	WHAT DID THE POPE KNOW? 

& 

WHEN DID THE POPE KNOW IT?
  

 When I was a member of The Brothers of Holy Cross, in our Catechism of the Vows class, we were told that the only circumstance where one was required to refuse to obey a religious "Superior(?)" was when that person ordered one to sin.  Further, it was required that the person so ordered was to explain to that "Superior(?)" that the order "was sinful". 

  

  

THIS ARTICLE IS 
ABOUT THE SIN OF THE ROMAN CATHOLIC  HIERARCHY: 

  

  

With all of the emphasis on what is called "Child Abuse", I believe that a main problem is missed:  
  

What is termed "Child Abuse" is an expectable result of the "Unnatural State called  Celibacy!"  If you try to put a cork on the very human sexual appetite the turmoil of emotions will seek an outlet elsewhere.   

  

[Digression:  Not all purported "child abuse" had to do with "children".  Those who are trying to make much ado about "middling" forget to mention that many of the so-called "youths" were what is called "of legal age."   

Indeed, in many cases the purported "victims" were old enough to either consent or decline.  In some cases, the persons were old enough to decline forcefully if they wished.   

  

My personal favorite was a gentleman in his forties speaking of a circumstance some years earlier:  "There was nothing abusive about it!"  

  

I am not trying to minimize the charges of those who felt trespassed.  I am merely trying to keep those on the attack from bloating their numbers.]     

  

In order to understand the problem I suggest that we trace the history of the use of what is called Celibacy within the Roman Catholic Church:  
  

To begin with:  "Celibacy" is misunderstood.  The word "Celibacy" is a legal term.  The word refers to a "promise to not marry."  That is all that the word means when it comes down to the "legal document" one "vows" to in a religious community.  Because the word was constructed to serve as a term to be used in a legally binding contract it was not amenable to changes in meaning. Many words evolve over the centuries to fit different meanings due to changing circumstances.  However, terms used in legally binding contracts do not evolve.  They are given precise meanings through the process of legislation and adjudication.   

  

My point:  There is no mention of sex in the definition!  "The Vow of Celibacy" is not a promise to not have sex!  
  

  

THE RULE OF CELIBACY 

WAS INSTITUTED FOR BISHOPS AT THE FIRST LATERAN COUNCIL! 

  

IT WAS EXPANDED 
TO COVER PRIESTS LATER! 

  

MANY CHURCH LEADERS HAVE TRIED TO CLAIM THAT IT ALSO   DISALLOWS SEX!   

  

  

Some religious communities have since even changed the name of the "Vow(?)" they take to "Chastity."  That does not work!  No matter what sweet name they try, The First  
Lateran Council gave it its legal limits when it voted on the original concept as embodied within the "legally defined word" Celibacy!  
  

John Boswell, the author of "Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality," in a speech to Integrity (The Gay and Lesbian Caucus of the Episcopal Church) said that the First Lateran Council instituted Celibacy for bishops as a disciplinary requirement.   

  

Celibacy had earlier been necessary within Monasteries and Convents.  In those cases it was merely a matter of practicality.  Try to envision monks with their wives and children or nuns with their husbands and children.  That would have been ultimate chaos!  
  

Dr. Boswell pointed out that the reason the bishops borrowed the idea of not permitting marriage for themselves was to respond to two bishops who were lovers!   
  

Their dioceses were in that part of southern France known as "Provence." There were only six bishops within that ecclesiastical district.  Boswell implied that it was more a matter of Clerical Politics than for a religious motive.  The two lovers already had two of the six votes.  "Converting(?)" so-to-speak one other vote would be able to stop action on any issue.  
  

In effect, the bishops at the First Lateran Council were telling the homosexual bishops that since they were not married, the rest of the bishops would drop marriage too.  
  

The Orthodox bishops were still in Union with Rome at the beginning of that process.  They agreed to be Celibate themselves.  Before the process was extended to priests the split between Rome and Orthodoxy had taken place.  That is why Orthodox priests can still be married.  
  

Indeed, even the Uniate priests can be married because Rome is afraid that if Rome tried to enforce Celibacy within the Uniate Rites, the Uniates would switch over to Orthodoxy. 

  

One of the more amusing twists of the whole mess was, when some of the Uniate Rites began to choose American born priests as bishops, Rome tried to insist that once the Uniate churches no longer had bishops from their native countries the rule of "Western" priestly celibacy should be applied within those rites in the West.  I get the impression that the Uniate priests in the United States "explained(?)" to the leadership of the Roman Rite that they did not intend to do so.  And, they haven't done so.   

  

Indeed, it would not surprise me if the Uniate priests, by that time, recognized how fucked up in the head the Roman Rite priests were and had no desire to mess up their own minds just to suit Roman Rite prejudices-imbecilities.      
  

That friends, is a very good example of how silly the celibacy argument is:   

      

Cardinal Christoph Schoenborn of Vienna, Austria tried to make some sense out of the mess by saying that a discussion was needed which included "the issue of priest   celibacy and the issue of personality development."  

  

Mr. Ratzinger tries to justify continuing the celibacy rule by claiming that celibacy is "the sign of full devotion, the entire commitment to the Lord and to 'the Lord's business', an expression of giving oneself to God and to others".  
  

Cardinal Schoenborn had to back off a bit by stating:  "It would be wrong to say that celibacy was a prime cause of sexual abuse."   

  

In response:  I say!: 

  

Celibacy does not force a person to have sex!  What Celibacy does is to distort the "celibate(?)" individual emotionally to a point where the sexual orientation that they have is shoved in a wrong direction.  
  

It is not because a person is celibate that they have sex.  It is because they are celibate that they are discouraged from or deflected from choosing a mature sex partner.   

  

Many years ago--I am old enough to remember--it was a common practice for young men to enter a seminary even at the high school level.  It is perfectly sensible to suppose that being randy kids that sex games were played in those high school seminaries.  
  

It is also probable that candidates who entered at the college level also had sexual experiences.  
  

Indeed, one of my favorite sayings is that "Entrance to a Seminary is a homosexual act in and of itself!": 

   

  

[Digression:  Before the idiots go off on me:  I AM NOT TALKING ABOUT PRACTICE (i.e. Performing homosexual genital actions)!   

  

What I mean is that a priest is somewhat like an "interior decorator of the mind."  Or, a "hair dresser inside the head".   

  

If I might be allowed:  I would make what I consider to be a salient point:   Among the general population the incidence of what is called "Pedophilia(?)"--i.e. "Love of a child"--is ninety percent heterosexual in its orientation.  That is, 90% of the men who practice such choose little girls as their sex objects.  That would be expectable in a culture where 90% of males practiced heterosexual sexual relations.   

  

What is arresting about the priest-boy incidences within the Roman Catholic Church is the reversal of those numbers.  There are very few examples-complaints of priests molesting young girls.  By contrast, there are many examples-complaints of priests purportedly molesting young boys and/or young men.   

  

When I state, "Entrance to a Seminary is a homosexulal act in and of itself!", I am not saying that it is impossible for a heterosexual--or, more likely, a bisexual--to become a priest or brother.  There is no "homosexual" check-off on vocational applications.   

  

Rather, I am saying that the religious life tends to draw folk with a homosexual orientation!   

  

AND! I AM EMPHATICALLY POINTING OUT THAT THE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER NUMBER OF PRIEST-BOY AND YOUNG MALE INCIDENCES IS A FAIRLY GOOD INDICATOR OF THE TRUTH OF MY CONTENTION!  
MALE ADULT-MALE YOUTH ATTRACTION IS A ROUGH INDICATOR OF A HOMOSEXUAL ORIENTATION ON THE PART OF THE MALE ADULTS!  
  

THAT IS A REVERSE OF THE STATISTICS OF THE GENERAL POPULATION! 

  

Let me, if I might, make a point that is usually ignored:  These men who ended pathetic did not enter the Seminary in order to be sexually attracted to children.  Most, at least, entered with the intention of being quite ordinary priests.   

  

IT WAS THE INSTITUTION OF "CELIBACY(?)" THAT DAMAGED THEM!  IT WAS THE ATTEMPT TO IMPOSE A CONDITION THAT WAS ANTITHETICAL TO THE NATURE THAT GOD (OR, NATURE ITSELF) HAD CREATED THAT TUGGED AT THOSE MEN'S DESIRES TO THE POINT OF THEIR DESTRUCTION!   

  

Even that doesn't complete the critique:  There are cultures that disagree with ours.  In some cultures, "Man-Boy Love" is the norm.  In the case of the ancient Greeks the signal was the first signs of whiskers on the young men's chins.  There are numerous primitive tribes with more sense than our culture has in dealing with the issue.   

  

Frankly, I've seen religions where priests and/or ministers had to marry a woman in order to prove that they were Straight!  That is just about as stupid as Rome's method.  Instead of trying to stop sexual desires those religions tried to channel them in "approved(?)" directions.   

  

WOULD THAT THE HUMAN HAD SENSE ENOUGH TO SIMPLY ACCEPT THE NATURE THAT GOD (OR, NATURE ITSELF) HAD GIVEN THEM AND RELAX WTITH THAT!]  
It is only relatively recently that a fair number of priestly candidates delay going into a seminary for a few years after college.   

  

I would argue that too many of the priests being accused of "child abuse" simply never grew up.  
  

I would contend that Mr. Ratzinger's defense of Celibacy amounts to sentimental slop!  
  

Frankly, I feel that the Roman Catholic Church deserves to lose every single penny of every single law suit past, present, and future that it is being forced to pay.  Mind you, such shenanigans did not start in the 1990's!  They stretch back to at least 1123 with Lateran One.  Indeed, more likely to the earliest Churches under Mark with his Gnostic concept and Paul with his negativity with regard to homosexuality.   

   

  

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH'S SIN IS ITS REFUSAL TO WELCOME HOMOSEXUALS!: 

  

  

ITS REFUSAL TO "WELCOME" ITS OWN PRIEST'S NATURES! 

  

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  

  

  

  

The Archdiocese of Detroit and the misuse of Papal Power:  

  
There is a Roman Catholic parish in Detroit which has tried to be welcoming of Lesbian, Gay, Trans-gender, and Bisexual persons.   

  

The pastor did many, in my opinion, good actions in that attempt.  One parishioner mentioned discussion groups and outreach to other parishes in dealing with the issue of LGBT Christians.  
  

Indeed, the parish invited a Priest and Nun who were working with homosexual Catholics to come to the parish and hold a discussion of the subject.   

  

The reaction of the Vatican is curious!:   

  

First off, how in the hell would the Vatican know about a mere discussion of homosexual issues half-a-world-away unless some zealous individual within the Church hierarchy informed the "Vatican." 

   
The Vatican's "man(?)" in Detroit was Adam Maida!  
  

[Much of what we will be talking about from this point on can be traced back to Mr. Maida.]  
  

Mr. Maida was the Cardinal Archbishop of Detroit at the time.  
  

BY TRACING MR. MAIDA'S ACTIONS DURING THIS PERIOD WE CAN DEDUCE THE POSITION OF THE VATICAN TOWARDS EACH OF THE ISSUES.  IF ONE WOULD TRY TO CLAIM THAT MR. MAIDA ACTED SEPARATELY FROM EITHER THE PAPACY ITSELF, OR FROM THE "SACRED OFFICE OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH"  [NOTE: THAT OFFICE USED TO BE KNOWN AS "THE HOLY OFFICE OF THE INQUISITION".]  THAT WOULD BE SILLINESS PERSONIFIED!   

  

So! What would have happened is that the pastor of the parish in question arranged the event.  Someone, reported to Cardinal Maida, and Cardinal Maida reported to the Vatican.   

  

Whatever route:  The Vatican ordered the pastor of the parish where the event was to be held to cancel the event.  My recollection is that the event may have been moved somewhere else.  Can't really remember!  And, I was not invited if it was.   

  

What strikes me is that the "Vatican(?)" was so completely cognizant and involved that it was able to stop an individual event at a single Roman Catholic Parish in a city half a world away from the Vatican before the event was supposed to take place.     

  

Mind you good folk:  The Vatican, as well as the local diocese, was very aware of the minutest maneuver on the part of any one (or, entity) that dared to do anything that might be perceived as possibly pro-Gay and were able to respond with draconian measures.   

  

However, in trying to keep an eye on individual priests--Who, admittedly, were under the "discipline" of the Roman Catholic hierarchy.--the "good(?)" priests and bishops were helpless (Would "slipshod" be a better choice of word?) when it came to sexual abuse of purportedly under-age youths.  
  

That, my friends, is the real dichotomy of this mess!    
 

There was another aspect that I find very curious:  
 

Cardinal Maida was appointed by the Pope at that time--Carol Wojtyla (i.e. AKA John Paul II)--to be the Roman Catholic Church's liaison to the Lesbian, Gay, Trans-gender, and Bisexual community of Detroit.  
 

Mr. Maida's assignment was to deal with the priest and nun who were to have been the speakers at the event.  Indeed, Mr. Maida managed to intimidate the priest to the point where he backed down.  The nun was a different problem.  She did not back down.  I like to think of that nun as "a better man than that priest."  Had enough backbone to stand up to a Cardinal?    
 

Curiouser and curiouser!:  As soon as the business at hand was decided, Rome withdrew the "liaison" status of Mr. Maida.  Ordinarily, a "liaison" is appointed in order to give the community "liaised with" a way to interact with the body appointing the liaison.  
 

In the Roman Catholic Church a "liaison" is used to impose RC discipline on the community so "connected with."  There is no way that the Roman Catholic hierarchy would condescend to do anything that would actually help whichever community it "liaised with."  Indeed, in the case of the Out of the Closet homosexual community that would be even more ludicrous.    

 

We LGBT's had never felt "Liaised(!)" with in the least!  
 

Nobody even bothered to shake any of our hands.  We read about how we had had a "liaison(?)" from the Pope (JPII) but the "liaison status" was gone before we could even arrange a meeting with our "liaison(?)".  
 

Like Lucy and her football with Charlie Brown!  Pulled back at the last minute every Fall!  And, Charlie always ended kicking air and on his back!  
 

 

ONE ASPECT OF THE "PAPAL LIAISON(?)" BUSINESS THAT MOST FOLK MIGHT MISS!:  
 

The Roman Catholic Church would never be so indelicate as to appoint a "liaison(?)" to any community who was not a member of that community:  What the appointment of Adam Cardinal Maida as "Papal Liaison(?)" to the Lesbian, Gay, Trans-gender, and Bisexual Community does do in  emphatic terms is to make clear that Adam Maida is a homosexual!  
 

Please note:  I am not suggesting that Mr. Maida is a "practicing homosexual."  Indeed, I firmly hope and pray that he is not a practicing homosexual.  We LGBT's have enough problems without being associated with such an obvious sissy as Adam Maida.  
 

Frankly, he is one of the most flaming effeminates that I have ever seen!  And, that includes a dozen or more Drag Bars!  It is in his voice:  Anyone who has heard him talk should know what I mean!  
 

Adam Maida is an embarrassment to Poland, to the United States, to the Roman Catholic Church, and in my opinion, to the human race.  And, I feel that he is especially an embarrassment to the homosexual community.  
 

Adam Maida is what I call "A Gay Goodnigger!"  He is a homosexual who behaves for Straights!  
 

Don't get me wrong:  Adam Maida is my homosexual brother!  I doubt--even hope and pray--that he is not "practicing."  But, he is still my brother!  
 

I feel sorry for any man that is that pathetic!  
 

Another stroke of the Vatican's power when it wants to actually pay attention to what is happening:  
 

There is an organization in Detroit, The Triangle Foundation that has a Board of Advisors.  There was a Roman Catholic priest on that Board of Advisors whose job was to give advice to the organization on any matter that might impact the organization in dealing with either the Roman Catholic Church or some issue that touched on the Roman Catholic Church.  
 

The Vatican ordered that priest off of the Board of Advisors of Triangle Foundation.  
 

Think about that one for a second:  A secular organization in a declining city in the middle of the United States being paid attention to by the hierarchy of the Roman Catholic Church in the Vatican in Rome Italy.  
 

Who was the head of the Department in the Vatican who was ordering a parish to not allow a priest and nun who worked with LGBT's access to that parish, and who ordered a priest to resign from an Advisory Board of an LGBT Civil Rights organization?:   
Joe Ratzinger!  
 

There was on one occasion that I know of--I happened to catch it on the news.--a clip of Pope John Paul II beaming as an extremely effeminate elderly priest—Polish as I recall--climbed up the mountain of the Pope's chest to kiss the Pope on his cheek.  That was followed by an attempt to interview an incredibly angry Joseph Ratzinger as he was getting out of (or, into?) a car.  
 

The power of Rome managed to get Channel 7 to get rid of that tape just about as fast as some bishops have managed to get rid of Pederast priests.  
 

Channel 7, as I recall, was ABC!  
 

My question is:  
 

"Is ABC a part of the cover-up of the Papal Scandal?"
 

The media can repeatedly run--think Bill Clinton and Tiger Woods--scandalous stuff a zillion times.   But, the Pope and his oh-so-Grande Inquisitor, somehow manage to kill a story before a second airing.
 

Isn't it amazing that a man who is able to stomp out the least positive activity a half a world away is allowed to claim ignorance about matters such as repeated--even encouraged through a merry-go-round of parishes to feed those pathetic priests more kids--actions that are the specific job description of those bishops, Cardinals, Prefects of the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, and Popes to stop?  
 

Are you trying to tell me that a man who is capable of combing very out of the way places in Detroit Michigan like a monkey picking fleas off another monkey for anything in the least pro-gay, that he simply wasn't told about a purported pederast priest in his own diocese who he "inadvertently(?)" gave a place to stay?
 

Are you trying to tell me that the same man who spent his career stamping out attempts on the part of clergy to actually help LGBT's is the same man who had "sympathy-mercy" on a priest who was fucking a couple of hundred deaf kids in Milwaukee, Wisconsin?  
 

The Rat(?)zinger ended playing such a bullshit game of trying to evade responsibility that one diocese even released a letter signed by Ratzinger when he was Prefect of the modern version of the Inquisition refusing a bishop and the accused priest himself from defrocking the priest:
AP said the Rev Kiesle was sentenced to three years of probation in 1978 for lewd conduct with two young boys in San Francisco. 
 

It said the Oakland diocese had recommended Kiesle's removal in 1981 but that that did not happen until 1987.

 

Cardinal Ratzinger took over the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which deals with sex abuse cases, in 1981.  

 

The relevant passage in the Pope's letter:

 

“ This court... deems it necessary to consider the good of the Universal Church together with that of the petitioner” 

 

Mr. Ratzinger took six years to decide whether to get rid of a priest who had been tried and sentenced in a Criminal Court three years before that.  

 

That is not caution!  That is psychological incapacity to act!  
 

Is Joe Ratzinger himself a person with a homosexual orientation of which he is in denial of?:  I would suggest that he is entirely too freaked out by the very notion of homosexuality that he rather obviously has some sort of sexual problem.  

 

My personal bet:  He probably has a much distorted homosexual orientation.     

 

Is that proof?  No it is an educated guess!  

 

Even people who abstain from sex have some sort of sexual orientation.  In such cases it is merely a question of "who(?)" the 

person is abstaining from.  

 

Within the general population the statistics on "Pedophilia" indicate that about 90% of male pedophiles have sex with little girls.  Only about ten percent prefer little boys.  That is roughly the same statistic as for homosexuality among adult males.  

 

What we are seeing in the case of the Roman Catholic Church is that those numbers seem to be reversed.  There is a very high rate of incidences of adult male-boy reported.  The incidences of adult male-young girl are few and sparse.  

 

Our culture tends to point to the Kinsey (roughly 10%) figures as to demonstrated "orientation."  There are primitive cultures where 100% of the males in the tribe are required to participate in homosexual acts at some point in their lives.  The real question behind abstinence would lie in that difference between 100% and 10%.  Most people fall in that range.  Most people are not all that freaked out by their sexuality.  Indeed, many priests lead "relatively normal lives" despite the fact that they are repressing a significant side of their nature.  

 

I would suspect that most people involved in heterosexual marriages are fairly comfortable with their heterosexual orientation.  That does not mean that heterosexuality is their only orientation.  

 

I doubt whether most humans ever bother to consider that "Monogamy" is not a sexual orientation.  Rather, it is a political mechanism designed to enforce heterosexual orientation at the expense of homosexuality and bisexuality.  

 

And, we haven't even brought up Interracial Sexual Orientation:  Monogamy is also a politicization designed to enforce heterosexual relationships within one's own race.  

 

As the song in West Side Story put it:  "Marry your own kind!"  

 

If you look at Mr. Ratizinger in terms of whatever sexual orientations he may have:  His attempts to stamp out homosexuality along side his attempt to protect a priesthood under seige by being reluctant to defrock "probably pedophile priests" mixed with his idolatry of what is called "Celibacy", despite that he seems to suggest he means "Chastity", implies to me that he is screwed up in his head.  

 

Rather, he has chosen a direction for his personal and political ideology with regard to sexual issues.  And, whether he "has issues" in that area or not, the direction of his theology, philosophy, and political decisions all point in that same direction.  

 

In translation:  He may or may not have a homosexual orientation of which he is in denial of.  But, whatever that matter:  He is one mixed up man!  

 

And, I would suggest that he is what one should expect from a Celibate and/or a sexually abstinent person.  

 

If I might phrase Mr. Ratzinger in the terms Christ used in his only practical advice to his followers:  Mr. Ratzinger (In the form of his sexual orientation) went into his psyche and knocked on that psyche's door and his psyche refused to welcome his nature into itself.  

 

I do not know whether or not I would be as brutal as Christ seemed to be on that issue:  I doubt if I would make Joe out to be "worse than Sodom."  After all I've been there and done that!  

 

Before I grew up I was my own Ratzinger!  

 

All homosexuals live within our homophobic (heterosexist might be a better word) culture.  We all start trying to deny our homosexuality.  Joe Ratzinger simply has the power to try to destroy others in the attempt to protect his psyche from his nature.  

 

HOMOSEXUAL SEX WITHIN THE 
VOW OF CELIBACY  
 

One of the things that I admire most about homosexual priests who do practice their homosexuality is that those who practice (i.e. participate in homosexual genital acts) are not as messed up in their heads the ways folk like Ratzinger are:  They know the legal definition of Celibacy and act accordingly.  They perform homosexual genital acts in full knowledge that they are not a violation of their Vow to not Marry!

 

In a word, they are ordinary males! 

 

Some of the "purists" try to get around that one by claiming that the Vow to not Marry implies abstinence because sex outside of Marriage is supposedly a sin.  

 

The problem that Rome has with that last one is that up until Rome decided to make Marriage a Sacrament there was no such "sin." 

 

Indeed, when Marriage was first instituted as a Sacrament the wife-to-be had to be pregnant before the priest would "witness" to the fact that the couple was indeed married.  

 

The wife's belly was the proof that the "marriage" had been consummated.  In other words:  Sex outside marriage was required to get married!  Or, if you prefer to be even more precise:  It was the sex act itself that "was the marriage."  

 

Another anomally of that point in history is that there were no heterosexual rites for marriage:  All heterosexual marriages were part of the pagan customs of the cultures within which they took place.  

 

When the Church went looking for "Christian Marriage Rites" the only rites that had developed out of Christianity were homosexual "marriage(?)" rites.  

 

The Church stole the Christian Marriage Rites from we lesbians and  gays and gave them to you "good(?)" Straight folk.  

 

Same with our art!  

 

Michael Angelo, DaVinci, et al did the work and the Church "stole(?) their masterpieces without acknowledging the homosexuality of the artists.  

 

Frankly, I consider the actions of my "brother and sister homosexuals" within the Roman Catholic Church to be a very grandiose version of sibling rivalry.  

 

The Roman Catholic priests who had psychologically castrated themselves and were no longer capable of producing much of anything-- neither children, ideas, nor works of art--seemed to feel a compulsion to take what those of us who were not so constrained were able to produce and try to claim credit for it.  

 

My personal favorite was the Pope who presumed to improve on Michel Angelo by having pants painted on the figures in the Last Judgment behind the altar in Sistine Chapel.  

 

I can picture that Pope trembling at all of those dicks flopping before him as he said Mass.  

 

The people of Rome had a sense of humor:  They nicknamed the "artist(?)" "The Tailor"!  

 

GAY MARRIAGE:
THEN AND NOW!:
 

Gay Marriage in our own tradition can be traced back to Greece, to Lovers Pledging fealty to each other at the tombs of famous Gay Lovers within their own "city-state" traditions.  There was a record of such among the Hittites earlier.  Within Christianity, the early Church had members who developed such rites.  Indeed, what was called "The Secret Gospel of Mark" hinted at such rites.  

 

I can confirm the tradition because I attended such rite here in Detroit at some point in the mid-1970's.  The Church was locked.  The only lights were flickering votive and candle lights.  The couple wore extremely dark red filmy cloaks through which you could sense that they were nude due to the soft candle light.  The phrasing of the rite was designed to indicate that this was two men who were "marrying(?)".  

 

The two were an interracial couple:  To me, the epitome of what God (and/or Nature) desires!  As a wedding gift I presented them with a hand carved and painted statue of the Blessed Virgin.  The note said, "I believe she would approve!"  

 

Some time ago they sent me a photo of the statue in a window streaming with light in their California house. 

 

Understand please!  It is only nervous priests who have a problem with God's (or, Nature's) Creation!  

 

I believe that the Christ presented by Matthew in Chapter Ten of his Gospel (verses 1-15) may have been giving his Apostles advice on how to deal with homophobes.  That is not necessarily true.  But, some of his followers give indications of being homosexual.  And, the advice is a perfect fit for homosexuals in dealing with Anti-Gay people.  

 

I doubt whether I will convince many Roman Catholic priests or bishops (or, Mr. Ratzinger) with this message.  However, I do believe that the clergy of other denominations (and, religions) need to muddle through the mess that Rome is presenting to the world.  

 

Certainly, some denominations need to look at their own clergy.  I am not suggesting a witch hunt among their clerical ranks.  Rather, the opposite:  Does their religion have a positive enough attitude towards sexuality in general; and, in particular towards homosexuality?  

 

A clergy with a positive attitude towards their own nature have the potential of helping rather than hurting their flock whether sheep or lambs.  

 

More important for those other denominations:  Forget Rome's own claims with regard to the Primacy of Peter.  The Orthodox still refer to the Papacy as the First Among Equals.  The Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury some years back called the Pope the "Prime Spokesperson."  
 

All of the Christian denominations are tied to the Papacy!  Peter is still the "Rock" upon which Christianity rests!  
 

Peter's letters are interesting:  The only aspect that he leaves out of his very conservative ethic is homosexuality.  It is that single aspect that differentiates Peter from Fundamentalism.  
 

Paul would seem to supply that "Fundamental" until one notices three aspects in Paul that contradict Fundamentalism:  Paul talks of homosexuality as "unnatural."  He also talks of long hair on a man as "unnatural."  Thus, #1) Paul is using a culturally determined concept as to what is "natural."  
 

Paul confesses to performing sexual acts.  "I have sinned carnally in my members...."  And, he indicates that the sexual acts he had participated in were homosexual.  "I do not understand my own actions...."  Everybody "understands" heterosexual actions.  It is homosexual actions that many people "do not understand."  #2) Paul was an out of the closet, anti-gay but practicing homosexual.  
 

And, Paul had a rather strange way of dealing with his homosexuality:  He talked about deserving death, but 
"Christ freed me from death."  And, the practical effect of that softening of the edge of his anti-homosexual feelings is what gives more force to his "Without Charity...we are nothing."  #3) You can almost see Paul changing as you read his Epistles.  From holding the cloaks of those who stoned Stephen to writing the rationale for not killing gays was a large psychological step.  
 

Indeed, in my opinion, when the Roman Catholic Church had people killed by the Inquisition that would seem a direct contradiction of Paul's "Christ freed me from death."  The Inquisition was perhaps the greatest piece of evidence of the "improbability(?)" of Christianity.  In order for the Holy Spirit to make sense it would seem to require that the Holy Spirit would have kept the Roman Catholic Church from instituting the Inquisition.  
 

Pope Pius V had eight Portugese youths burned at the stake for the "heresy(?)" of marrying each other.  Pius V was later canonized a saint.  I like to call him "Saint Murderer"!  
 

The Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith is the successor of the Holy Office of the Inquisition.  Joe Ratzinger was the head of that department of the Vatican's government before he was elected Pope.  
 

From Mr. Ratzinger's actions, policies and demeanor I do not feel it a stretch to suggest that he would still kill us if he could.  
 

As far as I'm concerned:  All the Inquisition ever amounted to was homosexuals so incredibly "closeted" even from themselves that they felt a need to kill that side of their nature as embodied in homosexuals who dared to respect that same nature within themselves.  
 

In short:
 

That idiot in Rome is the one person capable of sinking Christianity!  
 

Not just Roman Catholic Christianity!  All of Christianity!  
 

It is the credibility of Christianity that is at stake!  
 

How much stupidity can even a religion have before folk begin to view it as just another cult?  
 

The Pope knew the details!  
 

If he knew all of the "actually clean" details about we out of the closet LGBT's, then you had better believe that he knew all of the dirt about the the "down low" stuff.  
 

It is antithetical that a meticulous control freak would know one side of the story and ignore the other.    
 

When he tries to pretend ignorance about priests and boys he is simply not believeable.  That has been going on since the beginning of the church.  Rather than a tip of an iceberg we are seeing the soft underbelly of a very corrupt institution.  
 

The Pope's ignorance has to do with the reality of the world beyond the church walls and outside of the Vatican itself.  It is that reality that he is stupid about!  
 

Benny 16 speaks of a need for "We Catholics" to repent.  Is he using the "Royal We" (talking about himself)? Or, does he mean everybody but himself?  
 

It is said that he cried while meeting with sexual abuse victims on Malta!  
 

Do those tears jibe with the history of cynical manipulation recorded in this letter?     
 

The Roman Catholic Church has tried to construct a defense system that it calls "Involuntary Ignorance."                       
That is silly!  When Jesus told his followers--including we LGBT's(?)--"Go into a town and knock on the door of a house (A Church?), and if they welcome you go in and take Communion with them.  And, if they don't welcome you?  Leave, shake their dust from your feet, and it will be worse for that "Church(?)" than it was for Sodom.
 

Jesus did not say anything about Involuntary Ignorance!  He seemed to take it for granted that folk knew when they were welcomed.  And, he seemed to take it for granted that folk who were not welcoming knew what they were doing.  
 

Karol Wojtyla seemed to me to be welcoming that very sweet little old--I believe he was Polish--priest who  beamed as widely as the Pope as he climbed that mountain of flesh to kiss the Pope on his cheek.  JP II wasn't perfect.  But, he seemed to try to be decent.
 

Joe Ratzinger?:  Don't try to force him to resign!  Let him either grow up!  Or, let him take the Church down with him!  
 

Rather a completely failed religion than a meaningless one!  
 

At least from the debris something new might be built that might make some sense.  
 

John Kavanaugh  
 

PS:  It is not my desire to destroy the Roman Catholic Church.  I would much prefer that it salvage itself by becoming sensible.  But, I am willing to see it go under.  The difference is between wanting its demise and willingness to accept its demise.  I want the Church of my childhood to survive.  But, not at the expense of Christ's humanity!    
 

I cannot save Rome!  Only Rome can save Rome!  
 

May God have Mercy on Rome!  jk
 

PPS:  Sent to just under one hundred primarily activists, some friends, and a few family.  jk
 

PPPS:  Anyone who wishes to unsubscribe may do so by sending me a clearly stated request to that effect.  jk  
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 


