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YouCat India gets new national director
https://mattersindia.com/2020/12/youcat-india-gets-new-national-director/
Stephen Alathara, Bengaluru, December 17, 2020

[Fr. Stephen Alathara is the deputy secretary general of the Conference of Catholic Bishops of India (CCBI) and the director of CCBI Centre, Bengaluru.]
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The Conference of Catholic Bishops of India has appointed Maria Francis from the Archdiocese of Bangalore as the new national director of YOUCAT India.
She will coordinate the ministries of the Youcat India Missionary Movement and will guide its members in India.

Youcat, short for Youth Catechism of the Catholic Church, also styled as YOUCAT, is a 2011 publication that aims to aid youth to better understand the Catechism of the Catholic Church.

Francis is an engineer by profession and a member of the Holy Redeemer Parish, Hennur, Bengaluru, the capital of Karnataka state in southern India.
She is a technical leader of Nokia Networks in India.

She was the school topper at St. Michael’s Academy, Chennai, in 2004 and scored 98 percent marks. She holds an engineering degree in Electronics and Communications from the College of Engineering, Guindy. She is a visiting professor in more than six colleges, including R V College in u and SJC in Mysore.

She came to know about the YOUCAT movement from some of her youth group friends who had attended the 2011 World Youth Day in Madrid, Spain. Later she attended various YOUCAT training programs at the headquarters of YOUCAT International in Germany.

She was invited to participate in the YOUDEPRO (YOUCAT Development Project) with five other youth from different countries. Together with them she developed the tools for the new evangelization which is being used by young people all over the world.

Currently she heads various YOUCAT national projects such as the Faith Hope Love study modules, YOUCAT ASAP, YOUDEPRO India, YOUCAT and DOCAT study groups, YOUCAT Love Chastity Series, YOUCAT Tandem and YOUCAT ADVENTure and also heads international projects such as YOUCAT Daily, YOUCAT Love, YOUCAT Love Webinars, YOUDEPRO International, and the YOUCAT International social media bootcamp.

YOUCAT India is a part of the YOUCAT International Foundation, a lay missionary movement which promotes evangelization and catechesis. It works under the aegis of the Pontifical Council for Promoting New Evangelization in order to support missionary and catechetical works worldwide.

The YOUCAT India Missionary Movement is approved by the National Episcopal Conference and works under the CCBI Commission for Catechetics. It also works in close collaboration with the CCBI Commission for Youth to enhance the missionary as well as the catechetical apostolate of the Church in India. There are more than 2,000 YOUCAT collaborators spread across 12 Indian states, 30 YOUCAT Volunteers and 23 YOUCAT Missionaries spearheading initiatives across India.

YOUCAT, published in 2011, is a manual of faith that speaks the language of the youth. Pope Benedict XVI personally endorsed the book as a tool for evangelization among youth. Inspired by the YOCAT Catechism textbook, a group of young people in Germany founded the YOUCAT International Foundation to promote faith formation and evangelization apostolates.

YouCat: Way to reach out youth
https://mattersindia.com/2020/01/youcat-way-to-reach-out-youth/
Maria Francis, Bengaluru, January 24, 2020

The first time I heard about the YOUCAT was when some of my youth group friends came back from World Youth Day in Madrid, Spain, in 2011.
YOUCAT stands for Youth Catechism of the Catholic Church. As a book, it is a manual of faith that speaks the language of the youth.

It is a youthful version of the Catechism of the Catholic Church released in different languages in 2011 for adolescents and young people. The most important contents of the faith are summarized in it briefly and comprehensibly in the format of questions and answers.
It was approved by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in Rome and officially published by the Austrian Bishops’ Conference. With more than 5 million sold copies, it is one of the best-selling Catholic books in the world.

YOUCAT is not just a book and it has become a community. It is a tool to enlighten young in the beauty of the Catholic faith and the truth of the gospel.

Using this tool, members of YOUCAT make it more than just a book but rather a way of life.

Pope Benedict XVI personally endorsed the book as a tool for evangelization among youth.

Our co-coordinator wanted us to do a YOUCAT study program where young people would study the catechism every Saturday.

I was a bit skeptical about it at first thinking we had all received catechism during our childhood and this was going to be a repetition. But I was blown away by what followed.

Most of us, Catholics, have a lot of blind spots when it comes to the church’s teachings. These grey areas soon sift us as we progress in life.

I for once believed it was right to abort a child conceived with disability but after studying the YOUCAT, I know now that God has a plan for such children and we do not have the right to play God in their lives.

The foreword by Pope Benedict XVI at the beginning of the book is a must-read.

He says, “You need to know the faith better than the generation of your parents and you need God’s help if your faith is not going to dry up like a dewdrop in the sun. Evil has penetrated the heart of the church but do not make this an excuse to flee from the face of God.”

As we were running the study, the numbers in our group started increasing. It was clear the undiluted version of the gospel had many takers!
I had the privilege of working with a small team to make games, spiritual exercises and a Mobile App to be used in our study group.
Our YOUCAT publisher in India, (ATC publishers) who is translating the YOUCAT to 14 Indian languages, then introduced me to the YOUCAT headquarters in Germany.

I was invited by them to participate in the YOUDEPRO (Youcat Development Project) with five other young people from different countries.

Together we made tools for the new evangelization which is being used by young people all over the world.

The experience in Germany was amazing because I discovered other YOUCAT missionaries who were all young people working zealously for the church.

The YOUCAT is perhaps the only ministry which is spearheaded completely by young people.

Today we are collaborating with the YOUCAT headquarters to open a YOUCAT center in Bengaluru, capital of Karnataka, South India.

We desire to reach out to remote areas in India where there is a lack of catechism teachers and good tools to teach the catechism interactively.

We already have a priest Fr. Alvin Mundackal from Kothamangalam, Kerala, South India. He heads the social media mission for YOUCAT India.

One can follow us on Facebook and Instagram. We hope and pray soon our children will solve critical problems in society taking inspiration from church teachings!

YOUCAT resources are available at www.youcat.org
On can also download the free YOUCAT and Docat study guides and also the Youcat Daily app from https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.docatapp&hl=en
(Maria Francis is YOUCAT missionary, and a software engineer).

“What Good is a Changing Catechism? Revisiting the Purpose and Limits of a Book” 
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2019/06/what-good-is-changing-catechism.html
Dr. Peter Kwasniewski, June 15, 2019

What is a catechism? How would you answer that question?
A standard dictionary definition runs like this: “a summary of the principles of Christian religion in the form of questions and answers, used for the instruction of Christians.” Wikipedia, which as we all know is hit or miss, does a decent job: “A catechism (from Ancient Greek κατηχέω, to teach orally) is a summary or exposition of doctrine and serves as an introduction to the Sacraments” and for the “Christian religious teaching of children and of adult converts. Catechisms are doctrinal manuals—often in the form of questions followed by answers to be memorized.”[2]
It seems to me that this is the answer of history, of Church practice, and of what we might call “supernatural common sense.” A catechism is a convenient guide to what the Church teaches; more than that, a guide to what she has always taught and will always teach. A good catechism is like a clean, smooth, untainted mirror that reflects the content of the Catholic Faith and nothing else.

A poor catechism—like the infamous 1966 Dutch Catechism that caused so much trouble after the Council—is, on the contrary, a cloudy, scratched, bent, or chipped mirror that does not lucidly reflect the Faith. Good catechisms preserve and pass on the teaching of Christ and His Church, while bad catechisms distort it, or one-sidedly exaggerate it, or muffle or silence it.

Francis’s change to the Catechism
On August 2, 2018, the world learned that Pope Francis approved a change to the Catechism of the Catholic Church so that, whereas previously it admitted the legitimacy of capital punishment in principle while discouraging its use in practice, it would now exclude the legitimacy of any recourse to capital punishment, for any reason. The new text cites, as its only source, a speech given by the pope in October 2017 in which he stated that the death penalty is “per se contrary to the Gospel,” which means it must be an intrinsically evil action. In a meeting with 850 religious sisters of the International Union of Superiors General this past May 10, he doubled down: “I said clearly that the death penalty is not acceptable—it’s immoral. But, fifty years ago, no. Did the Church change? No. Moral conscience has developed.” This is only one of many statements in which the pope or his Vatican staff have breezily invoked “development,” as if this notion is automatically supposed to explain how we got from one position to its polar opposite.

Since the legitimacy of the death penalty will serve as my primary example today, I would like to start with an overview of the defense Christians have offered for it over the millennia, from the double vantage of reason and revelation.[3] Then, I will probe the question of what purpose a catechism serves, how the pope’s action undermines this purpose, and finally, what we should do as Catholics.

Natural law defense
A natural law defense proceeds on the basis of four truths.
First, God has authority over life and death. This is a crucial premise that liberalism has almost knocked out of people’s heads. Man has a right to life vis-à-vis his fellow men, but no such right to life vis-à-vis God, who is the author of all being and the source of all rights. God owes no man his life; it is a free gift. Moreover, human life is given with a purpose: to seek God and to be happy with Him. Therefore any man who turns against God by mortal sin has already forfeited his own life, and God with perfect justice could punish him with physical and spiritual death (i.e., damnation) at any moment. Scripture is clear that it is only God’s “patience” and mercy that give us many second chances before we are finally summoned to our particular judgment.

Second, the State’s authority derives from God’s, as the Magisterium teaches consistently and unambiguously, especially in the encyclicals of Pope Leo XIII. Thus, when the State coerces or punishes, it does so by God’s authority, not by its own merely human authority. Modern political philosophy, in the social contract theory, derives all political authority from the consent of the governed, and this ought to make the death penalty absolutely unacceptable. The social contract theorists find various ways to justify it anyhow, but this is irrelevant, since Catholics do not and cannot hold the social contract theory, but rather derive all human authority of any kind—spousal, parental, or civic—from God Himself.

Third, the State’s first and only obligation is to preserve and promote the common good of its citizens, not the private good of its individual citizens. Some crimes are so opposed to the common good that society cannot flourish without these crimes being severely punished and, to the extent possible, eradicated from the body politic. Traditionally, murder was seen as so opposed to the basic good of society that it warranted death, without further discussion.

Lastly, punishment is primarily retributive, not corrective or instructive or dissuasive. That is, the point of punishing a criminal is not to ensure that he becomes better (although we may hope this result will follow, as it often has), or to educate him in morality (although he probably needs it), or to dissuade him or others from further crime (although again we expect and rely on this effect). No. The point is to punish the doing of moral evil with a physical evil that corresponds to the gravity of the damage done to the common good. As the ancient Greek philosophers put it, someone who abuses his freedom by taking away someone else’s good deserves to have his freedom curtailed and to have some good taken away from him, up to and including the greatest physical good he has, his life in the flesh. If a crime is contrary to the very foundations of civil life, as murder is, the criminal deserves to be removed from civil life altogether. This may take the form of temporary exile, as when someone is incarcerated or sent away to a distant land, or permanent exile, that is, death.

The testimony of revelation
Can we say that this, too, is the teaching of divine revelation? Yes, without a doubt.

The Old Testament portrays God many, many times asking for the death of particular individuals at the hands of men, or requiring by law the death of certain kinds of sinners.[4] If Pope Francis were correct in saying that the death penalty is per se contrary to the Gospel, or that it is contrary to the dignity of the criminal, that would instantly result in Marcionism, that is, the heresy that the God of the New Covenant contradicts the God of the Old Covenant; it would require seeing the Bible in general to be erroneous because it never recognizes, indeed it contradicts, any absolute dignity in the human person that would be off limits even to God’s just sentence. Or if the pope would not say this about God, he would say it about the state, thus denying unanimous Catholic teaching about the state receiving its authority from God and acting as His representative.

But not even the New Testament teaches what the pope of mercy seems to think it does. In the Gospel of John 19:11, we read that Jesus answered Pilate: “Thou couldst have no power at all against me, except it were given thee from above: therefore he that delivered me unto thee hath the greater sin.” Here Jesus confirms, in words that have never given interpreters any trouble, that the power Pilate wields to have Him crucified has been given from above—in other words, the power of the civil authority to administer capital punishment comes from God, even when exercised by an imperial power in a usurped colony. Of course, Pilate’s sentence is manifestly unjust, but Christ does not question that he has received from God—indeed, from Christ Himself standing before him!—the authority that belongs to any public office. It is nothing other than this divine origin of power that requires of civil officials a total conformity to the law of God as knowable by reason and bestowed by revelation.

This truth is confirmed in the dialogue between Our Lord and the criminals on Golgotha, as recorded in the Gospel of Luke, 23:39–43:

And one of those robbers who were hanged, blasphemed him, saying: If thou be the Christ, save thyself and us. But the other answering, rebuked him, saying: Neither dost thou fear God, seeing thou art condemned under the same condemnation? And we indeed justly, for we receive the due reward of our deeds; but this man hath done no evil. And he said to Jesus: Lord, remember me when thou shalt come into thy kingdom. And Jesus said to him: Amen I say to thee, this day thou shalt be with me in paradise.

Here we see that Christ did not deny the words of the “good thief,” St. Dismas, who said about the death penalty: “we indeed justly, for we receive the due reward of our deeds.” Then, this thief explained why it was a sin of Pilate and a greater sin for those who had delivered Jesus to Pilate: “this man hath done no evil,” as if to say: “had he done evil, his punishment would be just, like ours.” Then one beholds the manifestation of true mercy and justice by Christ, when he says: “Amen I say to thee, this day thou shalt be with me in paradise.” This came after Dismas had said to his fellow criminal: “Neither dost thou fear God, seeing thou art condemned under the same condemnation?” and then to Jesus: “Lord, remember me when thou shalt come into thy kingdom.” Justice for the criminal; mercy for the one who converts. Isn’t this passage in Luke a fundamentally clear example of both justice and mercy in action?
The witness of tradition
Is my reading of the Bible idiosyncratic, or is it what we find in the Catholic tradition? To answer that question, we cannot do better than to turn to our greatest theologian, St. Thomas Aquinas, who writes in his Catechetical Instructions of circa 1260:

Some have held that the killing of man is prohibited altogether. They believe that judges in the civil courts, who condemn men to death according to the laws, are murderers. Against this, St. Augustine says that God by this commandment [“Thou shalt not kill”] does not take away from Himself the right to kill. Thus, we read: “I will kill and I will make to live” (Deuteronomy 32:39). It is, therefore, lawful for a judge to kill according to a mandate from God, since in this God operates, and every law is a command of God: “By Me kings reign, and lawgivers decree just things” (Proverbs 8:15). And again: “For if thou dost that which is evil, fear; for he beareth not the sword in vain. Because he is God’s minister” (Rom 13:4). To Moses also it was said: “Wizards thou shalt not suffer to live” (Ex 22:18). And thus that which is lawful to God is lawful for His ministers when they act by His mandate. It is evident that God, who is the Author of laws, has every right to inflict death on account of sin. For “the wages of sin is death” (Rom 6:23). Neither does His minister sin in inflicting that punishment. The sense, therefore, of “Thou shalt not kill” is that one shall not kill by one’s own authority.

Note that St. Thomas, in this typically compact, luminous, watertight argument, cites one of the heavyweight Fathers of the Church, St. Augustine, and half-a-dozen biblical texts.

Fair enough; but is St. Thomas to be taken as a reliable guide in this matter? After all, he was wrong about the Immaculate Conception, and a few others things, too. Well, the Church evidently thinks his arguments hold water, because in the other universal catechism published by a pope—the Roman Catechism of 1566, issued by Pope St. Pius V three years after the conclusion of the Council of Trent—we read the following rather bold appropriation of Thomistic reasoning:

Another kind of lawful slaying belongs to the civil authorities, to whom is entrusted the power of life and death, by the legal and judicious exercise of which they punish the guilty and protect the innocent. The just use of this power, far from involving the crime of murder, is an act of paramount obedience to the commandment that prohibits murder. For the end of the commandment is the preservation and security of human life. Now the punishments inflicted by the civil authority, which is the legitimate avenger of crime, naturally tend to this end, since they give security to life by repressing outrage and violence. Hence these words of David: “In the morning I put to death all the wicked of the land, that I might cut off all the workers of iniquity from the city of the Lord” (Ps 100:8).

We are living in a world in which the word “catechism” immediately brings to mind a single book: The Catechism of the Catholic Church from 1992, revised in 1997.[5] As I just mentioned, however, this was the second universal catechism of the Catholic Church. And these two are not a solitary pair, like the Pillars of Hercules. There were a host of national or regional catechisms published in every language. Famous examples included the three catechisms published by the Jesuit St. Peter Canisius in Germany in 1555 in its long form, 1556 in its short form, and 1558 in its medium length form—the Papa Bear, Baby Bear, and Mama Bear of German catechisms for centuries to come. So popular were these books that the expression “knowing your Canisius” became synonymous for “knowing your faith.”[6] Other very popular works included the Baltimore Catechism of 1885, based on St. Robert Bellarmine’s Small Catechism of 1614; the The Douay Catechism of 1649; and the “Penny Catechism” of Great Britain from the start of the 20th century. Such books were translated into many non-European languages by the missionaries who planted the standard of the Cross on every continent.

How many catechisms were published prior to the Second Vatican Council, in all languages? Has anyone ever counted? Five hundred? One thousand? Now think of it: nearly every one of these catechisms would have stated that the death penalty is legitimate.[7] Let me offer just a few examples from a wide array available online: two from the 16th century, one from the 17th, one from the 19th, and two from the 20th.[8]
An influential catechism published in 1567 by Fr. Laurence Vaux nicely connects the rationales for civil and ecclesiastical punishments:

What is the fifth Commandment of God? Thou shalt not kill. That is to be understood: thou shalt not without just authority kill or hurt any man in body or in soul. And therefore both the Judge in the commonwealth does lawfully put offenders to death, or otherwise punish them bodily, and the Bishop does lawfully excommunicate wicked or disobedient persons, for the preservation of peace and tranquility in the commonwealth, and in the Church.

Fr. Henry Tuberville’s An Abridgement of Christian Doctrine from 1649 asks: “Is it not lawful to kill in any cause?” and responds:

Yes, in a just war, or when public justice requires it: “For the magistrate beareth not the sword without cause” (Rom 13:4). As also in the blameless defence of our own, or our innocent neighbour’s life, against an unjust invader.

The Baltimore Catechism of 1885 says, with admirable nuance:

Human life may be lawfully taken (1) in self-defense, when we are unjustly attacked and have no other means of saving our own lives; (2) in a just war, when the safety or rights of the nation require it; (3) by the lawful execution of a criminal, fairly tried and found guilty of a crime punishable by death, when the preservation of law and order and the good of the community require such execution.

The beloved Catechism of St. Pius X, published in 1908, poses the question “Are there cases in which it is lawful to kill?” and replies:

It is lawful to kill when fighting in a just war; when carrying out by order of the Supreme Authority a sentence of death in punishment of a crime; and, finally, in cases of necessary and lawful defense of one’s own life against an unjust aggressor.

Canon Henry Cafferata’s 1922 book The Catechism, Simply Explained, true to its title, simply explains the matter as follows:
The fifth Commandment forbids all wilful murder, fighting, quarrelling, and injurious words; and also scandal and bad example. Wilful murder is one of the sins crying to heaven for vengeance. Suicide, which is self-murder, is forbidden by this commandment. Also the direct deliberate killing of an unborn child. But it is not murder when the State executes a criminal; it has the right to do so. Nor is it murder when the State orders its armed forces to kill the enemy in a just war. And one may always kill in self-defence, when there is no alternative.

Believe me when I say that such examples could be multiplied all the day long. There is simply not the slightest bit of deviation from common orthodox teaching.

Adding Aquinas and the Roman Catechism, what we are seeing here, in seven exemplary texts from a span of 700 years, is nothing less than a glowing example of the universal ordinary Magisterium of the Church—namely, the verbalization of that which is taught and believed “by everyone, always, and everywhere,” displaying the three hallmarks of the Vincentian canon: antiquity, universality, and the consensus of authorities. As an online catechist reminds us:

Because Christ committed to His Church a single, “defined body of doctrine, applicable to all times and all men,” one should expect to peruse not only decades, but centuries of Catholic catechisms and theological manuals and discover harmonious agreement and unbroken continuity on all matters of faith and morals. And find it one can; for when Catholic bishops spread throughout the world and across time give unified voice to their teaching office in catechisms approved by them, this is an authentic expression of the universal ordinary magisterium, an organ of infallibility, and an effective antidote in our own time against the erroneous notion (long since condemned by the Church) that dogma can evolve.
Evaluating Pope Francis’s change
Along comes Francis, and by a stroke of the papal pen—I had almost said magic wand—suddenly falsifies hundreds of other catechisms on a point of no small significance. Think of it: contrary to every catechism from ancient times to the Counter-Reformation down to the era of John XXIII who convened the Second Vatican Council, the “new and improved” Catechism speaks alone.

This, I would argue, is a sign of dangerous megalomania—the evidence of a pope disconnected from his office and from reality. And this case is far from unique: every week, it seems, gives us another example of deviation from the common heritage of Christians. A breathtaking example of episcopal and papal arrogance was given to us quite recently by the bishops’ conference of Italy, whose decision to change the wording of the Lord’s Prayer was approved (as expected) by Francis—in spite of the fact that not a single theologian or scholar from ancient to modern times has disagreed even slightly about the meaning of the Greek text of the Lord’s Prayer recorded in the New Testament, which is precisely what the Church herself has prayed in Greek, Latin, Slavonic, and every other language, for 2,000 years without interruption. In other words, the Italian bishops and the pope have changed the Our Father to say something that it simply does not say, and in doing so, they have implied one of two heretical positions: either Our Lord made a mistake and was wrong in saying what He did, in which case He is not God, or the evangelists made a mistake in reporting His most solemn utterance on prayer and attributed something false to Him, in which case the Gospel text is not inspired by the Holy Spirit and is, as a consequence, not infallible and inerrant. A similar point can be made about the Italian bishops’ change to the opening words of the Gloria, which are taken from St. Luke’s Gospel. They have distorted them past recognition. A true Christian does not dictate to God what He should say, but humbly accepts His word, not only when it is easy to understand, but also, and even more so, when it is difficult, challenging, perplexing, mysterious, or strange.

I turn again to the death penalty. Pope Francis went so far as to dismiss his papal predecessors, some of whom actively promoted capital punishment in the Papal States, as “having ignored the primacy of mercy over justice.” Commenting on this astonishing statement, Fr. John Hunwicke said: “Dear dear dear. Pretty nasty, that. What silly fellows they must all have been to make such an elementary error. But Don’t Worry. All, apparently, can be explained by ‘development.’”[9] Never mind that in dismissing all of them at once, he is undermining his own authority. If all the earlier popes can be wrong, a fortiori Francis can be wrong—and, indeed, is far more likely to be wrong, with a witness of 265 against 1.[10]
The change introduced by Francis fundamentally misconstrues the nature and purpose of a catechism; indeed, it misconstrues the nature and purpose of papal authority. A catechism is not, and has never been seen as, an instrument for introducing novel doctrine or for pushing forward the so-called “development of doctrine.” It is not an opportunity for dare-devil avant garde speculative theology, or a trial balloon to see how the media or the masses will react, or a wedge to open up a “safe space” for further changes to doctrine or morality. Neither should it marginalize or silence unpopular truths by giving them short shrift or no shrift at all. A catechism’s function is far humbler: to pass on, simply, accurately, and integrally, the pre-existing teaching of the Church.[11]
As Edward Feser recently wrote:

What Catholics who are concerned about the revision to the Catechism want to know, specifically, is whether the revision is meant to teach that capital punishment is always and intrinsically evil, and not just ill-advised under current circumstances. If that is indeed what is being taught, then that would be a direct contradiction of Scripture, the Fathers and Doctors of the Church, and all previous popes, and thus would not be a true development of doctrine but a reversal or corruption of doctrine. Calling something a “development” doesn't make it a development, otherwise the Church could reverse any teaching at all—concerning the Trinity, the Resurrection, you name it—and simply label it a “development” reflecting a “dynamic tradition,” etc. The great Catholic theorists of the development of doctrine, such as St. Vincent of Lerins and Blessed John Henry Newman, are always very clear that a genuine development can never contradict past teaching.[12]
The false understanding of “development of doctrine,” in the name of which today’s churchmen contradict the plain meaning of Scripture as received by the unbroken tradition of the Church, was in fact condemned in Pope Pius IX’s Syllabus of Errors under the following thesis: “Divine revelation is imperfect, and therefore subject to a continual and indefinite progress, corresponding to the advancement of human reason.”[13] This notion of endless “progress” always hides a form of relativism: we can never actually attain certainty of anything at any time, since we must await the latest deliverances of theologians or politicians who, in some mysterious shamanistic way, have access to the elusive “truth” called for by the “signs of the times.”

I think we can dig deeper into what is going on here. The death penalty vexes progressives and liberals because it reminds them of the existence of objective truths and absolute norms on which both justice and mercy are necessarily based; it reminds them of the final judgment each of us must undergo before the God of the Decalogue and the Beatitudes, the God who has revealed Himself in and through the “scandal of the particular”: in the Incarnation, in the Blessed Virgin Mary, in the Holy Eucharist and the other sacraments, in the organic development of the liturgy. To face this most personal God, and to be judged according to His absolute and particular truth, is the unspoken nightmare from which liberals are running away in every direction, even at the cost of contradicting reason, sanity, history, reality itself. In this way, they have already chosen hell, although they do not yet realize it, since hell is the place of irrationality, insanity, meaningless repetition, and banishment from the God who is the most real and contains all reality in Himself.

As Joseph Ratzinger pointed out some decades ago, hell is already breaking into this world and annexing portions of it, as people increasingly abandon the protection of the Holy Cross, the name of Jesus, the sacraments and sacramentals, the sacred liturgy. We might say that Satan has established colonial governors in, just to name three of his colonies, the United Nations, the European Union, and the Democratic Party.
What is the value of the “new” Catechism?
Francis’s change to the postconciliar Catechism prompts another train of thought. What, after all, is the value of this very catechism?

Years ago, it was pointed out to me that the Catechism omits mention of the New Testament teaching on the headship of the husband in marriage—despite the fact that this teaching is given multiple times in the New Testament, with a clarity greater than that of many other doctrines we typically consider crystal-clear, and despite the fact that the doctrine was often repeated by the Magisterium, at least up through Pius XI’s classic encyclical Casti Connubii, where it was given a winsome interpretation: the wife is the heart of the family, as the husband is its head (with all of the responsibilities each of these roles entails!), and the wife owes him lawful and rational obedience, even as he owes her the highest respect, devotion, and love. Why was this aspect of Christian teaching on marriage omitted in what was purported to be a trustworthy guide to the Catholic Faith? Oh, feminism and things like that. How do we know? Because the Catechism dances around the question, cites NT texts adjacent to the “offensive” ones, and does all that it can to avoid bringing up the subject.[14] In short, it is embarrassed about a truth revealed by God, because that truth fails to harmonize with the Zeitgeist, the spirit of the age.

Should this bother us? Absolutely. If we discover only one important teaching that is missing from a catechism by design and not by editorial oversight, then in principle the reliability of this catechism is called into question. It is seen to be under the curse of political correctness to some extent—how much would be difficult to say without exhaustive study, but the seed of doubt is already planted. We start to feel that this guide may not, after all, be entirely trustworthy.

If I might digress for a moment: the same thing can be said of the omission of 1 Corinthians 11:27–29 from the reformed missal and revised multi-year lectionary. These verses of St. Paul state the following:

Therefore whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink of the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the Body and of the Blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself; and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the Body of the Lord.

This passage—the clearest text in the Bible warning against unworthy or sacrilegious Eucharistic communion, a problem that has exponentially increased in the decades since the Council—was deliberately removed from the new liturgy, even though it had always been prominently present in the traditional Latin Mass, for as far back as we have records of the Church’s worship. Similarly, the omission of many psalm verses from the Liturgy of the Hours means that whoever follows these liturgical books no longer prays the Psalter as given by God. Such omissions, against the backdrop of a hitherto uninterrupted practice, call into question the value and legitimacy of the entire projects to which they pertain. At this point in my life, knowing what I do, I cannot trust the new lectionary or the new Liturgy of the Hours to give me an accurate formation in the Catholic Faith as received and professed by the Church from the time of her founding to the time of the Second Vatican Council. The lex orandi or law of praying was deeply modified, which means the lex credendi or law of believing has also been modified. The problems we are dealing with in catechesis are exactly paralleled by the problems we are dealing with in liturgy. It is all a single package deal, and the sooner Catholics realize this, the sooner they will stop pretending that they can have their cake and eat it, too—that they can entrust their minds to the Novus Ordo liturgy, while remaining, in the words of the Roman Canon, “orthodox believers and professors of the Catholic and apostolic Faith.”

To return to the Catechism of 1992, and the problem of tinkeritis: we remember how there were already changes to the new Catechism almost before its ink was dry. The second edition, published in Latin in 1997, featured a few substantive changes, including one already on the death penalty to reflect the liberal European manner in which John Paul II was thinking about it. 
Another change, on homosexual inclinations, was admittedly a significant improvement—and yet one wonders why the original editorial team, headed by Christoph Schönborn, later Archbishop of Vienna, would have expressed the point so badly to begin with. This doesn’t inspire confidence in the competence of the drafters. Indeed, in the case of Cardinal Schönborn, whom I admired and spent time with in the period between 1999 and 2006, we have seen a gradual decline into progressivism and outright heresy, especially on the subject of sexual ethics.

The “Church of tomorrow”
Since at least Dignitatis Humanae, there’s been a tendency to think doctrine is malleable, according to the whims of the reigning pontiff or the consensus of academic theologians. Back in the day, conservative Catholics tried to do this with social doctrine when they refused to accept John Paul II’s critique of certain aspects of modern-day capitalism in Centesimus Annus and other documents. Now, under Francis, it’s the liberals’ turn in the limelight, railing against the death penalty, but there’s been a general tendency for just about every modern school of Catholic thought to play this game. The ultimate source of this tendency is poor theology and even poorer philosophy; a refusal to acknowledge, on the one hand, that truth is a correspondence between thought and reality and, on the other, that the content of our faith is divinely revealed to us and is not subject to a process of mutation and evolution, no matter how many centuries we spend pondering its inexhaustible truth.

A friend recounted to me how a devotee of Hans Urs von Balthasar, a dazzling synthesizer of orthodoxy and modernism who could deceive even the elect, once told him that Balthasar’s concept of what our Lord did during His time in the grave on Holy Saturday couldn’t get into the Catechism right now, because it hadn’t been “received” yet, but in time it might. According to this notion of revelation, a theologian gets a brilliant idea; it catches on with other theologians; and after a time, lo and behold!, we have a new doctrine. Or perhaps just a “deeper grasp” of a doctrine, albeit one that actually contradicts just about everything held on the subject until now. One is reminded of the eulogy pronounced upon Teilhard de Chardin by one of his disciples, Henri Rambaud: “He was already thinking then what the Church did not yet know she would be thinking shortly. … Instead of being in agreement with the Church of today, he is in agreement with the Church of tomorrow.”[15]
If any of this were true, then nothing in the Faith would ever be certain; our house would be built on shifting sand, not solid rock. We know this to be false, because all twenty ecumenical councils prior to the sui generis experiment of Vatican II solemnly declared, in the name of God, binding dogmas of truth and condemnations of error. One who walks down the path of novelty is not deepening our collective grasp of truth, but simply departing from the Catholic Faith. As the ancient “Athanasian” Creed thunders: Quicumque vult salvus esse, ante omnia opus est, ut teneat catholicam fidem: quam nisi quisque integram inviolatamque servaverit, absque dubio in aeternum peribit. “Whoever wishes to be saved must, above all, keep the Catholic faith; for unless a person keeps this faith whole and entire, he will undoubtedly be lost forever.”

As good as much of it is, the new Catechism of the Catholic Church is not the “be-all and end-all” that many make it out to be. One would have felt ashamed to admit such misgivings back in the misty-eyed days of its promulgation when, after decades of doctrinal chaos and almost no guidance from Rome at the catechetical level, the Catechism came forth like Lazarus from the tomb. And perhaps it was something of a miracle in the early nineties. Even so, the well-respected Jesuit Fr. John Hardon—himself an author of copious catechetical materials, and by no means a “traditionalist” in the sense in which that term is used today—wrote at the time a detailed critique of certain formulations in the working draft of the new Catechism that he considered ambiguous, incomplete, misleading, or erroneous. While most of the problems were fixed, others remained.[16]

Other “catechism shenanigans” include Benedict XVI’s strategic deployment of the shorter Compendium of the Catechism to make up for defects in the larger one, and the multi-lingual release of a hipster youth catechism or “YouCat” that continues the process of dumbing-down the Faith that began with the first translations of the liturgy into the vernacular.

Seeking guidance from better sources
What Pope Francis has done will backfire, like the hubris of the protagonist in an ancient Greek tragedy. For he has given us a new and, I would say, pressing invitation to close the new Catechism and place it on the upper shelf, and to reach instead for the Roman Catechism, the Baltimore Catechism, or dozens of other books that, sidestepping political correctness, are more accurate guides to what the Church has believed and taught in her 2,000-year pilgrimage.[17] In his Apostolic Constitution Fidei Depositum of October 11, 1992, Pope John Paul II declared his new Catechism “a sure norm for teaching the faith and thus a valid and legitimate instrument for ecclesial communion.” Recent abuses of papal authority are pushing us (helpfully, I would say) to recognize that the “sure norm” in catechesis is not one single book, especially not a book that has trouble walking in a straight line, but rather the collective unanimous witness of centuries of catechisms. The uniform testimony of a host of traditional Catholic catechisms is an undimmed light amid the doctrinal darkness now besetting the Church in an age dominated by secularism, liberalism, and relativism.

What the confusion of our day requires, and what the much-touted dignity of man deserves, is not the new and improved Catholicism of the ever-newer Catechism, but the illuminating Faith of our fathers, “the faith which was once for all delivered to the saints” (Jude 1:3). May the Most Holy Trinity have mercy on us and deliver us from the tyranny of novelty.

Thank you for your kind attention.
Notes
[1] An earlier version of a portion of this lecture was published at OnePeterFive on December 21, 2018, as “The Pope Forces the Question: What Good Is the New Catechism?” The argument is here considerably expanded.
[2] The reason we memorize things as children is that we expect them to come in handy for the rest of our lives. We don’t anticipate the alphabet, the rules of grammar, or the circle of fifths changing on us by surprise.
[3] Those who wish to see a detailed argument should read the book by Edward Feser and Joseph Bessette, By Man Shall His Blood Be Shed: A Catholic Defense of Capital Punishment, published by Ignatius Press in 2017. This work is not without its flaws, but by the end of it, one cannot escape the conclusion that the legitimacy of capital punishment is as deeply lodged in the bones and marrow of the Judaeo-Christian tradition as the content of the Ten Commandments handed down to Moses on Mount Sinai, or the Beatitudes handed down by Our Lord to His disciples on the mountainside. Several fine articles have been published by First Things: J. Budziszewski’s “Capital Punishment: The Case for Justice”; Michael Pakaluk’s “Capital Punishment and the Sex Abuse Crisis”; Ed Feser’s “Pope Francis and Capital Punishment”; and of course, “An Appeal to the Cardinals of the Catholic Church,” signed by 75 clergy and scholars, which contains this ringing paragraph: “Since it is a truth contained in the Word of God, and taught by the ordinary and universal magisterium of the Catholic Church, that criminals may lawfully be put to death by the civil power when this is necessary to preserve just order in civil society, and since the present Roman pontiff has now more than once publicly manifested his refusal to teach this doctrine, and has rather brought great confusion upon the Church by seeming to contradict it, and by inserting into the Catechism of the Catholic Church a paragraph which will cause and is already causing many people, both believers and non-believers, to suppose that the Church considers, contrary to the Word of God, that capital punishment is intrinsically evil, we call upon Your Eminences to advise His Holiness that it is his duty to put an end to this scandal, to withdraw this paragraph from the Catechism, and to teach the word of God unadulterated; and we state our conviction that this is a duty seriously binding upon yourselves, before God and before the Church.”
[4] When Jesus deflected the stoning of the woman caught in adultery, it was not because He knew she did not deserve it, but because He wished to reprieve her in His mercy and give her a second chance. Civil governors may also choose to reprieve criminals, but it cannot be a simple rule that every criminal guilty of capital crime must be reprieved. There is no basis for this in either divine law or natural law.
[5] See http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/updates.htm for a complete list of revisions.
[6] See http://branemrys.blogspot.com/2011/12/brief-history-of-catechisms-and-peter.html.
[7] If the topic went unmentioned, it was owing to the brevity and simplicity of a given catechism, not to any disagreement on the part of its authors with what was received as common doctrine. Indeed, in an age as sensitive to ecumenical concerns as our own, it merits mentioning that the vast majority of Protestant catechisms transmitted exactly the same doctrine about capital punishment as Catholic ones did, and for obvious reasons: it is not especially difficult to mount a defense of it.
[8] For many examples of this point, see https://whispersofrestoration.blog/2018/08/18/those-clarion-catechisms-death-penalty-far-from-inadmissible/.
[9] From http://liturgicalnotes.blogspot.com/2018/12/how-and-how-speedily-does-teaching-of.html.
[10] See https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pope-francis-former-popes-ignored-mercy-in-using-inhuman-death-penalty.
[11] In other words, a catechism is a witness to the universal and ordinary Magisterium of the Church taught by all the bishops throughout the world over time (not just at the present moment) as well as to the extraordinary Magisterium consisting of de fide definitions of dogma by councils or popes.
[12] https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/popes-new-teaching-on-death-penalty-appears-in-revised-theological-commentary-on-catechism.
[13] Recall Francis speaking to the International Union of Superiors General of Woman Religious about how much can change in 50 years. What also happened 50 years ago? Humanae Vitae. One can see where all this is going. It isn’t even necessary for Francis to connect the dots himself; he knows that others will do so. He gives the inch so that others will take the mile.
[14] The Catechism of the Catholic Church avoids teaching the subordination of wives to husbands, replacing it with a novel doctrine of mutual subordination (see n. 1642, but also nn. 369–72, 1616, and 1659, eloquent in their omissions). In contrast, the Roman Catechism unambiguously transmits the teaching of Scripture on this point: see the Catechism of the Council of Trent for Parish Priests, trans. John A. McHugh and Charles J. Callan (Rockford, IL: TAN Books and Publishers, 1982), 339, 346, 352.
[15] From Gerard Verschuuren, The Myth of an Anti-Science Church: Galileo, Darwin, Teilhard, Hawking, Dawkins (Brooklyn: Angelico Press, 2018), 120.
[16] See “On Doctrinal and Moral Disorders Abiding in the Church: Father John A. Hardon’s 1990 Commentaries on the ‘Revised Draft’ of the Catholic Catechism,” prepared and elaborated by Robert Hickson: Part I, https://www.christianorder.com/features/features_2016/features_jan16.html; Part II: https://www.christianorder.com/features/features_2016/features_feb16.html. For example, the Catechism does not unambiguously teach that, because the old covenant with Israel has been fulfilled in Christ as the new covenant in His blood, the Jews are no longer God’s “chosen people,” but should be regarded as called to faith in Christ and baptism, even as all other unbelievers are; or that Christ enjoyed the beatific vision throughout His earthly life, including in His most bitter Passion. 
The first draft of the Catechism, ca. 1991, was much more explicit about Christ’s direct vision of God during His earthly life than the final version. See CCC 151, 473, and 478, from all of which, and from their footnoted sources, one may deduce the doctrine. Fr. Georges de Nantes’ Book of Accusation, which claims to find twelve heresies in the Catechism, is far from sound on all points, but it does raise a few potent criticisms: http://crc-internet.org/further-information/liber-accusationis/against-ccc/. The SSPX has also presented cogent objections: https://sspx.org/en/faq-page/what-are-we-think-of-the-new-catechism-faq14 and https://sspx.org/en/new-catechism-catholic.
[17] As we read at Whispers of Restoration: “For the average Catholic seeking to learn this Faith and hand it on to others in an error-plagued age, few things will bear this out like the reading of traditional catechisms. The continuity found in such study is both clear and compelling, and little wonder; for it illustrates the teaching of the universal ordinary magisterium” (https://whispersofrestoration.blog/2018/07/09/resource-traditional-catholic-catechisms/).
YouCat – The Official World Youth Day Catechism!
https://www.aquinasandmore.com/blog/youcat-the-official-world-youth-day-catechism/
Pope promotes “gripping” new Youth Catechism
https://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/21881/pope-promotes-gripping-new-youth-catechism

Alan Holdren, Vatican City, February 3/4, 2011

The Pope has great expectations for the “Youcat,” a text designed to teach young people the ABC's of Catholicism using a language tailored to their generation.
The 300-page volume is the new and official Youth Catechism of the Catholic Church. A team has produced the volume and enlisted its translations under the guidance of Cardinal Christoph Schönborn of Vienna, Austria, who also served as the editor of the universal 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church.

According to its American publisher Ignatius Press, the new text was produced with adolescents and young adults in mind as “an accessible, contemporary expression of the Catholic faith.”

It covers questions of doctrine, the sacraments, moral life and prayer and spirituality in a format friendly to young readers. According to the publisher, it uses a straightforward question-answer format, commentary, a variety of images and a glossary of terms along with Bible passages and the words of great Catholic saints and teachers.

In a presentation during meetings last month, organizers for World Youth Day 2011 said that Youcat “is expected to become the ‘go-to' catechetical resource for young people with questions about the faith.”

Organizers of the international youth gathering have ordered 700,000 copies for the backpack kits to be given out to registered young pilgrims next August along with a sleeping bag, map and other accessories.

In the book's preface, published in the Jan. 3 edition of the Vatican paper L'Osservatore Romano, Pope Benedict XVI himself calls it “extraordinary.”

In addition to its content, its basis in the 1992 Catechism makes it special, he writes.
As a cardinal, the Pope was heavily involved in the process of creating the Catechism of the Catholic Church.
In the 1980's, Pope John Paul II asked him to organize the bishops of the world to produce a text that could explain the faith to any person. It was no simple task producing a book for readers from all cultures, backgrounds and levels of education, he recalls in the preface.

It "seemed like a miracle" when the Catechism was finally produced, with all of the difficulty, discussion and collaboration that was needed to compile it, he writes.

The new Youth Catechism derives from that book as the response to a need for a Catechism translated into "the language of young people and to make its words penetrate their world," Pope Benedict explains.

He hopes that young people across the world will "allow themselves to be fascinated" by the adaptation designed for them.

The read is a "gripping" one, he writes, because "it speaks to us of our very destiny and because it looks at each one of us closely."
He invites youth to approach the book with passion and perseverance, to "remain in dialogue" with the faith by speaking with friends, forming study networks and exchanging ideas on the Internet.

Youth must know their beliefs and faith with the same precision as "a computer specialist knows an operating system" or "a musician knows a piece of music," he says.

"Yes, you must be more deeply rooted in the faith than your parents' generation, to be able to endure the challenges and temptations of this time with strength and decision."

He tells them not to let the evil and sin of the world, even that within the Church, keep them from learning their faith. "You carry intact the fire of your love in this Church every time that men have darkened her face," he tells them.
Cardinal Schönborn told the Vatican newspaper that the Pope was interested in every stage of the process from the very beginning. The idea for the youth-based catechism, he said, was proposed by young Catholics in Austria.

The first draft was created by a theologians and teachers in German-speaking areas. The text was then put to the test during a pair of summer camps to see if it retained its relevance across language and cultural barriers.
"In this way the entire book is an expression of the youth culture profoundly implanted with the fruitful seed of the Gospel," said Cardinal Schönborn.
The world, he added, has become so "small" that it was necessary to give young people a new perspective on the Gospel, "and 'Youcat' will be able to carry out this mission."
The resource will be available in 13 languages by April 4, 2011.

Ignatius Press has announced the English edition will be released in March 2011. Other volumes in world languages, including Chinese and Arabic, are being prepared.
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Pope Declares New YouCat Form of the Catechism "Extraordinary"
https://www.aquinasandmore.com/blog/pope-declares-new-youcat-form-of-the-catechism-extraordinary/
Rome, February 4, 2011

The religious education world is aghast today following the promotion of the new YOUCAT catechism to the level of an extraordinary form of religious instruction.
Following years of work on the new catechism in secret, the Opus Dei albino monks and Cardinal Schönborn announced the new catechism in a media blitz led by the endorsement and singular declaration of the Pope.  The preface of YOUCAT contains the apostolic constitution Conscientia Dabo Vobis in which the Pope raises the new catechism to “Extraordinary Form”.

Fr. Joseph Fezzio, the president of Ignatio Press, the American publisher in charge of printing the English edition said that “The raising of a catechism to extraordinary form is, in itself, an extraordinary event. We are unaware of any other book in the history of the Church that has been given such status.”

The new catechism has already generated controversy from the expected quarters. Fr. Richard O'Brien, author of the only catechism in history to have its imprimatur revoked, had some harsh criticism of the new volume. “Today's Catholic teens are universally aware of how special they are and they lead the world in the quality of their magazine collages. Who does the Pope think he is ruining an obviously perfect education system?”

Sr. Cheesesitter, head of publishing for the I Am Special Teen Workbook (part III) declared the new catechism “a travesty to American standards of religious education.” Her specific criticisms included:

( “…turning the clock back to the original 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church which no one could read anyway.”

( “[The catechism contains] far too many words and not enough color pictures and group projects.”

( “The catechism expects far too much of our young people. This isn't 1891, you can't expect teens to learn so much stuff.”

In spite of the criticism, the Pope sees the catechism as a timely publication. Speaking directly to the youth in the preface the Pope said “Yes, you must be more deeply rooted in the faith than your parents' generation, to be able to endure the challenges and temptations of this time with strength and decision.”

Fr. Y, a pundit of all things extraordinary in the Church, took time away from bird watching to lend his support to the endeavor. “I'm in favor of anything with the word ‘extraordinary' in it. Hopefully this new volume will be the beginning of a renewal of all religious education in the United States and around the world. I am not expecting things to happen overnight. This is a ‘brick by brick' type of project.”

Even as the ink is still drying on the first edition which is scheduled for release in March of 2011, Fr. Y sees many questions remaining. “Since the Pope has declared this catechism “extraordinary”, does that mean that there is an “ordinary form”? Perhaps the Baltimore Catechism? As the extraordinary form of the Catechism, will its use require a bishop's approval or is there already a motu proprio in the works that will grant religious education directors freedom to choose the extraordinary form as they see fit?”
Eventually, Aquinas and More publishing house stopped selling the [Benedict XVI] YouCat because of serious errors in its content
Theological problems with the YouCat may force us to discontinue selling it

https://www.aquinasandmore.com/blog/theological-problems-with-the-youcat-may-force-us-to-discontinue-selling-it/
August 12, 2011

We recently received comments about theological problems with the Youcat that we believe are probably serious enough for us to quit carrying the book. I sent the following comments to Ignatius Press and Mark Brumley, the president of Ignatius, was gracious enough to take the time to write an extensive reply. Please read both our comments and his carefully and then let us know what you think at the bottom of this post in our poll and leave comments if the poll doesn't say enough for you. Also, if you've noticed any other problems with the book that relate to the theological content please leave them in the comments. As you read below, keep in mind the level of knowledge of the Faith that the average Catholic teenager has.
Our Comments

The Youcat has been one of our bestselling books of 2011. When it was announced we were excited that an “official” catechism for teens had been written. Because of the glowing endorsement from Pope Benedict XVI and because it was published by Ignatius Press we didn't look through it as thoroughly as we would have had it come from a different source.

When the initial criticisms were leveled against the Italian edition for its flat out wrong statements on contraception and euthanasia, we went back to the English edition to confirm that we hadn't missed something. Those problems weren't in the English edition and Fr. Fessio issued a press release stating that the English edition was free from the errors that caused the Italian edition to be pulled for a rewrite.

We offered the Youcat for review on TiberRiver.com and it received mixed reviews but the criticisms were about style, a couple of pictures and a quote from a notorious non-Catholic philosopher. We discussed this at work and decided that we would continue to carry it because nothing had been pointed out that contradicted the doctrine of the Church. This may sound strange, but we actually have meetings about product content. A similar meeting about the Saint Mary's Press Catholic Youth Bible led us to add an explanatory note to our description because of a lack of clarity in one of the publisher comments.

Another problem we have had with the Youcat is that it lacks an imprimatur for the English edition. The actual imprimatur reads:

Austrian Bishops' Conference Imprimatur, Austrian Bishops' Conference with the approval of the German Bishops' Conference, November 29,2010; the Swiss Bishops' Conference, December 6, 2010 with the prior approval of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the Congregation for the Clergy, and the Pontifical Council for the Laity.

What I think this convoluted mess means is that an imprimatur was given for the German edition but not for any other language. There is a good explanation of the use of imprimaturs by Catholics United for the Faith but the issue of whether or not distinct translations each need an imprimatur is not addressed. With the debacle of the Italian edition it seems that there should have been a concerted effort by each bishops' conference to take a close look at their language's edition to avoid similar embarrassment. It doesn't appear that this was done. I actually sent a note to Ignatius Press several months ago mentioning my concern about the lack of an imprimatur specifically for the English edition. I was told my concerns would be forwarded.

So now we get to the specific, theological issues with the book. I don't take any credit for finding these problems but I am not going to link to the source as the original author has wandered off into some questionable theories of his own which in no way lessen the criticism leveled at the YouCat.
Homosexuality

#65 What about people who feel they are homosexual?

The Church believes that, in the order of creation, man and woman are designed to need each other's complimentary traits and to enter into a mutual relationship so as to give life to children. That is why homosexual practices cannot be approved by the Church…

Nothing is mentioned about homosexual acts being intrinsically sinful but that's not all:

There is no man on earth who is not descended from a union of a mother and father. Therefore it is a painful experience for many homosexually oriented people that they do not feel erotically attracted to the opposite sex and necessarily miss out on the physical fruitfulness of the union between man and woman according to human nature and the divine order of creation.

Two problems here. The entire issue of test tube babies is ignored to make an emotional play. Second, it is just assumed that homosexuality is a naturally existing condition without any caveat.

#415 What is the Church's judgement on homosexuality?

…At the same time, the Church declares that all homosexual relations in any form are contrary to the order of creation.

First of all, why are the sections about homosexuality broken up into different parts of the Catechism? The first quotes are from the section about the nature of man. The second is from the section on the sixth commandment. The fact that the Youcat brings up homosexuality in the nature of man and then assumes that people are born that way is a serious problem. In this later section, what average teen is going to make the jump that “contrary to the order of creation” = “mortal sin”? I wouldn't place bets on it.

Masturbation

#408 Is masturbation an offense against love?

Masturbation is an offense against love, because it makes the excitement of sexual pleasure an end in itself and uncouples it from the holistic unfolding of love between a man and a woman. That is why “sex with yourself” is a contradiction in terms.

The Church does not demonize masturbation, but she warns against trivializing it…

Aren't you glad that the Church doesn't demonize mortal sin? Obviously, there can be varying degrees of culpability but the fact that the word sin doesn't even get mentioned is a grave offense on its own.

Creation

#51 If God is all-knowing and all-powerful, why does he not prevent evil?

“God allows evil only so as to make something better result from it” (St. Thomas Aquinas).

Evil in the world is an obscure and painful mystery. Even the Crucified asked his Father, “My God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mat 27:46). Much about it is incomprehensible. One thing, though, we know for sure: God is 100 percent good. He can never be the originator of something evil. God created the world to be good, but it is not yet complete. In violent upheavals and painful processes it is being shaped and moved towards its final perfection. That may be a better way to classify what the Church calls physical evil, for example, a birth defect, or a natural catastrophe…

Okay, God didn't create the world “to be good”. He created it good or He lied. This wacky explanation of the state of the world doesn't even mention original sin but introduces this un-Catholic notion that the world is “evolving” towards perfection. No it isn't. There isn't any indication that we are closer to perfection than we were 2000 or 4000 years ago. It is quite probable that when the world ends we will be so far from perfect that the world won't even be recognizable as God's creation. Yes, God will perfect the world but it isn't a perfection of this world, that's a Jehovah's Witness belief.

There is also a slam on people (they are “naive”) who take the Bible at face value on the creation of the world taking six days even though the Pontifical Bible Commission has stated that the Church doesn't take a position on the literal or literary view of the creation story.

Because of these issues we are revoking our Good Faith seal from the Youcat and discontinuing it even though it has been our best selling book this year. I am very concerned that thousands of these doctrinally faulty books are being given out to the youth at World Youth Day endorsed as the official catechism of the event by the Pope. I can only assume that his endorsement was given to the German edition and that he either took someone else's word on the soundness of the text or that the German text is actually sound.

Mr. Brumley's Reply

Father Fessio forwarded your message. He may reply to you but he is traveling today, so it may be a while before you hear back. Later today I'll send some of my thoughts on your criticisms. One thing you should know now, though, is that the English edition of YOUCAT has received the imprimatur from the Archbishop of San Francisco. The next printing of YOUCAT will include it. It's complicated why the initial printings did not have it. However, the reason has nothing to do with any theological issues with the translation or other aspects of the book's content.

….

Ok.  I am finally in a position to reply to the rest of your email.  Father Fessio may do so as well, but as I said, he is traveling so it will likely be a while if he does.

With respect to your theological criticisms I would make a number of observations.   A general point would be that merely human books aren't perfect and that statement includes catechisms such as YOUCAT.  As I read YOUCAT, I can find questions and answers I would have phrased differently or points I would have given more emphasis or less emphasis. Maybe it's overconfidence in my own judgment for me to set myself up as good critic of catechisms, but whether or not that is so, it remains true that catechisms, notwithstanding the fact that they have ecclesiastical approval, aren't beyond critique.  The key point in this case, though, seems to be that just because one might, let’s suppose, validly criticize this or that point, doesn't mean YOUCAT is seriously doctrinally flawed or should not be sold by a conscientious Catholic bookseller.   I don’t think YOUCAT is beyond criticism but I would reject the claim that YOUCAT is gravely flawed or shouldn't be sold in a Catholic bookstore.

 

Now on to specific criticisms.

1.  Homosexuality.  You quote part of the answer from YOUCAT # 65:

#65 What about people who feel they are homosexual?

The Church believes that, in the order of creation, man and woman are designed to need each other's complimentary traits and to enter into a mutual relationship so as to give life to children. That is why homosexual practices cannot be approved by the Church…

Nothing is mentioned about homosexual acts being intrinsically sinful but that's not all:

There is no man on earth who is not descended from a union of a mother and father. Therefore it is a painful experience for many homosexually oriented people that they do not feel erotically attracted to the opposite sex and necessarily miss out on the physical fruitfulness of the union between man and woman according to human nature and the divine order of creation.

Two problems here. The entire issue of test tube babies is ignored to make an emotional play. Second, it is just assumed that homosexuality is a naturally existing condition without any caveat.

The issue of test tube babies is not addressed in this specific answer but it is addressed in YOUCAT #423.  I don't know what to make of your claim that the answer above “make[s] an emotional play”, so I'll not comment on it.  But the claim that “it is just assumed that homosexuality is a naturally existing condition without any caveat” is just plain false. YOUCAT #65 refers to the complementarity of man and woman as being “in the order of creation”.  It also indicates that this complementarity is “why homosexual practices cannot be approved by the Church”.  Furthermore, as the part of the answer you quote makes clear, same-sex attraction causes homosexual persons “necessarily [to] miss out on the physical fruitfulness of the union between man and woman according to human nature and the divine order of creation”. It is clear that the union of man and woman is “according to human nature and the divine order of creation” and that homosexuality is not.  Thus, it is inaccurate to claim that in YOUCAT “it is just assumed that homosexuality is a naturally existing condition without any caveat.”

Moreover, your criticism doesn't appear adequately to consider the context of the Q & A #65.  It follows the discussion (Q & A # 64) of God's creation of man male and female, where YOUCAT states, “God made man in such a way that he is male or female and longs for fulfillment and completion in any counter with the opposite sex.”  Such a statement might reasonably be expected to lead in our day to the question, “What about people who feel they are homosexual?” That's why the next Q & A, #65, poses exactly that question.  While the words “intrinsically sinful” don't appear, the essential point of the concept is there: homosexuality is not part of the “order of creation” and “homosexual practices cannot be approved by the Church”.  I take it that most reasonable readers will understand answers ##64-65 to mean that homosexual practices are “intrinsically sinful”, not that they may or may not be sinful, depending on circumstances; or that it is just a prudential matter of whether the Church allows homosexual acts.

On the subject of homosexuality, I am perplexed by why your comments don't include Q & A # 415 (crossreferenced in YOUCAT #65):

What is the Church’s judgment on homosexuality?
God created man as male and female and destined them for each other in a bodily way as well. The Church accepts without reservation those who experience homosexual feelings. They (persons who experience homosexual feelings) should not be unjustly discriminated against because of that. At the same time, the Church declares that all homosexual relations in any form are contrary to the order of creation. [2358–2359] 65

It seems to me that YOUCAT is pretty clear when it states that “all homosexual relations in any form are contrary to the order of creation”.  And of course the CCC's teaching on homosexuality is crossrefenced here [2358-2359]. How, then, can you claim that “it is just assumed that homosexuality is a naturally existing condition without any caveat”?

2. Masturbation.  You write:

#408 Is masturbation an offense against love?

Masturbation is an offense against love, because it makes the excitement of sexual pleasure an end in itself and uncouples it from the holistic unfolding of love between a man and a woman. That is why “sex with yourself” is a contradiction in terms.

The Church does not demonize masturbation, but she warns against trivializing it…

Aren't you glad that the Church doesn't demonize mortal sin? Obviously, there can be varying degrees of culpability but the fact that the word sin doesn't even get mentioned is a grave offense on its own.

The answer about masturbation is trying to steer a middle course between a view that regards masturbation as the worst evil (that is obviously what is meant by “demonizing”) and one that treats it as a trivial matter.  Perhaps YOUCAT does not do as good a job as it might in underscoring the evil of masturbation. But it is clearly presented as a “grave offense”, even though those particular two words are not used.  The question asks, “Is masturbation an offense against love?” It doesn't ask whether masturbation is a just bad idea or less than fully loving or possibly a problem.  And the answer to the question is direct and clear: “Masturbation is an offense against love …”
The full answer is:

Masturbation is an offense against love, because it makes the excitement of sexual pleasure an end in itself and uncouples it from the holistic unfolding of love between a man and a woman. That is why “sex with yourself” is a contradiction in terms. [2352]
The Church does not demonize masturbation, but she warns against trivializing it. In fact many young people and adults are in danger of becoming isolated in their consumption of lewd pictures, films, and Internet services instead of finding love in a personal relationship. Loneliness can lead to a blind alley in which masturbation becomes an addiction. Living by the motto “For sex I do not need anyone; I will have it myself, however and whenever I need it” makes nobody happy.

The above answer is given in the context where sexual relations have already been explained as intend between a man and a woman who are married to one another.  You may wish that YOUCAT had used the words “grave offense” or “sin”.  But it does not seem fair or accurate to suggest that the answer YOUCAT gives on this topic is doctrinally faulty, simply because those particular words aren't used in its answer here.

 
3. Creation.  You write:

Creation

#51 If God is all-knowing and all-powerful, why does he not prevent evil?

“God allows evil only so as to make something better result from it” (St. Thomas Aquinas).

Evil in the world is an obscure and painful mystery. Even the Crucified asked his Father, “My God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mat 27:46). Much about it is incomprehensible. One thing, though, we know for sure: God is 100 percent good. He can never be the originator of something evil. God created the world to be good, but it is not yet complete. In violent upheavals and painful processes it is being shaped and moved towards its final perfection. That may be a better way to classify what the Church calls physical evil, for example, a birth defect, or a natural catastrophe…

Okay, God didn't create the world “to be good”. He created it good or He lied.

This wacky explanation of the state of the world doesn't even mention original sin but introduces this un-Catholic notion that the world is “evolving” towards perfection. No it isn't. There isn't any indication that we are closer to perfection than we were 2000 or 4000 years ago. It is quite probable that when the world ends we will be so far from perfect that the world won't even be recognizable as God's creation. Yes, God will perfect the world but it isn't a perfection of this world, that's a Jehovah's Witness belief.

There is also a slam on people (they are “naive”) who take the Bible at face value on the creation of the world taking six days even though the Pontifical Bible Commission has stated that the Church doesn't take a position on the literal or literary view of the creation story.

To be very frank, I am not following much of your argument above.

a. To say that God created the world to be good is not to deny he created the world good.  So I don't understand your objection here.

b. You say, “This wacky explanation of the state of the world doesn't even mention original sin but introduces this un-Catholic notion that the world is ‘evolving' towards perfection.”  I'll set aside your use of the word “wacky”.  Your comments sound as if you understand YOUCAT #51 to be claiming that the world is evolving or improving in every way or moving in most ways toward perfection.  But (1) the Q & A doesn't use the word “evolving”, contrary to what one might infer from your statement above.  And in fact (2) Q & A #51 isn't talking about some all-encompassing evolution.  It's clear from the context that the Q & A addresses the issue of physical evil and moral evil, in their respective roles, and God's permitting them as part of a process leading the world, as YOUCAT puts it, “towards its final perfection”, a process that involves allowing evil in order to bring about some particular good. Here is the whole thing:

If God is all-knowing and all-powerful, why does he not prevent evil?
“God allows evil only so as to make something better result from it” (St. Thomas Aquinas). [309–314, 324]
Evil in the world is an obscure and painful mystery. Even the Crucified asked his Father, “My God, why have you forsaken me?” (Mt 27:46). Much about it is incomprehensible. One thing, though, we know for sure: God is 100 percent good. He can never be the originator of something evil. God created the world to be good, but it is not yet complete. In violent upheavals and painful processes it is being shaped and moved toward its final perfection. That may be a better way to classify what the Church calls physical evil, for example, a birth defect, or a natural catastrophe. Moral evils, in contrast, come about through the misuse of freedom in the world. “Hell on earth”—child soldiers, suicide bombings, concentration camps—is usually man-made. The decisive question is therefore not, “How can anyone believe in a good God when there is so much evil?” but rather, “How could a person with a heart and understanding endure life in this world if God did not exist?” Christ’s death and Resurrection show us that evil did not have the first word, nor does it have the last. God made absolute good result from the worst evil. We believe that in the Last Judgment God will put an end to all injustice. In the life of the world to come, evil no longer has any place and suffering ends. 40, 286–287

YOUCAT paraphrases the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) no. 310: “But why did God not create a world so perfect that no evil could exist in it? With infinite power God could always create something better. But with infinite wisdom and goodness God freely willed to create a world “in a state of journeying” towards its ultimate perfection. In God's plan this process of becoming involves the appearance of certain beings and the disappearance of others, the existence of the more perfect alongside the less perfect, both constructive and destructive forces of nature. With physical good there exists also physical evil as long as creation has not reached perfection.”

You criticize YOUCAT #51 for not mentioning original sin.  Of course that particular Q & A's purpose is not to discuss original sin, which is addressed elsewhere (##68-70).  But notice that neither does the explanation of CCC no. 310, on which #51 draws, refer to original sin.  Does that make the CCC “wacky” or doctrinally faulty?

c.  You go on at some length criticizing the idea that the world in general is getting closer to perfection, but since that is not what YOUCAT is addressing, I don't have anything to say in response to your comments, except to ask you to go back and re-read the Q & A.  I think you'll see it's talking about something else entirely from what you supposed.

d. You write:

There is also a slam on people (they are “naive”) who take the Bible at face value on the creation of the world taking six days even though the Pontifical Bible Commission has stated that the Church doesn't take a position on the literal or literary view of the creation story.

Here is what YOUCAT says (#42):

Can someone accept the theory of evolution and still believe in the Creator?
Yes. Although it is a different kind of knowledge, faith is open to the findings and hypotheses of the sciences. [282–289]

Theology has no scientific competence, and natural science has no theological competence. Natural science cannot dogmatically rule out the possibility that there are purposeful processes in creation; conversely, faith cannot define specifically how these processes take place in the course of nature’s development. A Christian can accept the theory of evolution as a helpful explanatory model, provided he does not fall into the heresy of evolutionism, which views man as the random product of biological processes. Evolution presupposes the existence of something that can develop. The theory says nothing about where this “something” came from. Furthermore, questions about the being, essence, dignity, mission, meaning, and wherefore of the world and man cannot be answered in biological terms. Just as “evolutionism” oversteps a boundary on the one side, so does creationism on the other. Creationists naively take biblical data literally (for example, to calculate the earth’s age, they cite the six days of work in Genesis 1).

I'm not sure it amounts to a “slam” of creationists to describe them as YOUCAT does. But in any case it's not a doctrinally faulty statement to assert that creationists “naively take the biblical data literally (for example, to calculate the earth's age, they cite the six days of work in Genesis 1)”.  Although the CCC doesn't describe as “naive” those who hold literalist views of the six days of creation, it does characterize those days as symbolic: “God himself created the visible world in all its richness, diversity, and order.  Scripture presents the work of the Creator symbolically as a succession of six days of divine ‘work', concluded by the ‘rest' of the seventh day.”  Clearly, this is how the CCC thinks the creation account of Gen 1 should be read.  Is that doctrinally faulty?

When in his general audience of Jan 29, 1986 Pope John Paul II said of the Genesis account of creation, “Taken as a whole, the image of the world is delineated by the pen of the inspired author with the characteristics of the cosmologies of the time”, was the Pope doctrinally flawed?  The cosmologies of that time were creation myths.  That would seem even more provocative than describing the sis days of creation as “symbolic”.  Nevertheless, I am glad to see that Aquinas and More carried God Father and Creator, the volume of John Paul II's audiences that contains the aforementioned talk.

When Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger preached the homilies that eventually became the book In the Beginning (an non-Ignatius Press book I am glad Aquinas and More sells), he presented the Gen 1 account of a six-day creation as symbolic. Was he doctrinally flawed for doing so?

In Cardinal Christoph Schönborn’s Chance or Purpose? he distinguishes “creationism”, which he associates with biblical fundamentalism, and the doctrine of creation.  Regarding the creationist idea of a young earth, he writes, “It is nonsense to maintain that the world is only six thousand years old” (p. 38) and he accuses of creationism of subjecting the Christian faith to mockery.  Is Cardinal Schönborn on this matter doctrinally faulty? I am pleased to see that his book is sold by Aquinas and More.

The United States Catholic Catechism for Adults states, “This debate [over evolution] is often fueled, on the one hand, by ‘creationist' or fundamentalist biblical opinions that do not take into account the literary forms of the Bible and the primary theological purposes of its teaching, and on the other hand by the use of theories of evolution to support a materialist and anti-religious interpretation of the world and humanity” (p. 61).  That's similar to what YOUCAT says on the subject of creationism.  What's more, the same catechism describes the days of creation as symbolic and the sequence of creation in Gen 1 as “poetic and theological”, “not literal or scientific” (p. 55). Aquinas and More also distributes this catechism.

Was Father Stanley Jaki doctrinally flawed when he wrote, “Biblical literalism taken for a source of scientific information is making the rounds even nowadays among creationists who would merit Huxley's description of biblioaters.  They merely bring discredit to the Bible as they pile grist upon grist on the mills of latter-day Huxleys, such as Hoyle, Sagan, Gould, and others.  The fallacies of creationism go deeper than fallacious reasonings about scientific data. Where creationism is fundamentally at fault is its resting its case on a theological faultline: the biblicism constructed by the Reformers”?  Was Father Jaki doctrinally faulty when he went on to say, “Biblicalism almost succeeded in bringing irreparable discredit to the Counter-Reformers. This happened as they showed too much readiness to meet Lutherans and Calvinists on their own chosen ground, that is, biblical literalism”? These quotes are taken from Jaki's Bible and Science, a book which also strongly criticizes a literalist interpretation of Gen 1's six days of creation and a book I am happy to see that Aquinas and More sells.

There are other works and authors I could quote, including others from Aquinas and More's inventory but you get the point. I don't think that these works and authors are doctrinally flawed because they reject the six-day view of creation or because they imply that those who hold such a view are, at best, incorrectly interpreting the Bible, if not making a mockery of biblical teaching.  Do you?  If so, why do you carry these books?

4. Discontinuation.  You write:

Because of these issues we are revoking our Good Faith seal from the Youcat and discontinuing it even though it has been our bestselling book this year. I am very concerned that thousands of these doctrinally faulty books are being given out to the youth at World Youth Day endorsed as the official catechism of the event by the Pope. I can only assume that his endorsement was given to the German edition and that he either took someone else's word on the soundness of the text or that the German text is actually sound.

You are, of course, free to carry or not carry YOUCAT.  However, I think you do YOUCAT and your readers a disservice if you characterize YOUCAT as doctrinally faulty.  It is not doctrinally faulty, whatever quibbles one might have about the phrasing of this or that answer.

With respect to the Holy Father, I won't claim he spent long hours pouring over every jot and tittle of YOUCAT.  However, I think it highly unlikely he simply took someone else's word regarding the book and proceeded to write the foreword to it, urging young people to read it.  What's more, do you really think that the German text significantly differs from the English text on the particular points at issue above?  Really?  That Ignatius Press simply mistranslated the text or maliciously set out to undercut an orthodox German original?
Ian, we at Ignatius Press very much appreciate Aquinas and More's apostolic work and your commitment to authentic Catholicism.  However, I have to say that in this case, I simply don't understand your reasoning or see validity to your arguments.  I hope you will reconsider the stance you have taken.
Why we are discontinuing the YouCat
https://www.aquinasandmore.com/blog/why-we-are-discontinuing-the-youcat/
https://blog.aquinasandmore.com/why-we-are-discontinuing-the-youcat/

August 17, 2011

YouCat - The Theologically Muddy Un-Catechism

After writing to Ignatius Press and getting a response to our concerns about theological issues with the Youcat, we have decided to stop carrying it. I have given some serious thought to the reply I received and here are the reasons why we won't be carrying it anymore.
1. The purpose of a catechism is to provide clear answers about the Faith in a question and answer format. The Youcat may appear to be a catechism but the answers, especially in the concerns we raised, are as clear as mud. The language used is in many cases what you would have expected in one of Blessed John Paul II's encyclicals, not in a basic catechism directed at teenagers.

2. The clarity that should be found within a section is sometimes divided into sections in very different parts of the book and even so provides very little to solidify an answer. See particularly the issues on the topic of homosexuality.

3. Some of the clarity to answers is provided by references to the official Catechism of the Catholic Church. How many teenagers, let alone others, are going to read an answer in the Youcat and go dig out the cross-referenced paragraph in the CCC to find the full answer to the question?

4. While I'm not going to say that some of the answers in the book, especially concerning creation and biblical accuracy, are contrary to Catholic teaching, there is enough documentation of what previous popes have written on the topic to make the answers in the Youcat seem very tenuous and a disservice to the teens that the Youcat is aimed at.

I believe that the idea of creating a modern catechism for teens was a commendable idea but that the execution of the idea was done extremely poorly and in too much haste to force it on World Youth Day 11 in Madrid.

Instead of the Youcat, we recommend sticking with catechisms that are clearly written even if they aren't as “hip” and exciting as the Youcat. Hopefully future editions of the Youcat will address these concerns so that we will change our position and be able to recommend it without reservation. 
Some catechisms we recommend instead:

Father McBride's Teen Catechism is a solid presentation of the Faith for teens. The only issue is a lack of a good index for quickly finding topics.

The United States Catholic Catechism for Adults, despite its name, is actually a very good distillation of the official CCC that a teen, who has had some decent catecheses would be very comfortable using.

Baltimore Catechism 3 and the revised Baltimore Catechism 2 are both extremely clear explanations of the Faith that after providing the “quick” answer to each question go on to explain the answer in more depth. These have been used as Confirmation prep books for decades.

The YouCat Catechism: Leading Youth Astray on Homosexuality, Contraception, Euthanasia, Evolution, and Scripture

https://www.reddit.com/r/Catholicism/comments/1nkzcn/the_youcat_catechism_leading_youth_astray_on/
2011
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Asian edition of DoCat released
https://mattersindia.com/2016/08/asian-edition-of-docat-released/
Bengaluru, August 31, 2016

An Asian edition of DOCAT, the summary of the Social Teachings of the Church, has been released in Bengaluru, a southern Indian city.
“DOCAT demands that we change ourselves and our surroundings,” Father Gilbert Choondal, president of the Indian Catechetical Association, told the August 27 function to release the youth-friendly adaptation of the Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church

The youth catechism is not just a tool to learn or discuss social topics but a way to lead every young Catholic to action, the Salesian priest asserted.

The DOCAT was released globally at the July 26-31 World Youth Day in Kraków, Poland. It was published by the Austrian Bishops’ Conference and approved by the Pontifical Council for the Promotion of the New Evangelisation.

The Bengaluru-based Asian Trading Corporation published the Asian edition of the DOCAT. The program to release the function was held at Grand McGrath Hotel and attended by bishops, priests, heads of Institutes and religious congregations, and Lly animators.

Fr. Choondal introduced the DOCAT in an audio-visual format to the gathering.

DOCAT, he explained, is a social catechism and its name derived from two word, “DO” from the verb, to do and “CAT” the first three letters of catechism.

Apart from the Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church, the book has incorporated insights from the two social encyclicals of Benedict XVI (Deus Caritas Est and Caritas in Veritate) and the encyclical of Pope Francis (Laudato Sì).

It is written in resonance with the style of Youcat, the priest claimed.

Pope Francis, who has written its introduction, repeatedly challenges young Christians to become actively involved in working for greater justice in the world: “I wish I had a million young Christians or, even better, a whole generation who are for their contemporaries walking, talking social doctrine.”
Archbishop Bernard Moras of Bangalore, while releasing the DOCAT, said, “We need to bring the YOUCAT and DOCAT to every Christian youth.”

He appreciated ATC for undertaking translations of DOCAT in 15 Indian languages.

Announcing Tradivox: An International Catechism Restoration Project
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2020/03/announcing-tradivox-international.html
Dr. Peter Kwasniewski, March 5, 2020
Truth-seekers, rejoice!
In the midst of these confusing times in the Church, we would like to share some encouraging news. An international catechism restoration project is currently underway, compliments of Tradivox, a U.S.-based Catholic nonprofit. Their work has been strongly endorsed by Bishop Athanasius Schneider. Take a look:
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Catechism Restoration Project from Tradivox, Inc. on Vimeo.

The project is tremendous: archival manuscript recovery, full text and graphics restoration, reformatting and republication of dozens of historical Catholic catechisms as an entirely new reference series – all demonstrating the changeless continuity of Catholic faith and morals across time and space. Not only will the catechisms be published in book form, they will also be organized into a massive online database that will be able instantly to show the consistency of teaching across centuries on any subject treated.
This is an incredibly timely and much-needed project today. Priests and seminarians, parents and teachers, students and scholars, Catholics and non-Catholics alike will here find an accessible guide to the timeless truths of our Faith. We know that the Faith, well-presented, has the power to convict minds, touch hearts, and conquer errors. In the words of His Excellency, Bishop Athanasius Schneider: “I invite the faithful of the entire world to support this historic effort, as we see to restore the perennial catechism of the Church.” (See Bishop Schneider’s full endorsement here.)
We encourage our readers to find out more about Tradivox by visiting the website.
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