www.thecatholicthing.org/author/jschall/" �James V. Schall, S.J.� May 27, 2014








On the Internet, Pope Francis’ question “Who am I to judge?” – is cited hundreds of times. Almost always, the citation implies some approval of homosexual life-style. Two scriptural passages are close to the same phrase: “Who was I (Peter) that could withstand God?” (Acts 11:17); “Who are you to pass judgment on another’s servant?” (Romans 14:4)


Pope Francis’s question occurred in an interview as he was returning from World Youth Day in Rio. The pope referred to a gay person who “is searching for the Lord and has good will.” In that context, one could say: “Who am I to judge?” But what of one who does not “search” or have “good will?”


If the same gay man were actually confessing in the Sacrament, the priest would have to “judge” either to give absolution or not, depending on his assessment of the man’s resolve to “sin no more.” If the man did sin and was repentant, his sins are forgiven. Forgiveness, however, is not license to return to old ways, even though it is difficult to change habits. We can sin again and be forgiven again. Forgiveness of sins is what Christianity is about. It is not about making what is a sin not a sin.


Pope Francis words – “Who am I to judge?” – are usually understood to mean that what is called by the Scripture or the Church a “sin” need not be considered as such. Thus, analogously, practitioners of divorce, contraception, homosexuality, drugs, adultery, abortion, fetal experimentation, and euthanasia are no longer “judged” to be “wrong.”


In this misreading, the Church has “changed.” Not even the pope, by his own admission, can say anything effective about those who engage in such practices.


A whole industry has arisen to show that this pope did not “mean” to change any basic teachings. He was restating the classical doctrine that God was the final judge of each individual soul. He did not mean that God suddenly changed His mind on divorce, fornication, adultery, abortion, homosexuality, gay marriages, euthanasia or other widely practiced issues.


“Who am I to judge?” means, basically, that God makes the laws of being. We do not. But He does make them. They are for our good. To violate any one of them will undermine some aspect of our being and good. We can trace what happens when we make what is evil to be good in the lives of human beings and societies.


“Sin,” as such, is evil, but that is not the last word. We can freely repent. The New Testament begins with “repent and believe.” What cannot be “forgiven” are “ideas” that make evil good in such a way that we now advocate what is evil as “our good.” When Pope Francis cited the “Who am I to judge?” passage, he was widely understood to have, in effect, blessed relativism. Many people today simply “assume” that, with Pope Francis, the Church has now accepted “modernity.” Implicitly, she admits that her famous prohibitions were wrong.


The similar passage in Acts concerned the salvation of Gentiles. The immediate issue was eating meat of animals designated as “unclean” by the Old Law. Peter has a vision, guided by the Holy Spirit, no less. He sees that all animals, tame and wild, are clean. All of these are good. (I often cite this passage to my vegetarian friends). Peter had just insisted that he would not violate the Law. He is corrected. He is to distinguish what is essential from what is not. He is not to “withstand” (judge) God.


Peter is thus free to eat, or not eat, whatever he wants. He just cannot say to someone who enjoys quail or pork chops that it is “wrong” to eat them. Such a principle, of course, cannot be used to recommend sugar, a good, to a diabetic. We are still to use our brains.


Peter was not only corrected about food, but also about who can be included in the new community. At first, Peter thought only Jews were to be included. But suddenly he is confronted by Cornelius, a Roman soldier. (Acts 10) He has had a vision. He is to go to Joppa and find Peter. Peter realizes that this man must be accepted.


Peter finally says: “I begin to see how true it is that God shows no partiality. Rather the man of any nation who fears God and acts uprightly is acceptable to him.” (11:34-35) Peter does not say that anyone who leads a life that is not “upright” is “acceptable” to God. To “fear” God obviously means that God stands for something, not just anything.


The glorious run of “Who am I to judge?” has often become a tool to reverse the moral order. It can confuse the liberation that comes from acting rationally within metaphysical and moral order with acting “freely,” wherein nothing exists but what “I judge,” whatever I choose.





‘We have to judge acts’: Vatican’s Cardinal Burke dismantles ‘Who am I to judge?’


� HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/we-have-to-judge-acts-vaticans-cardinal-burke-dismantles-who-am-i-to-judge" ��https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/we-have-to-judge-acts-vaticans-cardinal-burke-dismantles-who-am-i-to-judge� 


By John Henry-Westen, September 4, 2014 


Cardinal Raymond Burke, head of the Vatican’s highest court – the Apostolic Signatura – has given a lengthy televised interview in which he decisively rectifies the false notions about Pope Francis’ “Who am I to judge” quote that has been used frequently to suggest a change in Church teaching on the matter of homosexuality.


Host Thomas McKenna of Catholic Action Insight questioned Cardinal Burke about instances where people must make judgments in light of Pope Francis’ “Who am I to judge” phrase. 


“We have to judge acts, we have to,” Cardinal Burke replied. “All day long we make judgments with regards to certain acts; this is what the natural law is: to choose good and to avoid evil.”


The Vatican cardinal added that while we can judge acts as gravely sinful we can’t say that a particular person is in grave sin, since “perhaps you are committing them without even knowing that they are gravely sinful, or perhaps you are committing them without fully consenting, who knows?”








“That kind of judgment is a part, but the acts themselves we have to judge, we couldn’t live a good and moral life otherwise,” he added.


McKenna followed up by noting that it would be wrong to interpret the pope’s phrase to indicate support for homosexual “marriage,” and Burke agreed.


The cardinal then addressed the hot button topic of tolerance and intolerance at the heart of the debate.


“I’m not intolerant of people of same-sex attraction,” he said. “I have great compassion for them and especially in our society today where many young people are led into the same-sex activity where they might not have been in the past because of complete relaxation of morals and a corruption.”


“I have great compassion for them but that compassion means that I want them to know the truth to avoid sinful acts for the sake of their own good for their own salvation and so you try to help the person,” he added. “Now that today isn’t well received by an aggressive homosexual agenda but that doesn’t mean that it’s not the right approach to take.”


Cardinal Burke warned that should we remain silent due to pressure from the aggressive homosexual agenda, we would be “presiding over the destruction of our society.”


For Cardinal Burke the approach is not only theoretical but also practical. He related that after a confirmation Mass a mother approached him angrily accusing him of calling her daughter evil.  When he asked to what she was referring she spoke of columns he wrote in the diocesan paper about the traditional definition of marriage. Her daughter, she said, was “married” to another woman. 


Cardinal Burke relates his response to the angry mother: “’No’, I said, ‘the acts which your daughter is committing are evil. Your daughter is not evil, but she needs to come to understand the truth about her situation.’”


The head of the Apostolic Signatura said there is much misunderstanding about the matter today “and sadly it leads to a lot of good people not doing what they should do, to help someone who is suffering in this condition.”





3 out of 45 comments:


1. Someone should inform Cardinal Dolan (his failing to speak out on adding Gay groups marching in a parade honoring a holy Catholic saint) that he is furthering sin instead by accepting to be Grand Marshall of the now "Gay" St. Patrick's Day Parade which condones the sin. This is a total disgrace for a so-called leader of the Church with a laity growing more confused, on what should be a Holy Day honoring the saint. Disgusting.


2. This holy man may get removed from the rest of his offices if he keeps speaking the truth in our neo-Catholic politically correct Church.


3. Unfortunately the Pope does not share his views


See Cardinal Burke Sets Record Straight on “Who Am I to Judge” 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=33098" �http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=33098� By Susan Brinkmann, September 8, 2014 





Who am I to judge?


� HYPERLINK "http://by-grace-of-god.tumblr.com/post/102833042525/who-am-i-to-judge-cardinal-francis-george-said" �http://by-grace-of-god.tumblr.com/post/102833042525/who-am-i-to-judge-cardinal-francis-george-said� 


November, 2014


� HYPERLINK "http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2014/11/16/what-americas-ratzinger-would-like-to-ask-pope-francis/" \t "_blank" �Cardinal Francis George said he’d like to ask Pope Francis� if he fully grasps that in some quarters, he’s created the impression Catholic doctrine is up for grabs.


Does Pope Francis realize, for example, “what has happened just by that phrase, ‘Who am I to judge?’?”


Francis’ signature sound-bite, Cardinal Francis George of Chicago said, “has been very misused … because he was talking about someone who has already asked for mercy and been given absolution, whom he knows well.”


(Francis uttered the line in 2013, in response to a question about a Vatican cleric accused of gay relationships earlier in his career.)


“That’s entirely different than talking to somebody who demands acceptance rather than asking for forgiveness,” he said.


“Does he not realize the repercussions? Perhaps he doesn’t,” George said. “I don’t know whether he’s conscious of all the consequences of some of the things he’s said and done that raise doubts in people’s minds.”


“The question is why he doesn’t he clarify” these ambiguous statements, George said. “Why is it necessary that apologists have to bear the burden of trying to put the best possible face on it?”


He said he also wonders if Francis realizes how his rhetoric has created expectations “he can’t possibly meet.”


“That’s what worries me,” George said. “At a certain moment, people who have painted him as a player in their own scenarios about changes in the Church will discover that’s not who he is.” At that stage, George warned, “He’ll get not only disillusionment, but opposition, which could be harmful to his effectiveness.”


Second, George said he’d like to ask Francis who is providing him advice — which, he said, has become the “big question” about this pope. “Obviously he’s getting input from somewhere,” George said. “Much of it he collects himself, but I’d love to know who’s truly shaping his thinking.”


Third, George noted that Francis often makes references to the Devil and the biblical notion of the end-times, but said it’s not clear how that shapes his vision and agenda.


Among other things, George recalled that one of Francis’ favorite books is “� HYPERLINK "http://www.amazon.com/Lord-World-Robert-Hugh-Benson/dp/1484127064?tag=crux0d-20" \t "_blank" �The Lord of the World�” by � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicauthors.com/benson.html" \t "_blank" �Robert Hugh Benson�, a converted Catholic priest and son of a former Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury. It’s an apocalyptic fantasy, written in 1907, culminating in a showdown between the Church and a charismatic anti-Christ figure.





George said he’d like to ask Francis a simple question: “Do you really believe that?”


“I hope before I die I’ll have the chance to ask him how you want us to understand what you’re doing, when you put [the end-times] before us as a key to it all,” he said.


Perhaps, George said, the sense that the end is near explains why Francis “seems to be in a hurry.”


So far, George said, he hasn’t been able to talk these things out with the new boss.


“I didn’t know him well before he was elected, and since then I haven’t had a chance to go over [to Rome] for any meetings because I’ve been in treatment,” he said.


Getting some quality time, as George describes it, wouldn’t be just about indulging his personal curiosity, but also being a good bishop.


“You’re supposed to govern in communion with the successor of Peter, so it’s important to have some meeting of minds,” he said. “I certainly respect [Francis] as pope, but I don’t yet really have an understanding of, ‘What are we doing here?’”


� HYPERLINK "http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2014/11/16/what-americas-ratzinger-would-like-to-ask-pope-francis/" \t "_blank" �Interview with Cardinal Francis George� by John L. Allen, Jr., November 16, 2014:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2014/11/16/what-americas-ratzinger-would-like-to-ask-pope-francis/" �http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2014/11/16/what-americas-ratzinger-would-like-to-ask-pope-francis/� 





� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicstand.com/yes-catholics-can-judge/" \o "Permanent Link to Yes, Catholics Can Judge!" �Yes, Catholics Can Judge!�


� HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicstand.com/yes-catholics-can-judge/" �http://www.catholicstand.com/yes-catholics-can-judge/� 


By JoAnna Wahlund, December 10, 2014


The mainstream media made much hay over Pope Francis’ July 2013 remarks in which he � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/1303303.htm" �said�, in response to a reporter’s question about an alleged “gay lobby” within the Vatican, “Who am I to judge?”


The MSM misinterpreted his comment as blanket approval for homosexual acts, and their headlines reflected their misunderstanding. Even now, whenever there’s a news story about the Catholic Church’s stance on homosexuality, reporters are quick to mention that Pope Francis said, “Who am I to judge?” about homosexuals.


However, � HYPERLINK "http://catholicstand.com/pope-francis-has-single-handedly-destroyed-catholicism/" �as is often the case�, the media didn’t bother to look at the Pope’s words � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/1303303.htm" �in context�. 


Pope Francis said, in full,


A gay person who is seeking God, who is of good will — well, who am I to judge him? The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains this very well. It says one must not marginalize these persons, they must be integrated into society. The problem isn’t this (homosexual) orientation — we must be like brothers and sisters. The problem is something else, the problem is lobbying either for this orientation or a political lobby or a Masonic lobby.


A catechized Catholic who reads these words knows that they are perfectly in line with Church teaching. Pope Francis essentially just restated paragraph 2358 of the � HYPERLINK "http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/p3s2c2a6.htm" \l "2358" �Catechism�, which says,


The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not negligible. This inclination, which is objectively disordered, constitutes for most of them a trial. They must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord’s Cross the difficulties they may encounter from their condition.


When Pope Francis said “Who am I to judge him?” he was referring to paragraph � HYPERLINK "http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/para/1861.htm" �1861�:


Mortal sin is a radical possibility of human freedom, as is love itself. It results in the loss of charity and the privation of sanctifying grace, that is, of the state of grace. If it is not redeemed by repentance and God’s forgiveness, it causes exclusion from Christ’s kingdom and the eternal death of hell, for our freedom has the power to make choices for ever, with no turning back. However, although we can judge that an act is in itself a grave offense, we must entrust judgment of persons to the justice and mercy of God. (Emphasis mine)


Pope Francis was referring to the judgment of persons with his “Who am I to judge?” comment. He was not saying that a person’s moral acts can’t be judged, because (as he knows) the Catechism says otherwise:


Human acts, that is, acts that are freely chosen in consequence of a judgment of conscience, can be morally evaluated. They are either good or evil. (CCC � HYPERLINK "http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/para/1749.htm" �1749�)


Scripture is also very clear on the fact that not only can we judge, � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/2007/0702btb.asp" �we are actually called to judge�.


“Is it not those inside the church whom you are to judge? God judges those outside. Drive out the wicked person from among you” (1 Corinthians 5:12-13) and


“Do you not know that the saints will judge the world? And if the world is to be judged by you, are you incompetent to try trivial cases? Do you not know that we are to judge angels? How much more, matters pertaining to this life!” (1 Cor. 6:2-3).


When Jesus said “Judge not, lest you be judged,” he wasn’t condemning all judgment. Rather, He was condemning rash or unjust judgment. He was not telling Christians that they could not evaluate acts and behavior of others according to the moral law – because if that was what He meant, He would have been violating his own dictate. To quote blogger and apologist � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncregister.com/blog/jimmy-akin/what-did-jesus-mean-when-he-said-not-to-judge-others-10-things-to-know-and/" \l "ixzz3GYEKTOk2" �Jimmy Akin�, “If it is wrong to make moral judgments regarding the behavior of others then it would be wrong to judge others for judging!”


Many who quote those words from the Sermon on the Mount in order to condemn someone who is judging fail to read the rest of the passage:


“Judge not, that you be not judged. For with the judgment you pronounce you will be judged, and the measure you give will be the measure you get. Why do you see the speck that is in your brother’s eye, but do not notice the log that is in your own eye? Or how can you say to your brother, ‘Let me take the speck out of your eye,’ when there is the log in your own eye? You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye.”





Notice that Jesus says that one can take the speck out his brother’s eye! However, he cautions that the person doing the judging has to make sure that their judgments are just, because God will judge hold that person to their own standards.


In the same vein, the Church cautions against rash judgment, a form of unjust judgment, which is defined in the � HYPERLINK "http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/p3s2c2a8.htm" \l "2477" �Catechism� as “assum[ing] as true, without sufficient foundation, the moral fault of a neighbor.” To avoid rash judgment, everyone should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his neighbor’s thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable way:


“Every good Christian ought to be more ready to give a favorable interpretation to another’s statement than to condemn it. But if he cannot do so, let him ask how the other understands it. And if the latter understands it badly, let the former correct him with love. If that does not suffice, let the Christian try all suitable ways to bring the other to a correct interpretation so that he may be saved.”


Another Scripture passage that is often brought up in defense of the argument that “judging is wrong” is the woman caught in adultery from � HYPERLINK "https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John%208&version=RSVCE" �John 8�:


The scribes and the Pharisees brought a woman who had been caught in adultery, and placing her in the midst they said to him, “Teacher, this woman has been caught in the act of adultery. Now in the law Moses commanded us to stone such. What do you say about her?” This they said to test him, that they might have some charge to bring against him. Jesus bent down and wrote with his finger on the ground. And as they continued to ask him, he stood up and said to them, “Let him who is without sin among you be the first to throw a stone at her.” And once more he bent down and wrote with his finger on the ground. But when they heard it, they went away, one by one, beginning with the eldest, and Jesus was left alone with the woman standing before him. Jesus looked up and said to her, “Woman, where are they? Has no one condemned you?” She said, “No one, Lord.” And Jesus said, “Neither do I condemn you; go, and do not sin again.”


Notice that Jesus asks the woman if anyone has condemned her, not if anyone has judged her. There is a distinction between judgment and condemnation, and Jesus clearly differentiates between the two. He does not say that her adultery was right, or justified, or worthy of praise. Nor did Pope Francis, in his comments about homosexual individuals, say that homosexual acts were right, or justified, or worthy of praise. The full context of his remarks shows that he was careful to make a distinction between judging based on a homosexual’s orientation, which is unjust, and judging a homosexual’s acts (or politicizing in order to advocate in favor of those acts), which is just.


As Catholics, we can judge and we are called to judge. We can’t practice the � HYPERLINK "http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/liturgicalyear/activities/view.cfm?id=1017" �spiritual works of mercy�, one of which is admonishing the sinner, without judging. Pope Francis knows this, and those who try to use his words to justify their own support of sin only display their own ignorance of Scripture and Catholic teaching by doing so.





Who am I to judge?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.crisismagazine.com/2015/who-am-i-to-judge" �http://www.crisismagazine.com/2015/who-am-i-to-judge�


By Ronald Mann, February 26, 2015


I am sick and tired of this “who am I to judge?” silliness. Only God can judge the state of the human soul. But it is pure humbug to suggest we cannot and should not judge human behavior. Reluctance to judge moral behavior is the inevitable consequence of moral relativism and moral subjectivism that has eroded confidence in the ability to determine objective moral truth on which sound judgment is based.


Judgment is an essential component of the exercise of authority. If you do not have the courage to judge, then you should avoid positions of authority. Not being judgmental is a curse of our age. When I cautioned my teenagers not to hang out with so and so, the standard response was “Oh, Dad, you are so judgmental!” Not to judge is a dereliction of duty that afflicts so much of the Church’s hierarchy. It obscures our Lord’s message, sows confusion among the faithful, and undermines lay efforts to fight against the perversions of the day.


Absence of judgment or inept judgment in regard to the pederasty scandal elevated the deviant behavior of a relatively small number of miscreant priests into an international scandal that subjected the papacy to scorn and crippled the Church for several decades. A recent example of the “who am I to judge?” question involved homosexuality and was uttered by Cardinal Dolan in a very public venue.


Cardinal Dolan said the Bible tells us not to judge people. In response to a question on Meet the Press last year about the announcement that football player Michael Sam was a homosexual, Cardinal Dolan replied: “I would have no sense of judgment on him. God bless ya. I don’t think, look, the same Bible that tells us, that teaches us well about the virtues of chastity and the virtue of fidelity and marriage also tells us not to judge people. So I would say ‘bravo’.”


So, the Bible tells us not to judge people? 


Consider: “thus says the Lord: you, son of man, I have appointed watchman for the house of Israel; when you hear me say anything, you shall warn them for me if I tell the wicked, ‘oh, wicked one, you shall surely die,’ and you do not speak out to dissuade the wicked one from his way, he shall die for his guilt, but I will hold you responsible for his death. But if you warn the wicked, trying to turn him from his way, and he refuses to turn from his way, he shall die for his guilt, but you shall save yourself” (Ezekiel 33: 7 – 9).


Neither Peter nor Paul were squeamish about judging others:


Peter said to Simon the magician “Your heart is not upright before God. Repent of this wickedness of yours … for I see that you are filled with bitter gall, and you are in the bonds of iniquity” (Acts 8: 20 – 23).


Paul said to Elymas, “you son of the devil, you enemy of all that is right, full of every sort of deceit and fraud. Will you not stop twisting the straight paths of the Lord?” (Acts 13: 9 – 10).





Here are some excerpts from the epistles that illustrate judgment:


“[W]hen Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face, because he clearly was wrong” (Gal 2:11).


“[B]rothers, even if a person is caught in some transgression, you who are spiritual should correct that one in a gentle spirit…” (Gal 6:1).


“[T]ake no part in the fruitless works of darkness; rather expose them…” (Gal 5: 11).


“[R]eprimand publicly those [presbyters] who do sin, so that the rest will also be afraid” (Tim 5:20).


“[T]herefore, admonish them sharply, so that they may be sound in the faith…” (Titus 1:13 – 14).


“[E]xhort and correct with all authority…” (Titus 2:15).


“I am convinced about you, my brothers, that you yourselves are full of goodness, filled with all knowledge, and able to admonish one another” (Rom 15:14).


“[I]t is widely reported that there is immorality among you… A man living with his father’s wife.… The one who did this deed should be expelled from your midst. I … have already, as if present, pronounced judgment on the one who committed this deed, in the name of our Lord Jesus…. You are to deliver this man to Satan for the distraction of his flesh, so that his spirit may be saved on the day of the Lord” (1 Cor 5:1 – 5).


So it is clear that the Bible often encourages judgment of the behavior of others. But those who disdain judgment often cite (Mt 7:1 – 2): “Stop judging that you may not be judged. For as you judge, so will you be judged…..” This is not an injunction against judgment, but a warning that the judgment should be rendered with a good heart free from hypocrisy, arrogance, meanness of spirit, or hate. Thus “remove the beam from your own eye first; then you will see clearly to remove the splinter from your brother’s eye” (Mt 7:5). The principal purpose of a judgment is to help my brother and others avoid debilitating actions and improve. The awesome burden of judging is the realization that we will be “judged as we have judged.” Some cite the incident of the woman caught in adultery and brought to Jesus by those who would stone her as evidence that we should not judge others. Nothing could be further from the truth. The incident manifests God’s mercy and loathing of hypocrisy, but he did judge her behavior as evidenced by his admonition: Go and sin no more.


We honor those men and women throughout the ages, who have had the courage to judge the sinful behavior of others and publicly testify against it. Despite the cost, Sir Thomas More admonished King Henry VIII not to be acclaimed as the supreme head of the Church of England since that would deny papal authority, and he also warned the king that it would be bigamous for him to marry Anne Boleyn. Did not John the Baptist judge when he publicly accused Herod of adultery because he took Herodias for his wife despite her still being married to Herod’s brother Philip? Juries judge defendants all the time.


The quality of a judgment usually depends on the information available to the judge and the impartiality of that judge. A judgment may be positive, negative, or neutral. Once a judgment has been rendered, the question becomes what should we do when asked about it? There are several options. We could say nothing or “no comment” and let the matter drop. We could say nothing publicly and rebuke, admonish, or praise in private. We could announce our judgment in an appropriate forum. Finally, we could use the public forum that posed the question to instruct viewers on precisely what the Catholic position on the subject is and emphasize that we love the sinner but hate the sin.


It is love that sometimes prompts us to speak out when the stakes are high. “Do not be deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor boy prostitutes nor sodomites … will inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor 6: 9 – 10). Cardinal Dolan squandered an opportunity to instruct not only the sinner, but also the confused and ignorant about what the beautiful teaching of the Catholic Church is. How could Cardinal Dolan add “bravo” to the end of his response? This poor homosexual must choose either a lifetime of celibate self-denial or risk eternal damnation for indulging in sexual sin.


Most priests, bishops, cardinals, and popes are good men dedicated to the service of God. But they are subject to error, bias, and vanity like everyone else. Sycophancy is an ever present danger. The Peter Principle that states that people tend to be promoted one level beyond their level of competence clearly applies at times to members of the Church hierarchy. Over recent years, we have seen sound judgment too often impaired by cowardice that masquerades as prudence and by capitulation to the zeitgeist that camouflages itself as pastoral concern.


In the modern world, instant widespread communication in many different kinds of media exposes mercilessly the shortcomings that may occur in public conversations and events. Loquacious people like Cardinal Dolan are especially vulnerable. Transparency and candor are welcome characteristics, but the Church hierarchy must learn to control the narrative.


So let us pray that God will give us the courage to make sound judgments and the wisdom to use those judgments for the benefit of his children. Judges would do well to remember Paul’s advice to Timothy: “Avoid foolish and ignorant debates, for you know that they breed quarrels. A slave of the Lord should not quarrel, but should be gentle with everyone, able to teach, tolerant, correcting opponents with kindness. It may be that God will grant them repentance that leads to knowledge of the truth, and that they may return to their senses out of the devil’s snare, where they are entrapped by him, for his will” (2 Timothy 2: 23 – 26).





Who Am I to Judge?


� HYPERLINK "http://www.patheos.com/blogs/standingonmyhead/2015/03/who-am-i-to-judge-2.html" �http://www.patheos.com/blogs/standingonmyhead/2015/03/who-am-i-to-judge-2.html� 


By Fr. Dwight Longenecker, March 22, 2015


“Who Am I to Judge?” will probably go down in history as Pope Francis’ most quotable quote.





The context of his quip is well known. On the plane back from World Youth Day in Brazil he was asked about the so called “gay lobby” in the church. He replied, “When I meet a gay person, I have to distinguish between their being gay and being part of a lobby. If they accept the Lord and have goodwill, who am I to judge them? They shouldn’t be marginalized. The tendency [to homosexuality] is not the problem … they’re our brothers.”


Putting the gay question on one side, I am increasingly interested in the question of judgement.


Most non-Catholics will take up the fashionable cry, “Who are you to judge?!” whenever anyone disapproves of anything these days. If the prevailing philosophy in our society is relativism, then “Who are you to judge?!” is the logical response to make. If there is no such thing as truth then there is no such thing as right or wrong. If there is no such thing as right or wrong, then we may do as we like and you are not to judge me and I am not to judge you. Live and let live.


Yes, but.


Catholics insist that we can make judgements. We make an objective judgement about an action but we do not make a judgement on the person or on the eternal destiny of their soul.


This is the distinction that many secularists and Protestants fail to make. They think that if you judge an action to be wrong, that you must therefore judge the person, condemn the person, isolate and finally eliminate the person.


Catholics should be able, however to step back from judging the person and separate out the action from the individual. It is not only possible to do this, but vital to do it, and here’s why:


Within Catholic moral theology any particular action can be judged as intrinsically right or wrong according to two criteria–natural law and divine revelation. We judge an action purely on the action itself without considering circumstances or motivation.


So, for example, telling a lie is wrong.  It is always wrong. It is never right. A lie is a lie is a lie. It is always wrong to lie.


It is wrong by virtue of natural law because natural law tells all human beings that there is such a thing as truth and falsehood. We know, simply by the nature of language itself, that one statement can be true and another false. We know by the nature of communication itself that communication relies on telling the truth and that a lie breaks that essential trust upon which the very nature of language itself relies. We also know from divine revelation that a lie is wrong. ” You shall not bear false witness.” says the Lord.


We therefore conclude that a lie is wrong.


In saying that we have made an objective judgement: This action is wrong.


However, judging whether an action is wrong is not the same thing as determine the guilt of the person. The guilt of culpability of a person is a different matter, and that judgement is much more difficult, and very often both impossible and unnecessary.


To continue with the example of a lie, we can say that a lie is always wrong. However, if Mrs. Florsheim (who I know has self-esteem problems) comes along wearing the most hideous hat I have ever seen and she says brightly, “Do you like my new hat?” I might say, “I love it! What a beautiful chapeau!”


I have told a lie. It is wrong. However, the circumstances and motivation of that wrong action mean that my culpability is very low–so low as to be non-existent perhaps. The circumstances (woman with low self-esteem) and motivation (I lied so as not to hurt her feelings) do not make the lie right. It is still a lie. It is wrong. However, the bad effect of the lie and my guilt remain insignificant.


Still with me?


It still would have been better not to have lied. I might have said, “Mrs. Florsheim, I have never seen a hat like that one!” or “”My dear, only you could wear that hat!”


Consequently, Catholics are able to make judgements about much more thorny moral issues with objectivity and a shrug of the shoulders because while we judge an action we do not judge the person’s guilt. We do not make a definitive judgement on the person’s guilt because we do not know all the circumstances and motivation.


Most non-Catholics do not understand these distinctions and therefore misunderstand Catholic judgements in two destructive and opposite ways.


Firstly, when they hear us make a judgment about the objective right-ness or wrong-ness of an action they think we are making a judgement on the culpability of the person, and not just the person’s culpability, but also their worth as a person, whether they are a nice person or not or whether we like them or not. So if I say, “Living together before marriage is wrong.” All they hear is a personal judgement and rejection of the person. No matter how much I make the statement objective and non-judgmental they hear otherwise.


Secondly, when we do not make a judgement of the person they accept it as condoning the action–which we might very well wish to condemn. So when Pope Francis rightly said he did not judge the gay person the world heard him saying that he did not condemn homosexual actions. Wrong response. He was simply being Catholic in not judging the gay person’s culpability, but if anyone had said, “So Hoy Father does that mean you approve of gay sex?” He would have immediately corrected them.


So can we judge? Yes. We can judge whether an action is objectively right or wrong. We do so not out of our own personal opinion, but based on natural law and divine revelation.


Do we judge the guilt of the person, rejecting or accepting them because of their decision? No. That’s not for us to do either in this world or in the next.


God’s the judge. Because he knows everything he knows all the intricacies of all the circumstance and motivations. He is therefore the only one who can judge one’s guilt or innocence.


Leading Pro-Life Priest Laments “The Francis Effect”


� HYPERLINK "http://www.onepeterfive.com/leading-pro-life-priest-laments-the-francis-effect/" �http://www.onepeterfive.com/leading-pro-life-priest-laments-the-francis-effect/� 


By � HYPERLINK "http://www.onepeterfive.com/author/steveskojec/" \o "Posts by Steve Skojec" �Steve Skojec�, May 14, 2015


“The Synod of the Family last year, set off alarm bells for most Catholics and we saw bishops against bishops and episcopal conferences fighting other episcopal conferences, and, in all of this, we…we know that heaven has given us a warning. And in 1973, at Akita, the prophecy was made that ‘The work of the devil will infiltrate even into the Church in such a way that one will see cardinals opposing cardinals, bishops against bishops” and “the priests who venerate me will be persecuted.’ Of course, this is part and parcel of our experience.”


So began a talk given last week by Fr. Linus Clovis at a gathering of pro-life leaders in Rome. Fr. Clovis is a very well-credentialed, if not widely known, leader of the international pro-life movement. From his bio on the � HYPERLINK "http://pop.org/content/meet-our-board" \t "_blank" �Board of Directors page� of the Population Research Institute:


Fr. Linus F Clovis is a priest of the Archdiocese of Castries, St. Lucia in the West Indies.  He studied for the priesthood at the Angelicum in Rome and was ordained in 1983 by Blessed Pope John Paul II.


Fr. Clovis is a qualified teacher and holds a doctorate in Mathematics and degrees in Theology, Canon Law and Latin Literature. He has served as dean of the Arts, Science and General Studies Faculty of the Sir Arthur Lewis Community College and for seven years was principal of St. Mary’s College, St. Lucia.


He is the archdiocesan spiritual director of the Legion of Mary in St. Lucia, through which he promotes devotion to Our Lady, especially that of the Rosary, the Perpetual Help novena, and the First Friday and First Saturday devotions.  


Additionally, he has led outreaches to the neighbouring islands, and annual pilgrimages to Marian shrines in over fourteen different countries.


He is also the spiritual director of the Population Research Institute and Family Life International and a versatile speaker on pro-life issues, Scripture, Mariology and on Catholic teaching in general.  Not only has he many talks and homilies on CD to his credit but he has made literary contributions to newspapers and international magazines and has published a book entitled “A Biblical Search for the Church Christ Founded.”


He is currently the Director of the Secretariat for Family and Life in the Archdiocese of Castries, which works towards reestablishing family and family life on solid Christian principles in St. Lucia. In 2003, Fr. Clovis led the resistance to the St Lucia Government’s surreptitious legalization of abortion in his Catholic island and even refused Holy Communion to the head of state for having signed abortion into law.


In his carefully-articulated talk, Fr. Clovis outlines what he sees as a prophesied crisis in the Church, one he ascribes in no small part by the Holy Father, Pope Francis himself. I’ll post the full video at the bottom, but first, I wanted to share with you some points that I transcribed. (Together, these quotes comprise a nearly complete transcript of the middle section of his talk, but some ancillary points have been left out, and the text has been broken into bullet points to accentuate those arguments of greatest emphasis.)


You will note that his criticisms of this pontificate are almost all based in Scripture and the teachings of the Church. There is nothing angry or condemnatory in his tone or manner. He speaks with confidence and concern.


“When a bishop — a Catholic bishop — can applaud sin publicly, it causes us to tremble. But this is essentially the ‘Francis Effect.’ It’s disarming bishops and priests, especially after the Holy Father said, ‘Who am I to judge?’           I as a priest say Mass, preaching, and I make a judgment about a sin, one breaking the Ten Commandments, I would be condemned for judging. I would be accused of being ‘more Catholic than the pope’. There used to be a saying — rhetorical — ‘is the pope Catholic?’ That’s no longer funny.” 


“Obedience is owed to the pope, but the pope owes obedience to the word and the apostolic tradition. We have to obey the pope, but the pope himself must obey the written word. He must obey the tradition. He must respond to the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Obedience is owed to the pope, but it is the duty of the pope to give the character of possibility to this obedience. The pope has to facilitate our obeying him, by himself being obedient to the Word of God. Pope Felix III told us, ‘an error that is not resisted is approved. A truth that is not defended is suppressed.’ So we have an obligation to resist error, and we must do everything that we can to promote the truth.”


“Once, we have had concerns about other popes, even St. John Paul, with the things he’s done which we felt uncomfortable about, I don’t think that…Pope Francis has done anything other than disconcert us. He has literally pulled the rug from under our feet. And so, he is the, the reason, the many reasons why we are concerned. Our Lord tells us in John’s Gospel, 15th chapter, ‘If the world hates you, you know that it hated Me before it hated you. If you were of the world, the world would love its own; but because you are not of the world, and I chose you out of the world, therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that I said to you, ‘A servant is not greater than his master.’ If they persecuted Me, they will persecute you; if they kept My word, they will keep yours also.’ The popes are hated, and I don’t think we had a problem with that per se. We didn’t like it. But I think that I’ll be correct in saying that we prefer our popes to be hated by the world than loved by the world. Because if he’s loved by the world, it indicates that he’s speaking the language of the world. And we know that there can be no relationship, no fellowship, between light and darkness. St. Paul tells us this.”


“The Church’s traditional enemies — and this is vocalized, articulated in Time Magazine, Rolling Stone, The Advocate, and so on — approve of him, he appeared on their front cover many times over the past two years. I came across a quote from someone who knew him in Argentina. ‘Apparently, he loves to be loved by all and please everyone, so one day he could make a speech on TV against abortion, and the next day, on the same television show, bless the pro-abortion feminists in the Plaza de Mayo; He can give a wonderful speech against the Masons and, a few hours later, be dining and drinking with them in the Rotary Club.'”


“So, how can you make a decision about a man like this, who is everybody’s friend? Our Lord tells us, ‘Nevertheless,’ this is 12th chapter of St. John’s Gospel, ‘Nevertheless, many of the authorities believed in him, [that’s in our Lord] but for fear of the Pharisees they did not confess it lest they should be put out of they synagogue, for they loved the praise of men more than the praise of God.’                                                        Am I making judgment? I don’t think so. I’m quoting scripture. Where the die falls, let it rest.”


“The Holy Father has done many controversial things, and we are concerned with the major ones, not the aberrations which come up. And the one that will go down, I suppose, to the Second Judgment, is ‘Who am I to judge.’ One of the…effects that the Holy Father does is that he takes common prejudice against Catholics, and he uses it against us. So in other words, he’s accepting what is perceived, our position to be, as if it were true. The Church does not judge persons. The Church judges actions and teachings. Even the heretics.                         Luther wasn’t condemned for his personal moral life. He was condemned for his teaching. His doctrine. And so with all the other heretics. Arius. It was his teaching that the Church judged. And has the authority to judge. But when the pope says, ‘Who am I to judge?’ he is giving the impression that the Church judges individuals because of who they are and…what they’re doing in their personal lives. That is for the confession.”


“Scripture tells us very clearly in First Corinthians chapter five St. Paul is writing to the Church of Corinth because they had accepted a man among them who was guilty of immorality. And the apostle writes, ‘But rather I wrote to you not to associate with anyone who bears the name of brother if he is guilty of immorality or greed, or is an idolater, reviler, drunkard, or robber—not even to eat with such a one. For what have I to do with judging outsiders?’ Aha! What have I to do with judging outsiders? ‘Is it not those inside the church whom you are to judge? God judges those outside. Drive out the wicked person from among you.’                                                             So, how can the successor of Peter say, ‘Who am I to judge?’ without contradicting Scripture?”


“He complains we talk too much about abortion and contraception. Well…Do we? Again, the apostle tells us ‘convince, rebuke, and exhort, be unfailing in patience and in teaching.’ So, we have an obligation to speak about those sins for which the punishment is eternal damnation in Hell. We’re talking about the salvation of souls. The Code of Canon Law ends, ‘the highest good is the salvation of souls.’ And this is why Christ founded His Church: for the salvation of souls.”


“The ‘rabbit-gate’ affair was an insult to all Catholic mothers. Those who have…risked their lives, offered their lives, and given their lives for their children, and above all, for the Gospel.”


“Our concern is of course for the upcoming synod and what appears to be favored to bring remarried divorcees to communion. This is going to be a serious blow to the Church and to the faithful. Because already it has caused a lot of confusion and misunderstanding. Even in my pastoral experience I’ve encountered women who’ve said…a mother, her son’s divorced, remarried, and says, ‘Well the Holy Father allows him to communion, doesn’t he? I don’t think it’s right, father, but the pope…’ We have that problem already. And we see the pattern, is done for Humane Vitae. It’s up there in the air, and of course it’s going to…become the law. You can do it. So, we really do need to have eyes firmly fixed on heaven, beseeching heaven, to guide our bishops.”


“There are rumors of the pastoral relaxation of Humanae Vitae….it’s not going to be contradicted, it’s not going to be deleted, it’s going to be extended. Which is so much more deadly. Because we have presented something that is evil as if it were good. And we are building this evil thing on a good foundation.”


“We love the pope! He is our father. He is our sweet Christ on Earth. There is concern among Catholics who are confused and fearful. And we and they do not wish to criticize, or worse still, to judge the pope. But, again, we are judging not his person or his office but the results of his actions. And we’re not doing this out of indignation. Because what he is doing is the cause of our indignation. And it is a threat to our faith. And it’s a threat to the Church. And it’s a danger to the salvation of souls.”


“So, can we judge the pope’s actions? Yes we can. We have no less a person than the apostle to the gentiles, St. Paul, writing to the Galatians. And he says, ‘But when Cephas came to Antioch I opposed him to his face, because he stood condemned. For before certain men came from James, he ate with the Gentiles; but when they came he drew back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision party. And with him the rest of the Jews acted insincerely, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their insincerity. But when I saw that they were not straightforward about the truth of the gospel, I said to Cephas before them all, ‘If you, though a Jew, live like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can you compel the Gentiles to live like Jews?” And this is what we are facing today. We have prominent cardinals taking an anti-Catholic stance on moral issues. Which we thought were settled! We have the Holy Father himself seeming to support them. To give his blessing to them. And what does Saint Paul say? Barnabas! St. Paul’s right-hand man was carried away by their insincerity.  So many bishops — and please, God, we have many good bishops still — when they see this, they also going to be carried away, and that’s why I think the suggestion made, that we should circulate our material to the bishops, and to priests — especially to priests — is so very, very important.”


“We have the example of history, John XXII, who taught that the blessed do not see God until after general judgment. He was opposed by the theologians of the University of Paris. By cardinals and bishops and even by kings. So these were…we have the learned, the intellectuals, the theologians, who knew what was going on and were able to oppose the pope. And of course we have those in authority, the bishops. And we have lay people as well, the kings.”


“The Code of Canon Law also tells us that we have a right to express our opinion, in Canon 212, section 3, ‘According to the knowledge, competence, and prestige which they possess,’ — and I think in this gathering…we’re showing our knowledge, the fact that we are heads of various organizations – our competence, and our prestige — we ‘have the right and even at times the duty to manifest to the sacred pastors their opinion on matters which pertain to the good of the Church and to make their opinion known to the rest of the Christian faithful…’ And this is very important. We have, in other words, to go public on this.”


“‘Now it can be said…’ — this is written by…Melchior Cano, a famous theologian in the 16th century — ‘Now it can be said briefly that those who defend blindly and indiscriminately any judgment whatsoever of the Supreme Pontiff concerning every matter weaken the authority of the Apostolic See; they do not support it; they subvert it; they do not fortify it…. Peter has no need of our lies; he has no need of our adulation.’ In other words, we must be vigilant. We must be objective in our approach to the present crisis in the Church.”


There is a great deal more in Fr. Clovis’ presentation. I urge you to watch it and come to your own conclusions: � HYPERLINK "https://youtu.be/unnV2mIF3lA" �https://youtu.be/unnV2mIF3lA� or � HYPERLINK "https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=unnV2mIF3lA&feature=youtu.be" �https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=unnV2mIF3lA&feature=youtu.be� 31:32                  It seems more and more obvious that as we approach the second half of the Synod — now just five months away — that we’re left with no more room for indecision. We must choose where to stand. It is not a question — and never could be — of choosing whether to stand with or against the pope. It is a question of ensuring that we stand as close as possible to Christ, no matter who chooses to move further away from Him than we would like. Even Peter.                                     “He who is not with me is against me, and he who does not gather with me scatters.” – Matthew 12:30                       Steve Skojec is the Founding Publisher of OnePeterFive. He received his BA in Communications and Theology from Franciscan University of Steubenville in 2001. Steve has been writing on Catholic topics for over a decade. His work has appeared in Crisis Magazine, Catholic Vote, Catholicity, Catholic Exchange, and The Washington Times. Steve lives in Northern Virginia with his wife Jamie and their six children.





7 out of 92 readers’ comments:


1. It seems safe to say that Fr. Clovis knew that making this kind of unambiguous statement is bound to have negative consequences for him personally. He has essentially placed his neck directly over the chopping block; at the very least, I can't imagine him being allowed to speak like this again without losing his faculties. Or does Archbishop Rivas have his back? Either way, he felt compelled to speak up, and my hat is off to him.


If this is to amount to something, it must reach as many diocesan priests as possible, as Fr. Clovis himself mentions. I'd be interested in knowing what "material" he is referring to specifically. If he has material to share, there are a dozen or more blogs willing to help him get the word out.


2. I cannot tell you how often I have heard Catholics say when I say gay sex is against Catholic morality..."who are you to judge?" and use Pope Francis' words “Who am I to judge?” to solidify their argument. Nothing now can be said by Catholics against anything immoral without coming across that one-liner shut up comment. It is really hurting the Church. 3. Various Marian prophesies compel us to believe that the Church will have people in leadership who will do much to harm it. We have previous popes as examples. Can it not be the case that we must criticize the pope like St. Paul, St. Catherine of Sienna, and St. Athanasius did? It hurts the church greatly to not speak the truth.                                                                             4. The "who am I to judge" statement has led some astray. I'm a seminarian and I've had to hear multiple people use it as a defense of all sorts of evil. Every person is fit to judge good and evil actions because the law is written on their hearts.        5. Pope Francis needs to speak more clearly, or take a firm stand in what he believes in. The news media has gone crazy over him, and many believe Pope Francis now condones the actions of homo-and transsexuals. I acknowledge that Pope Francis might not be for any of these things and that he may very well be against things such as abortion and the like as a true Catholic should be, but with the way he has spoken previously, it might as well be interpreted that he is for such things if he doesn't keep a firmer grip on his words. I believe Father Clovis is right, quite frankly, maybe there could have been a way to promote his beliefs in a way that's not upsetting to others? I do not know, but, he does not deserve the title 'Pope-basher' when he is indeed preaching Church doctrine in from what the article says.                                                                                        6. Fr. Clovis--a saint for our times! Great article Steve. This is the most uplifting article I have read in months or is it years. Fr. Clovis leaves little doubt that Pope Francis is doing much more harm than good. His very popularity condemns him. May God bless Fr. Clovis and help Pope Francis to see the error of his ways.                                                                                                7. Pope condemn heresies? No, more like initiate them. It appears the only ideas our dear Pope considers corrupt are those beliefs held by orthodox Catholics.


The ‘Francis effect’ is silencing Catholic bishops, priests, and laity


� HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/the-so-called-francis-effect-is-silencing-catholic-bishops-priests-and-lait" �https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/the-so-called-francis-effect-is-silencing-catholic-bishops-priests-and-lait� 


By Fr. Linus Clovis, May 22, 2015


Editor’s note: Father Linus Clovis of Saint Lucia gave the following address at the Rome Life Forum on May 9, 2015.


YouTube video: 32:13 � HYPERLINK "https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LFeEyVxrs6o" �https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LFeEyVxrs6o�; 


Catholic priest speaks up against “The Francis effect” � HYPERLINK "https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=unnV2mIF3lA" �https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=unnV2mIF3lA�. 


(Also at � HYPERLINK "http://gloria.tv/media/CG5Dyd1WWLg" �http://gloria.tv/media/CG5Dyd1WWLg�, � HYPERLINK "http://catholictruthblog.com/2015/05/15/priest-on-the-francis-effect/" �http://catholictruthblog.com/2015/05/15/priest-on-the-francis-effect/�) 


� HYPERLINK "http://lifesitenews.com/" �LifeSiteNews.com� - A crisis is a time of intense difficulty or danger. Medically, it is the turning point of a disease when an important change takes place, indicating either recovery or death.
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Bishop Athanasius Schneider has identified four great crises in the Church: Arianism, the Western Schism, the Reformation and Modernism. This last, which the Church has been fighting for well over a century, has managed to get a stranglehold on the Church ever since the close of the Second Vatican Council. St. Pius X called it the synthesis of all heresies.


For the last half century, the majority of Catholics, entrusting themselves to the vigilance of their pastors, have been fitfully sleeping up until now, when they were rudely awakened by the alarm bells set off by the 2014 Extraordinary Synod on the Family.  A future Jerome may well lament that “on awaking, they groan to find themselves modernist.” The drama of the Synod played out in the media with cardinal opposed to cardinal, bishop against bishop, and national conferences of bishops resisting other national conferences, thus appearing as a literal fulfilment of the prophecy made by Our Lady at Akita on October 13, 1973: “The work of the devil will infiltrate even into the Church in such a way that one will see cardinals opposing cardinals, bishops against bishops. The priests who venerate me will be scorned and opposed by their confreres... the Church will be full of those who accept compromises.”


Then suddenly, some shepherds began to speak with a strange voice.  With stupefying temerity, Timothy Cardinal Dolan, commenting on the “coming out” of a “gay” college football star, told NBC’s “Meet the Press”: “Good for him… I would have no sense of judgment on him…. God bless ya. I don’t think, look, the same Bible that tells us, that teaches us well about the virtues of chastity and the virtue of fidelity and marriage also tells us not to judge people. So I would say ‘Bravo’.”


With such statements and actions by prominent and powerful prelates, crowned with the pontifical saw “who am I to judge,” traditional minded bishops, priests and even laity are disarmed and hamstrung. After all, in holding to the traditional Catholic moral teaching and order they would soon be accused of being more Catholic than the pope.  This disarming of the clergy and hierarchy constitutes the Francis Effect.





The Pope


Catholics love the pope. Whoever he is, wherever he hails from, he always represents for them an evident and effectual sign of the presence of Christ in the world. Even before Our Lady asked the children at Fatima to pray for the Holy Father, repeating this request at Akita on 13 October, 1973, saying “pray very much for the pope, bishops and priests,” Catholics have prayed for him daily and not only look to him for leadership but also regard him as that firm and sure foundation on which the Church’s teaching authority is built.  For Catholics the purity of teaching is so important that it is easier for them to accept the possibility that the ‘pope’ may not, in fact, be the pope than it is for them to believe that a pope could be a teacher of error.


The Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) teaches that the “Gospel is handed on in two ways: orally (Sacred Tradition) and in writing (Sacred Scripture) and is continually proclaimed through the apostolic succession (Magisterium).” It goes on to define Sacred Scripture as “the speech of God as it is put down in writing under the breath of the Holy Spirit,” and consequently, being inspired by God, it is “profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness.” In paragraph 81, the Catechism affirms that “Tradition transmits in its entirety the Word of God which has been entrusted to the apostles by Christ the Lord and the Holy Spirit” and that it is transmitted to the bishops, “the successors of the apostles so that, enlightened by the Spirit of truth, they may faithfully preserve, expound, and spread it abroad by their preaching.”


Throughout his letters, St. Paul insisted that he had not invented any new doctrine, nor had he deviated from what he himself had received. Regarding the Eucharist, in particular, he stated: “For I received from the Lord what I also delivered to you, that the Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed took bread ...” (1 Cor. 11:23), and he went on to warn in verse 29 that “For anyone who eats and drinks without discerning the body eats and drinks judgment upon himself.” Even more forcefully, he told the Galatians there are some who want to pervert the gospel of Christ, and so “even if we, or an angel from heaven, should preach to you a gospel contrary to that which we preached to you, let him be accursed” (Gal.1:8).


In regard to the Magisterium or Church’s Teaching Office, the Catechism in paragraph 85 declares that “the task of giving an authentic interpretation of the Word of God, whether in its written form or in the form of Tradition, has been entrusted to the living, teaching office of the Church alone.” Since the Church exercises its authority in the name of Jesus Christ, it follows that “the task of interpretation has been entrusted to the bishops in communion with the successor of Peter, the Bishop of Rome.” Moreover, the Catechism in §86 goes on to point out that the “Magisterium is not superior to the Word of God, but is its servant. It teaches only what has been handed on to it. 





At the divine command and with the help of the Holy Spirit, it listens to this devotedly, guards it with dedication, and expounds it faithfully. All that it proposes for belief as being divinely revealed is drawn from this single deposit of faith.” 


The Magisterium has the authority to bind definitively the consciences of the faithful in regard to matters of faith or morals and does so with dogmatic definitions, as CCC §88 makes clear: “The Church’s Magisterium exercises the authority it holds from Christ to the fullest extent when it defines dogmas, that is, when it proposes, in a form obliging the Christian people to an irrevocable adherence of faith, truths contained in divine Revelation or also when it proposes, in a definitive way, truths having a necessary connection with these.”


The Papal Magisterium, according to the teaching of Vatican I (D. 3070), was not established to reveal new doctrine but rather to guard and transmit faithfully the truths of faith entrusted by Christ to His Apostles: “The Holy Spirit has not been promised to the successors of Peter to reveal, by His inspiration, a new doctrine, but to scrupulously guard and make known with fidelity, by His assistance, the revelation transmitted by the Apostles, that is, the deposit of faith.”


Whilst the faithful owe obedience to the pope as the Vicar of Christ, the pope himself owes obedience to the Word and Apostolic Tradition and, in so doing, facilitates the faithful in their obedience to him. In a world not dissimilar to that when “for a long time Israel was without the true God, and without a teaching priest, and without law” (2 Chr. 15:3), it is necessary that the pope be wise and clear in his teaching so that those hearing him may avoid the snares of death: “Take heed to yourself and to your teaching; hold to that, for by so doing you will save both yourself and your hearers” (1 Tim. 4:16).  Pope Felix III, living in a world inimical to the Gospel message, saw the necessity of correcting error and reinforcing truth, saying that an error which is not resisted is approved; a truth which is not defended is suppressed.





Pope Francis


Within the first year of his pontificate, Pope Francis had managed to unsettle even the most uncritical of Catholics, who tried desperately to explain away the ambiguity of his words and actions. 


The fact that the Church’s traditional enemies approve highly of him raises concerns, not least because of the Lord’s warning that “If the world hates you, know that it has hated me before it hated you. If you were of the world, the world would love its own; but because you are not of the world, but I chose you out of the world, therefore the world hates you. Remember the word that I said to you, ‘A servant is not greater than his master.’ If they persecuted me, they will persecute you; if they kept my word, they will keep yours also” (Jn. 15:18-20).


Catholic concerns increased in proportion to the density of the fog covering the pope’s true position on key issues. It is reported that as archbishop in Buenos Aires, apparently wishing to be loved by all and to please everyone, he would send out mixed signals, “so one day he could make a speech on TV against abortion, and the next day, on the same TV show, bless the pro-abortion feminists in the Plaza de Mayo; can give a wonderful speech against the Masons and, a few hours later, be dining and drinking with them in the Rotary Club.” St. John records that some of Christ’s followers were Pharisees: “many even of the authorities believed in him, but for fear of the Pharisees they did not confess it, lest they should be put out of the synagogue: for they loved the praise of men more than the praise of God” (Jn. 12:42-43).


To the consternation of Catholics and the satisfaction of the world, Pope Francis, by word and action, has provoked many major controversies, the most egregious of them being the “Who am I to judge?” comment. This pontifical question instantly disarmed all those resisting the incursions of the gay lobby. The Holy Father failed to make the required distinctions, namely, that the Church does not judge persons but that she has the right and duty to judge their actions and teachings. The Church has passed no judgement of the personal morals of even arch-heretics, though she has certainly warned the faithful of the perniciousness of their teachings. 


In writing to the Corinthians, St. Paul himself sanctions this position: “But rather I wrote to you not to associate with anyone who bears the name of brother if he is guilty of immorality or greed, or is an idolater, reviler, drunkard, or robber—not even to eat with such a one. For what have I to do with judging outsiders? Is it not those inside the church whom you are to judge? God judges those outside. “Drive out the wicked person from among you” (1 Cor. 5:11-13).


Catholics became even more concerned when the papal utterances seemed to attack the flock, such as the claim that a “supposed soundness of doctrine or discipline leads instead to a narcissistic and authoritarian elitism” and the complaint that there was too much talk about contraception and abortion. Who, apart from pro-lifers, could this be directed against?  Vittorio Messori in his book "The Defense of Every Life" quoted St. John Paul II as saying “It is difficult to imagine a more unjust situation (abortion), and it is very difficult to speak of obsession in a matter such as this, where we are dealing with a fundamental imperative of every good conscience – the defence of the right to life of an innocent and defenceless human being.” The vast majority of Catholics can testify that the generality of the preachers of the Gospel never broach the issue of contraception or abortion. Yet, about these things St. Paul instructs preachers to “be urgent in season and out of season, convince, rebuke, and exhort, be unfailing in patience and in teaching” (2 Tim. 4:2).


The Rabbitgate affair was particularly hard on Catholic mothers worldwide, especially those who, at great personal sacrifice, had given birth to their children. The pope who had said “who am I to judge” now says, “I rebuked a woman some months ago in a parish who was pregnant eight times, with seven C-sections (cesareans). ‘But do you want to leave seven orphans?’ This is to tempt God! He [Paul VI] speaks of responsible parenthood.”  


Not content with rebuking this particular woman, he extends it worldwide: “God gives you methods to be responsible. Some think that, excuse me if I use that word, that in order to be good Catholics we have to be like rabbits. No. Responsible parenthood! This is clear and that is why in the church there are marriage groups, there are experts in this matter, there are pastors, one can seek and I know so many, many ways out that are licit and that have helped this.”








In the present climate of the pastoral imperative, his position on Humanae vitae, the touchstone of Catholic sexual ethics, is uncertain, especially as there is talk of going beyond what it teaches. Equally alarming is his apparent openness to ‘gay marriage’ in the form of ‘civil unions’.  


Most troubling of all is his open support for Cardinal (Walter) Kasper who, at the 2014 Synod, called for admitting remarried divorcees to the Eucharist without them changing their marital status. This cut Catholics to the bone and provoked concerns about the pope’s orthodoxy.


These ambiguous papal utterances cause not only concern but also confusion among Catholics who, for the most part, are fearful of criticising or judging the pope. But here, as above, a distinction needs to be made. It is not the person of the pope that is being judged but rather his actions. It must also be stated that the judgement of his actions is not being done with the intention to cause indignation but on the contrary is being done because his actions are the cause of indignation among the faithful and a threat to their faith.


This judgement on the pontiff can be made on the authority of St. Paul who told the Galatians that “when Cephas came to Antioch I opposed him to his face, because he stood condemned. For before certain men came from James, he ate with the Gentiles; but when they came he drew back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision party. And with him the rest of the Jews acted insincerely, so that even Barnabas was carried away by their insincerity. But when I saw that they were not straight-forward about the truth of the gospel, I said to Cephas before them all, ‘If you, though a Jew, live like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can you compel the Gentiles to live like Jews?’” (Gal. 2:11-14).


There is also historical precedent for such judgement on papal actions. The theologians of the University of Paris, cardinals, bishops, and kings opposed John XXII (1316-1334) when, in his Sunday sermons, he incorrectly taught that the Blessed do not see God until after the General Judgement. In the sixteenth century, Melchior Cano, a Spanish theologian at the Council of Trent, warned against obsequiousness regarding the pope: “Now it can be said briefly that those who defend blindly and indiscriminately any judgment whatsoever of the Supreme Pontiff concerning every matter weaken the authority of the Apostolic See; they do not support it; they subvert it; they do not fortify it. … Peter has no need of our lies; he has no need of our adulation.” 


In our time, the 1983 Code of Canon Law also recognises the right of the faithful in this regard where it states that “according to the knowledge, competence, and prestige which they possess… the faithful have the right and even at times the duty to manifest to the sacred pastors their opinion on matters which pertain to the good of the Church and to make their opinion known to the rest of the Christian faithful…” (§ 212:3). 





Conclusion


The Church now faces the spectacle of cardinals and bishops in open conflict with each other over doctrine and pastoral measures. At the 2014 Extraordinary Synod on the Family the leading members of the Church’s hierarchy, with a few notable exceptions, openly and publicly debated the circumnavigation of the very words of Our Lord Jesus Christ in order to institutionalize the sexual revolution in the Church by the admission of remarried divorcees to Holy Communion. If this is accepted, then Clement VII was wrong in his treatment of Henry VIII and the English reformation was unnecessary. Further, why should cohabiting couples and practising unrepentant homosexuals be denied Holy Communion? 


There is something déjà vu about all this: “All the leading priests and the people likewise were exceedingly unfaithful, following all the abominations of the nations; and they polluted the house of the Lord which he had hallowed in Jerusalem. 


The Lord, the God of their fathers, sent persistently to them by his messengers, because he had compassion on his people and on his dwelling place; but they kept mocking the messengers of God, despising his words, and scoffing at his prophets, till the wrath of the Lord rose against his people, till there was no remedy.  Therefore he brought up against them the king of the Chaldeans, who slew their young men with the sword in the house of their sanctuary, and had no compassion on young man or virgin, old man or aged; he gave them all into his hand” (2 Chron. 36:14-17). 


With Islam growing in strength, could it in our time provide the remedy comparable to that brought by the Chaldean king?


The Francis Effect is the disarming and silencing of Catholic bishops, priests, and laity. Holding firm to Catholic doctrine and practise seems like an act of disloyalty to the pope, yet to acquiesce is to betray the Church. Catholics ask with Peter, “Lord, to whom shall we go?” (Jn. 6:69). It is imperative that they stay in the Church and stay armed for, if the shepherds have come down like Aaron to join in the Bacchanalia, then the Church needs Levites.  “And when Moses saw that the people had broken loose (for Aaron had let them break loose, to their shame among their enemies), then Moses stood in the gate of the camp, and said, ‘Who is on the Lord’s side? Come to me.’ And all the sons of Levi gathered themselves together to him” (Ex. 32:25-27). Christ had already warned of this time, saying, “Then they will deliver you up to tribulation, and put you to death; and you will be hated by all nations for my name’s sake. And then many will fall away... and many false prophets will arise and lead many astray. And because wickedness is multiplied, most men’s love will grow cold.  But he who endures to the end will be saved” (Mt. 24:9-13).


The Church is facing crisis; a crisis as grave as that posed by the Arians. Its resolution will bring recovery or death. To achieve the former, Catholics must stay in the Church and stay fully armed. For this, five things are necessary:


First, pray. The battle is the Lord’s. “But watch at all times, praying that you may have strength to escape all these things that will take place, and to stand before the Son of man” (Lk. 21:36). Pray above all for the pope as the early Church prayed unremittingly for Peter (Acts 12:5).


Second, study. Catholics must know the Faith, be familiar with the Scriptures, know the constant teaching of the Church, and understand the principles of moral theology. St. Athanasius stood alone against the world, therefore, “Remember your leaders, those who spoke to you the word of God; consider the outcome of their life, and imitate their faith. Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever. Do not be led away by diverse and strange teachings” (Heb. 13:7-9).


Third, transmit the Faith by teaching and sharing it within the family, by practising and praying together and for each other as a family.


Fourth, support each other and all true and authentic Catholic speakers and organisations. The 500 priests who sign an open letter asking that the Synod on the Family promote Catholic doctrine need to be praised and supported by all concerned Catholics.


Fifth, prepare for martyrdom.  In the Nobis quoque of the Roman Canon we pray: To us, also, your servants, who, though sinners, hope in your abundant mercies, graciously grant some share and fellowship with your holy Apostles and Martyrs: with John the Baptist, Stephen, Matthias, Barnabas... and all your Saints; admit us, we beseech you, into their company, not weighing our merits, but granting us your pardon, through Christ our Lord. Amen.
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