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Fr. Richard G. Cipolla, Ph.D., D. Phil. (Oxon), Chairman, Classics Department. (Brunswick School, Greenwich, CT, USA)
Why Celibacy? Reflections of a Married Priest

http://www.crisismagazine.com/1994/why-celibacy-reflections-of-a-married-priest
By Fr. Richard Cipolla, February 1, 1994

The current crisis in vocations to the priesthood is mistakenly seen as something to which the Church must respond in terms of the secular agenda. The crisis exists, we are told, by experts both in the Church and on the op-ed page of the New York Times, because the Church is lagging behind the world. This lag is caused, at least in part, the allegation holds, by the anachronistic baggage of priestly celibacy which is part of the pre-Vatican II Church. Celibacy purportedly has no relevance to today’s Church and must be gotten rid of if the Church is to survive in any meaningful way in the future. The demand for an end to mandatory celibacy for Catholic priests is issued on the grounds that priestly celibacy is “merely discipline,” in other words, it has nothing to do with doctrine, nothing to do with what a priest is. Historical arguments are brought forth to show that there was no mandatory priestly celibacy before a certain time in the Church. The reference in the gospels to Peter’s mother-in-law shows that he was married. The same may be true of other apostles. The Second Epistle to Timothy exhorts a bishop to be a man of one wife. However, to jump from this state of affairs in the apostolic Church to the conclusion that clerical celibacy does not have to do with the Church’s understanding of the priesthood ignores strong evidence in the writing of the Patristic era about the link between celibacy and the function of the priesthood. To use the evidence of the apostolic Church and the rather haphazard and non-doctrinal way in which clerical celibacy was imposed in the first centuries of the Church to advocate a married priesthood is to give no place to the role of doctrinal development in the Church. Only by refusing to allow such development in the understanding of the priesthood, can one conclude that celibacy is a matter of discipline alone, something decided by a particular age and a particular situation, which has no relevance to our time.

That this is not true can be seen by the most cursory reading of the history of clerical celibacy. After the fourth century, the Church consistently advocated a celibate priesthood. Moreover, every reform of the clergy, from the Council of Elvira in the early fourth century, to the reforms of Gregory I in the sixth century, Gregory VII in the eleventh century, and Charles Borromeo in the sixteenth century, included a return to priestly celibacy after periods of laxity. Celibacy was not merely a discipline which the Church decided to impose on her priests. Rather, the evidence testifies to a conviction that celibacy is consonant with what it means to be a priest. It seems clear that, like other doctrines, that of the priesthood developed. One such development is the conviction that celibacy is of the bene esse, the well-being, of the priesthood. That is to say: the priesthood is best lived out in celibacy, not merely because of discipline, or even some particular understanding of virginity or sex, but rather, because celibacy touches deeply upon what it means to be a priest.

The Primacy of Jesus’s Priesthood
It is commonplace today to speak of marriage and celibacy as two states of life that are both blessed by God and therefore have equal status vis-a-vis salvation. 
This is true: whether one works out one’s salvation in marriage or in celibate life in no way decides the outcome. The two states are “salvation-neutral,” so to speak. But this does not mean that the celibate state lacks a special relationship to the priesthood. Celibate life is not necessarily a “higher” state, but it does conform more truly to what the priesthood is. The priesthood of Christ is not merely a part of Jesus’ ministry. Jesus’ ministry is who He is. In an analogous way, what the priest does as priest is an essential part of who heis. Therefore, the function of the ministry of priesthood can never be separated from the essence of the priesthood. Just as Jesus’ choice to live a celibate life cannot be seen as irrelevant to his ministry—what he did, and therefore who he was—so, too, for the priest. If the ministerial priesthood bears an intrinsic relationship to the priesthood of Christ, as affirmed by Vatican II, then the question of celibacy or marriage is certainly relevant to the ministerial priesthood.

Jesus’ free choice of celibacy was constitutive of his ministry. His freedom to die the death he died demanded the life he chose, and that life included celibacy. For Jesus to have committed himself to marriage and family would have involved taking on obligations which would preclude the freedom necessary to die to take away the sins of the world.

While the act of sexual intercourse between husband and wife is sanctified in marriage, that is, taken up into the love which Christ has for his Church, nevertheless it is part of the world, part of the historical reality which is not yet completely transformed by Christ. What this means is that human sexual activity, even within the sanctity of the sacramental marriage bond, is concerned with this world and is therefore grounding. This grounding is entirely consonant with the state of marriage. The marriage relationship, while sacramental, pertains to this world; in eternal life, we are told, there will be no marrying. While transcending the world in the sense of being the locus, infused with the grace of God, in which the man and woman work out their salvation, nevertheless, it is grounded in the world.

It is not, we must insist, that the love of husband and wife has nothing to do with the love between Christ and his Church. It is, rather, that the marriage relationship, which includes sexual intercourse as part of its essence, does not itself point to that eschatological love which is not grounded in the world (though it is bound to the world in love) but transcends the world in an absolute sense. (cf. Matthew 22:29-30) Who Jesus was, and is, demanded the laying aside of marriage and the genital expression of sexuality. The love that Jesus proclaimed cannot be grounded in this world; it is truly supernatural. This does not mean that eros is denied; rather, eros is transformed into that love which knows no limits, no grounding, which is the love of God. The priest stands as the sacramental pointer to the love that is beyond death, the love that is not grounded, that is not confined to any one person, which knows no limits: the love of God.

The world in which we live mistakenly believes that there are only two possibilities for the expression of the erotic drive: genital sexual activity or the suppression of that activity. But the Catholic has always known (and Catholicism is not unique in this knowledge), that there is another possibility which involves neither genital activity nor its suppression: the possibility of the transformation of eros, a transformation that does not destroy eros but purifies it by freeing it from the confining groundedness of genital activity. It is when eros is thus purified and transformed—not, we must repeat, suppressed—that it becomes a vehicle for the love of God. St. Teresa of Avila and the other Carmelite mystics provide vivid examples of the reality of the transformation of eros into the mystery of the love of God.

The possibility of the transformation of eros is real and need not take the forms we associate with the great mystic saints. Not all Catholic priests have the calling of St. Teresa of Avila. But the man who takes on celibacy for the sake of the kingdom, who opens himself up to the transformation of his eros by grace, becomes the sacramental symbol of Christ not merely in a doctrinal way but in a way which points to love as it will be in heaven.

Celibacy is one of the signs of that “something more” which transcends the confining love of this world, pointing to the reality of the limitless love of God. Celibacy belongs not merely to an imposed discipline that can be changed, but rather to the bene esse of the priesthood itself. Celibacy is part of the well-being of the Church, and suppressing it would do deep harm to the Church herself.

Being a Catholic Priest—and Married
http://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052970203889904577199012244720988 
By Fr. Richard Cipolla, February 3, 2012

Last month, Pope Benedict announced the formation of an American "ordinariate," or special diocese for Episcopal congregations that want to move to Roman Catholicism (driven largely by Episcopalianism's liberal drift). These congregations, the pope ruled, could keep some of their Anglican liturgy. More significantly, a small but sizable number of married Episcopal priests will now become married Catholic priests.
As a married Catholic priest ordained in 1984 under a special provision set forth by Pope John Paul II (for individual priests, judged on an individual basis), I have closely followed Pope Benedict's announcement. I rejoice in this catholic and generous gesture by the pope and am overjoyed that these priests and their families will be welcomed into the Catholic Church. But that is not to say it won't bring its own share of challenges.

My experience as a married Catholic priest for 28 years brings to mind several thoughts, both practical and spiritual. First, the church must support new priests' families financially. During my first years as a married Catholic priest, there were times when we could not pay the heating bill. When I was ordained, it was made quite clear to me that I should not look to the church as my main source of income but rather to a full-time job outside of the church. My parish duties have thus always been secondary.
Secondly, the new priests must be prepared for the spiritual struggles that come with the territory of being a married priest in the Catholic Church. It is difficult for children of priests to hear everyone call their father, "Father." It is one of my regrets that I could never be a "normal Dad" who was able to attend school functions and sporting events. Priests' wives often bear the brunt of this special status, for they must allow their husbands to be "priest" at a real cost to themselves and their children.
Through the years, I have been the object of a few snide remarks by clergy. There have been uncomfortable confrontations with some who are more traditional than the Tradition. But for the most part, my priesthood and ministry in the Catholic Church have been a source of great joy and grace.

The married priest is not spared the sacrifice that is at the heart of the priesthood. That sacrifice comes not from the vow of celibacy. It comes from what is given up as husband and father for the sake of Christ's church. Sacrifice is at the heart not only of the priestly life but also of the life of every Catholic. How could it not be so when the primary symbol of our faith is the love of God displayed on the cross of Jesus Christ?

Despite my situation—which is similar to that of other married clergy who have entered the Catholic ranks since the 1980s—I am a firm supporter of the celibacy of the Catholic clergy. Its basis is not found in councils or popes but rather in the person of Jesus Christ. The heart of the Catholic priesthood is sacrifice, and celibacy, in imitation of Christ, frees the priest to give himself totally to the church and its people.

Though many priests do live this life of sacrifice, it is also obvious that celibacy is used by all too many priests to live a life that is selfish and closed off. The sexual scandals of the past decade are a glaring example of the perversion of celibacy.

And the very structures of a parish priest's life often prevent him from achieving the freedom that should be the fruit of celibacy. The lack of deep spiritual friendship between priests; the unreal world they inhabit, at least from the viewpoint of a typical American family; the careerism that is the noxious fruit of the bureaucratic world of the chancery—all this works against the priest using his celibacy to be free for his people.

Reform of the priesthood is sorely needed today. The answer is not married priests. The answer is priests who understand the sacrifice that is at the center of their lives—whether they are married or not.

Father Cipolla is the chair of the classics department at Brunswick School in Greenwich, Conn., and a parochial vicar at St. Mary's Church in Norwalk, Conn.
119 readers’ comments against this article

The Priestly Vocation and the Traditional Latin Mass 

http://www.newliturgicalmovement.org/2013/09/the-priestly-vocation-and-traditional.html#.Vs_11Pl96M8 
The following story forms the second installment in the Faith and Tradition series here on the NLM. 
_____________________

Rev. Richard G. Cipolla, September 18, 2013:
To say that discovering and learning the traditional Roman Mass (I shall avoid the problematic term “Extraordinary Form”) saved my priesthood may be too dramatic to begin this personal account of the importance of the Traditional Mass in my life as a Catholic priest. Although I cannot say with any certainty what would have become of my priesthood had I not encountered the Traditional Mass, I can certainly say that that encounter had such a radical effect on me as a priest that I cannot imagine my priesthood without the real presence of the Traditional Mass in my life.
I am a convert from the Episcopal Church, having functioned as an Episcopal minister for nearly eleven years before deciding to enter the Catholic Church. I was always associated with the Anglo-Catholic wing of the Episcopal Church, so the Mass was always at the center of my faith, and I always understood the role of beauty in the celebration of Mass. When the post-Vatican II liturgical changes came in the late 1960s, we adopted most of the changes including the free standing altar and facing the people. I remember so well when facing the people my feeling of being “ultra-cool” and dismissing the protests of the parishioners against the changes with “Father knows best” because “Roma locuta est, causa finita est.” 
The proximate reason why I left the Episcopal Church was because of developments within that body that departed from the Catholic understanding of the Church. But the deeper reason was that, after much study, learning and prayer, I saw, like Newman, that the Catholic Church is the Church that Christ founded and that once one understood this, one had the moral obligation to become part of that Church. The impetus for becoming Catholic was Blessed John Paul’s formation of the Pastoral Provision in the 1980s that made possible for former Episcopal priests who were married to be considered for the Catholic priesthood. I was received into the Church in 1982 and ordained priest in 1984.
I became a Catholic at a time during which there was continuing liturgical abuse, when Catholic music seemed to no longer exist in parishes and in its place saccharine sacro-pop prevailed, a time when Mass seemed more like a high school assembly than the awesome Sacrifice, a time when it seemed as if there was a deliberate forgetting, a mass amnesia, of the Tradition of the Mass. As a Pastoral Provision priest I had the option of being an Anglican Use priest, but I decided against this quite vehemently, for I wanted to be an ordinary Catholic priest at this particular time in the Church’s history. No nostalgia for me, no hankering after the good old days—the Novus Ordo defined the Mass in this present time, and I knew that I must submit to this and do my best to celebrate what the Church had given to me.
This background is necessary to understand the profound effect that learning and celebrating the Traditional Mass had on me. The first ten years of my priesthood were not easy but were a source of grace. But I always felt an incompleteness, that there was something missing, something I should have known but did not. And this sense of incompleteness was always associated with the celebration of Mass. 
It was at this time that my bishop asked if I would learn the Traditional Mass, because one of the priests who celebrated the two Indult Masses in the diocese had died. I was asked because of my strong background in Latin. I initially refused. My refusal was based on my fear that this would be seen by my fellow priests as a reversion to my old “high-church” (a damnable term) days as an Anglican. 
But the bishop prevailed. I learned the Mass at the hands of one of the great mentors of so many priests who have learned the Traditional Mass, Mr. William Riccio of New Haven. He, quite rightly, taught me Solemn Mass first, rather than Low Mass. I remember, more than my ordination, my first Solemn Mass at Sacred Heart Church in New Haven under the sponsorship of the St. Gregory Society, which in the dark days of the Indult, supported the Traditional Mass in an important and heroic way. As I walked up the aisle at my first Mass, I was terrified, frightened that I would forget what I was supposed to be doing. Suddenly I was overwhelmed with the thought of remembering all the gestures, the order of things. But I knew Bill was by my side as the MC and that gave me comfort. I got through the Mass through the Offertory without any disasters. And so I started the Canon. I cannot write this except with great emotion, for the moment is so etched into my memory. I came to the consecration and said those words that are at the very heart of Catholic faith and worship. It was then, during the Unde et memores, that suddenly, while saying the words silently, that I realized in a flash of insight, that this was what was missing, this is what I was meant to do as a Catholic priest, this is what joined me to the Tradition of the Church. That was a moment of healing, a moment of grace-ful surprise, surprised by joy, and the joy of that moment changed me as a priest, and in the very real trials of being a priest in the Church at this time in history this moment of joy has never left me.
I am blessed with being a priest in a parish where the main Sunday Mass is the Traditional Roman rite Solemn Mass. This Mass has been a great blessing to our priests and to our parishioners, for its beauty and its depth overflows to the celebrations of the Novus Ordo Mass in both English and Spanish. I am convinced that the presence of the Traditional Mass in every Catholic parish in the world would be a key to that re-evangelization of the Western world that must happen before we can evangelize the world. Hoc est opus nostrum, hoc est labor. 
May God give us the strength to do what needs to be done.

This is the second installment in the Faith and Tradition series on the NLM.
For an introduction to the idea behind the series, click here. 
To see the first installment in the series, click here.

Surprise! No Vatican III!
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2014/10/surprise-no-vatican-iii.html
By Fr. Richard Cipolla, October 29, 2015
The recent session of the Synod on the Family has been likened not a few times by commentators as an attempt at a mini-Vatican III.  And this appellation has some validity, for the past year or more has seen the re-appearance of such personages as Hans Küng (albeit not in vigorous form),  Gustavo Gutierrez, and, at least in spirit, Karl Rahner, and, in the flesh,  the indefagitable Cardinal Kasper, all examples of those who seemed to be disappointed that Vatican III did not follow closely after Vatican II to accomplish unfinished business: to get the Church firmly on the same tracks as the choo-choo train of post-Enlightenment, modern, and post-modern secularism, whose fuel is anti-dogmatism and radical individualism.

It would seem that Kasper and his cohorts—and Kasper certainly believed that the Pope supported them—thought that while there might have been some bumps in the road, what they wanted in terms of changing pastoral practice with respect to divorced and remarried Catholics and with respect to civil unions and gay unions would in the end win over the day.  On what did they base their optimism? Perhaps their cockeyed optimism was based to some extent on their belief that they had Pope Francis behind them. But even if this were not true, they were banking on the tactics used at the Second Vatican Council where the major fruits of that Council were brought about by the cleverness of the “stage-managers”, those in charge of procedural matters, who gleefully spoke about their accomplishments after the Council.  And once those fruits had been incorporated into official documents with built-in ambiguity, they were disseminated through a press that at that time—like the press of every time—rejoices in the thought that the Catholic Church has seen the light of the modern liberal world. Those of us who are of a certain age remember the series of articles in the New Yorker during Vatican II that were written by a priest who signed himself as Xavier Rynne, a classy pseudonym for a Redemptorist priest who carefully filtered what was going on at the Council through his own lens, a lens that would refract the facts in a way he knew would please the readership of that sophisticated and worldly periodical. He is credited with first using the terms “conservative” and ”liberal” to define those opposing forces in the Church that were evident in the debates.  That is not a good legacy to leave behind.

So it seemed evident to Kasper et al. that they could do the same sort of thing with the Synod.  They had the stage-managers, but they turned out not to be as zealous and crafty as those at what Cardinal Marx called “the Council”.  But there are three important differences between the Church and the world of 1968 and that of 2014, that they did not take into account, and they did not do so because of their severe myopia that shuts out reality, even within the Church.

The first differentiating factor is that most of the bishops and Cardinals present at the Synod were the offspring of St. John Paul II. They were molded in the image of the Polish Pope who was determined to return, after the post-conciliar confusion, to doctrinal continuity and to clear teaching, at least on the part of the Papacy, within the Church, a task that was co-shouldered by his Prefect for the Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, Joseph Ratzinger.  
The stage-managers and Kasper himself, through their peculiar vision of reality, assumed that the bishops were all chafing under the stern hands of John Paul II and Benedict XVI and were just waiting for an opportunity to show their true Council Colors and finish what Vatican II had started. But in many cases, perhaps even most cases, that was obviously not true. Many of these men really believe in the teaching of the Church as embodied in her Tradition. And they pushed back, and hard. But, as has been correctly pointed out by a number of commentators on the Synod, there remains the depressing fact that over 50 percent of the bishops did not stand up to the attempt to change Church teaching by the pastoral back door. 
The second factor that the managers failed to take account of is the ubiquitous presence today of the Internet. Gone are the days when secrecy could be strictly imposed by edict, when information could be meted out in carefully controlled dribbles, when one had to wait for days or even weeks to find out what is going on.  We certainly know that the Internet is used all too often negatively for reprehensible purposes.  But it is also the source of instantaneous information and seemingly endless debate about every issue under the sun.  We did not have to wait for the next issue of the New Yorker to let sophisticated men and women know, even Catholics, what is really going on at Councils and Synods.  The Internet is also making the Vatican Press Office more and more irrelevant except as where one hears the particular spin that those in charge want to put on a piece of information.

The other differentiating factor is less obvious to many Catholics, for most Catholics live in a post-conciliar world that assumes that whatever happened in the years after “the Council”, including and especially the liturgical life of the Church, must be the will of God, an attitude engendered by the ever-encroaching growth of hyper-papalism that exceeds even the Ultramontanist dreams of Cardinal Manning in the 19th century, and by the long standing tradition of a non-thinking laity.  This second factor is that most young priests and most young men who are in seminary today, and most young women and men who are in the Religious Orders that are growing, want to know and love the Tradition ever more deeply.  They are quite different from the priests who were ready to adopt every (non-Council-mandated) liturgical change of the post-conciliar era.  They would never tear down reredoses and high altars. They would never rip out communion rails.  They long for something to sing at Mass that is not some sappy retread of 1970s sacro-pop.  And—this is the heart of the matter—so many of them have discovered the Traditional Roman Rite of Mass, a.k.a. the Extraordinary Form.  Bugnini says somewhere that to complete the liturgical revolution the Traditional Mass had to be blotted out for two whole generations.  That did not happen, thanks to Benedict XVI.

 The rediscovery of Catholic Tradition by young priests and by young men and women as a whole especially by means of the Traditional Mass and by the beauty in art, architecture and music that it gave birth to has gone nearly unnoticed by not only those of Kasper’s generation and their contemporary stage-managers but also by the great majority of ordinary Catholics, who have been kept in a time bubble for the past fifty years.   But it is real, and it is there, and this despite opposition from bishops who are willfully blind to the power of the Traditional Mass and its necessary role in the New Evangelization of the Church and of the world.  This is not, as detractors would have us believe, mere aestheticism or romanticism or conservatism.  For a love for the Tradition always gets down to the bed-rock of doctrine, praxis and faith, gets down to a real love for the person of Jesus Christ that then enables the person, priest or lay, to practice his faith with love and mercy towards his neighbor.

Cardinal Burke celebrated a Pontifical Solemn Mass in the Traditional Latin Rite in St. Peter’s just last week on October 25 as part of the Summorum Pontificum Pilgrimage. There are photos of the Mass on many sites on the Internet.  I suggest that everyone look at those photos.  You will see so many young priests and seminarians present, some serving the Mass.  The choir that sang the chant for the Mass was made up of seminarians from the North American College, which is quasi-amazing.  These priests and seminarians have found a pearl of great price and, with the help of God, they will give all that they have to make that pearl their own in their ministry in the Catholic Church.

***

The Traditional Mass cannot be stage-managed. This is the heart of the opposition to it among bishops, especially in Europe. It is Tradition itself that manages the Mass of the Ages, and whoever celebrates this Mass, Cardinal, bishop or priest, must submit himself to the Mass, must submit himself to the Sacrifice that he is offering, and in that submission realizes his ministry as a priest of God.
"Dear Pope Francis" – A parish priest writes to the Pope following the confusion caused by his recent interview*
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2016/02/dear-pope-francis-parish-priest-writes.html 

February 24, 2016

Dear Pope Francis: 

I write this letter to you as a priest to the Bishop of Rome and as a son to a father. I write with a heavy heart, and I know that heaviness of heart is shared by many of my Catholic brethren both clergy and laity.  

I watched the early news one morning last week to find that one of the headlines proclaimed that in an interview on the flight from Mexico to Rome you indicated that the Church’s teaching on contraception may be undergoing a change. As in the past, I went to the official translation of the interview to ascertain what you said. 

You never said that the teaching contained in Humane Vitae is no longer part of Church teaching. But you did speak about contraception not being an absolute evil and then went on to offer an example concerning Paul VI’s allowing nuns to use contraceptives because they were in danger of rape**, which, even if that were the case, is a context quite different from marriage. 
You must be able to see how secular reporters could take your words and jump to the conclusion that your words were a signal that the Church’s teaching on the moral evil of contraception is undergoing a change toward a more permissive view. 

Dear Pope Francis, you are not a good teacher in these situations. Teaching the truth about good and bad is a difficult task in a secular and self-centered world. It requires both clarity and nuance, neither of which was present in any of the conversations you had with the reporters. Often when I am perplexed or disheartened, I turn to the writings of Blessed John Henry Newman. Please allow me to send you the two following passages from his writings that I believe would be of great benefit to you and to all who are commissioned to teach the Catholic faith in an authentic manner. 
The first quote is from Newman’s Letter to the Duke of Norfolk, that amazing work in which Newman talks about conscience and its relationship to the teaching of the Church, specifically the teaching of the Petrine Office.

The sense of right and wrong, which is the first element in religion, is so delicate, so fitful, so easily puzzled, obscured, perverted—so biased by pride and passion, so unsteady in its course, that, in the struggle for existence amid the various exercises and triumphs of the human intellect this is at once the highest of all teachers, yet the least luminous.

Dear Pope Francis, what Newman is telling you and me is that teaching right and wrong is very difficult and must be approached with great humility and careful use of reason. Emotion and off-the-cuff remarks have no place in the teaching of right and wrong, and certainly no place in random remarks with reporters who are much more savvy than you are on how to get headlines in the morning news.

The second quote from Newman is from Development of Christian Doctrine, which some consider his magnum opus. This section deals with the need for Revelation in matters of faith and moral and the teaching role of the Church.

The common sense of mankind … feels that the very idea of revelations implies a present informant and guide, and that an infallible one; not a mere abstract declaration of Truths unknown before to man, or a record of history, or the result of an antiquarian research, but a message and a lesson speaking to this man and that … We are told that God has spoken. Where? In a book? We have tried it and it disappoints; it disappoints us, that most holy and blessed gift, not from any fault of its own, but because it is used for a purpose for which it was not given. The Ethiopian’s reply, when St. Philip asked him if he understood what he was reading, is the voice of nature: “How can I, unless some man shall guide me?” The Church undertakes that office.

The teaching Office of the Church is as important as Scripture. We do not believe in sola scriptura. And you, Pope Francis, are the head of that Teaching Office. But you are not the Church. You are the Pope, the Supreme Teacher of the Church. But you are not the Church, nor can the Church be reduced to you alone. The latter error of reductionism is embraced not only by worldly reporters but also by faithful Catholics. This is the result of the transformation of the papacy in the past fifty years into a world super star, which transformation is a deformation in the development of the doctrine of the papacy. That you bear the burden of the Supreme Teacher of the Church in an unbelieving world is the reason why you are loved by the Catholic faithful and are the object of their prayers. But please remember that your burden is the burden of the Cross, and therefore you must always be seen as a sign of contradiction by the world, such that when the world sees you and hears you, they see through you to the Cross of Jesus Christ and the love and mercy of God that the Cross shows forth. 

Please accept a piece of filial advice from a humble priest. Make a long, silent retreat this Lent and do what has to be done to listen to the God who is not heard in earthquake, storm or fire but in a tiny whispering sound.

Yours faithfully,

Father Richard G. Cipolla
*Pope Francis and Contraception: A Troubling Scenario
https://catholicismpure.wordpress.com/2016/02/23/pope-francis-and-contraception-a-troubling-scenario/ 
Posted on February 23, 2016 by Catholicism Pure & Simple
**It’s not an urban legend, it’s a LIE: Paul VI did NOT give permission to nuns to use contraceptives.
https://catholicismpure.wordpress.com/2016/02/21/its-not-an-urban-legend-its-a-lie-paul-vi-did-not-give-permission-to-nuns-to-use-contraceptives/ 
Posted on February 21, 2016 by Catholicism Pure & Simple
