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All credit to Cardinal Keith O’Brien for his recent forthright statements on the killing rate from abortion (“two Dunblane massacres a day”)
From Times Online
May 31, 2007

MPs who back abortion should be banned from Communion, says Catholic leader

The speech by the Cardinal comes in the wake figures showing a rise in the number of abortions carried out in Scotland

The abortion rate in Scotland is equivalent to “two Dunblane massacres a day,” the leader of the Catholic Church in the country said today after indicating that MPs who support the practice should be barred from Holy Communion. 
Cardinal Keith O’Brien’s comments came in the wake of figures showing a rise in the number of abortions carried out in Scotland. 

After taking Mass at St Mary’s Cathedral Edinburgh, where he had urged voters to boycott pro-choice politicians, Cardinal O’Brien called for a change in the law. 

“I think it’s far beyond time that the present Abortion Act of 40 years ago was re-examined,” he said, 

· Church 'has no place for abortion supporters' 
· Doctors seek police inquiry over 28-week abortion 
“We are killing - in our country - the equivalent of a classroom of kids every single day, can you imagine that? Two Dunblane massacres a day going on and on”. 
In his sermon the Cardinal, Scotland's most senior Catholic, said politicians who support abortion should be aware of the "barrier such co-operation creates to receiving Holy Communion" but after the Mass he would not say whether he meant that Catholic politicians who back abortion should be cast out from the Church. “I’m not going to say whether or not those who are involved in any way in helping or aiding abortion can approach the altar to receive Holy Communion. It’s not up to me to judge them, I’ll leave that to God to judge them.” 

The Catholic Church is officially against abortion and Pope Benedict XVI made similar statements during his visit to Brazil earlier this month when he told the faithful that supporters of abortion had no future in the church. 

Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O’Connor, the leader of the Catholic Church in England and Wales, added his support to Cardinal O’Brien, urging all Catholics “especially those who hold positions of public responsibility” to educate themselves about the Church's prohibition on abortion so that they could make decisions “with consistency and integrity”. Cardinal Murphy-O’Connor, who is required to hand in his resignation when he turns 75 in August, said: “The long-standing tradition of the Church teaches that anyone who freely and knowingly commits a serious wrong (that is, a mortal sin) should approach the Eucharist only after receiving faithfully the Sacrament of Penance.” 

Cardinal O'Brien was criticised for using the "sacraments as a political weapon" by Catholics For A Free Choice, based in Washington. 

Jon O'Brien, a spokesman for the pro-choice organisation, said the Cardinals's threats would backfire. “If people want to understand why Catholics often turn a deaf ear to the dictates from the leadership of the Church, they need look no further than Cardinal O’Brien," he said. “It is clear to those of us who remain in the Church that O’Brien has got it seriously wrong." 

Terry Sanderson, president of the National Secular Society, added that the Cardinals comments were "unacceptable and undemocratic". 

“There is an implied call to Catholic politicians and health workers to place Catholic doctrine above the wishes of the electorate," he said. 

The Cardinal, who believes abortion has become an alternative form of contraception for women, urged voters to boycott politicians who do not oppose it. There were 13,081 therapeutic abortions performed in Scotland in 2006, compared with 12,603 the previous year, according to the Scottish health statistics. 

MSPs denounced the cardinal’s comments as “bullying” and “extreme”. Jeremy Purvis, Liberal Democrat MSP said “extreme and provocative language” was being used against “MSPs and MPs who every day balance their own consciences against what they think are the best interests of their constituents”. 

In the sermon, the Cardinal called for legislation, passed 40 years ago in 1967, to be abolished. “I urge politicians to have no truck with the evil trade of abortion. For those at Westminster this means finding means of overthrowing the legislation, which makes the killing possible.” He also called for medical schools to change their teaching. “For those at Holyrood that means refusing to allow our health services to participate in the wanton killing of the innocent,” he said. 

Shona Robison, the Scottish minister for public health, said that the Executive was committed to improving Scotland’s sexual health and reducing the number of unintended pregnancies through Respect and Responsibility, the national sexual health strategy. 

The Scottish Executive declined to comment, saying it was a matter for Westminster. 

Michael McMahon, Labour MSP for Hamilton North and Bellshill, defended the Cardinal saying he was simply "reiterating" the position held by the Vatican. 

“The Catholic Church doesn’t bend or sway to meet the position of individual politicians, doctors, or anyone, when it comes to life issues. Why would anyone consider it unusual for the Catholic Church to reiterate its 2,000-year-old position?“ Mr McMahon said. 

The Cardinal was also supported by Peter Jennings, press secretary to the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Birmingham, the Most Rev Vincent Nichols, who said abortion was "murder" and now being used for social convenience. "Any Catholic MP who actively supports and promotes abortion for social convenience has automatically excommunicated themselves from Holy Communion. The Church isn't banning them, they are banning themselves, because the church teaches that only someone in a state of grace can receive," Mr Jennings said. 

Cardinals issue abortion warning to MPs

By Jonathan Petre, Religion Correspondent, and Kate Devlin

Last Updated: 2:30am BST 02/06/2007

Have your say on the cardinals' views

Read Comments

Britain's two most senior Roman Catholic leaders intensified the debate on abortion yesterday by warning Catholic politicians who support terminations not to receive Holy Communion.

Cardinal Keith O'Brien: 'Two Dunblane massacres a day going on'

Cardinal Keith O'Brien, the leader of Scotland's Catholics, said the abortion rate north of the border was now equivalent to "two Dunblane massacres a day".

His counterpart in England and Wales, Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, said for the first time that Catholic politicians who back abortion must clear their consciences before receiving the sacrament.

The comments echoed remarks made by Pope Benedict XVI on his recent trip to Brazil, but politicians, pro-choice organisations, secularists and even fellow Catholics urged the cardinals not to use the sacraments as a "political weapon."

In a sermon marking the 40th anniversary of the Abortion Act, Cardinal O'Brien told Catholic politicians of "the barrier such co-operation (on abortion) erects to receiving Holy Communion". He also urged Catholic voters to consider "all the views" of those seeking election.

advertisement

Outside St Mary's Cathedral in Edinburgh after the service, the Cardinal said he would like to see a change in the law governing what he labelled "an evil trade".

He added: "We are killing - in our country - the equivalent of a classroom of kids every single day.

"Can you imagine that? Two Dunblane massacres a day in our country going on and on. And when's it going to stop?"

But he denied wanting pro-choice Catholic politicians to be cast out of the Church.

"They must consider their own consciences and whether or not they can approach the altar to receive Holy Communion," he said.

His remarks came just two days after figures showed the number of abortions carried out in Scotland was continuing to rise.

There were 13,081 abortions performed in 2006, compared with 12,603 the previous year, according to official figures.

Jim Devine, the Labour MP for Livingston, said that the Cardinal's comments were an "affront to democracy".

He added: "Abortion is not the issue. This could be about nuclear weapons or Iraq or anything where the Catholic church has a view.

''To tell practising Catholics how to vote is unacceptable."

Terry Sanderson, president of the National Secular Society, said: "There is an implied call to Catholic politicians and health workers to place Catholic doctrine above the wishes of the electorate.

''This is undemocratic and unacceptable."

Cardinal Murphy-O'Connor said in a firmly-worded statement that the Church strongly opposed abortion because it was the "taking of innocent life".

The statement added: "I would urge all Catholics, especially those who hold positions of public responsibility, to educate themselves about the teaching of the Church, and to seek pastoral advice so that they can make informed decisions with consistency and integrity.

"The long-standing tradition of the Church teaches that anyone who freely and knowingly commits a serious wrong (that is, a mortal sin) should approach the Eucharist only after receiving faithfully the Sacrament of Penance."

 Cardinal attacks politicians over abortion



Mark Oliver and agencies 
Thursday May 31, 2007
Guardian Unlimited 

The leader of Scotland's Roman Catholics today stepped up his controversial attack on pro-choice politicians. 

Cardinal Keith O'Brien said the increasing abortion rate in Scotland was equivalent to "two Dunblane massacres a day". 

In a sermon this afternoon at St Mary's Cathedral in Edinburgh, he urged politicians at Westminster to change the current abortion legislation. 

The Scottish parliament's MSPs should also refuse to allow Scottish health services to participate in the "wanton killing of the innocent", he said. 

Before his sermon, there were reports that he would say pro-choice politicians should not expect to receive Holy Communion or remain full members of the church if they support existing abortion law. 

However, after the sermon Cardinal O'Brien told reporters that he was not saying pro-choice politicians should be cast out from the church. 

"They must consider their own consciences and whether or not they can approach the altar to receive Holy Communion. It's not up to me to judge them. I'll leave that to God to judge them," he said. 

He also called on universities and medical schools to teach that "all human life" deserves protection. 

The cardinal's comments sparked a barrage of criticism from politicians and pro-choice organisations. 

One Liberal Democrat MSP, Jeremy Purvis, fiercely criticised the cardinal's decision to use such "extreme and provocative language and a hectoring and bullying tone". 

Mr Purvis, the MSP for Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale, said both MSPs and MPs had to daily "balance their own consciences against what they think are the best interests of their constituents". 

The cardinal's call for Holyrood to "refuse to allow" the health service to participate in abortion would be rightly rejected, Mr Purvis said. 

However, Labour MSP Michael McMahon defended the cardinal's political intervention, saying the Pope had recently made similar statements and Cardinal O'Brien was simply reiterating the position of the church. 

The charity BPAS (formerly the British Pregnancy Advisory Service), which carries out some 55,000 abortions every year, said abortion was a "safe, legal and medically legitimate procedure". 

Ann Furedi, the chief executive of BPAS, said: "We see many couples and women for contraception and abortion treatment who are active Catholics. 

"It is quite clear that not everyone who shares the Catholic faith with the cardinal agrees with him on this issue." 

The charity Catholics For A Free Choice, based in Washington, criticised the cardinal for using the "sacraments as a political weapon". 

The pro-choice organisation's Dublin-born spokesman Jon O'Brien said: "If people want to understand why Catholics often turn a deaf ear to the dictates from the leadership of the church, they need look no further than Cardinal O'Brien. 

"It is clear to those of us who remain in the church that O'Brien has got it seriously wrong." 

The cardinal's sermon, to mark the 40th anniversary of the 1967 Abortion Act, comes just two days after figures showed that the number of abortions carried out in Scotland was increasing. 

There were 13,081 abortions performed in 2006, compared with 12,603 the previous year, according to the Scottish health statistics. 

The Scottish executive said it was making no comment on the cardinal's remarks on abortion, as it was a matter reserved for Westminster. 

The Scottish minister for public health, Shona Robison, said the executive was committed to improving Scotland's sexual health and reducing the number of unintended pregnancies through Respect and Responsibility, the national sexual health strategy. 

Cardinal O'Brien's views have prompted controversy in the past. In 2004, he campaigned against the Scottish executive over sex education, accusing ministers of favouring programmes that are akin to "state-sponsored sexual abuse" of children.


Edinburgh, May 31, 2007 / 10:23 am (CNA).- Cardinal Keith O’Brien, the highest ranking prelate in Scotland, spoke out strongly against the evils of abortion this afternoon. He also issued a warning to Catholic politicians, as well as any Catholic, who in any way cooperates in encouraging or allowing abortion.

The occasion for the cardinal’s address was the 40 year anniversary of the passage of the 1967 abortion act in Scotland, which legalized abortion.

Noting how today’s reading comes from the feast of the Visitation, the cardinal urged his flock to adopt Mary’s attitude of accepting new life with joy. 

“The joy of that meeting holds out to us the message of delight that should accompany every pregnancy. With every life conceived God acts directly to create a new and unique human being, a person destined to life everlasting.”

However, the opposite reaction is often how people welcome news of an unplanned pregnancy, said O’Brien. 
 
The leader of the Church in Scotland detailed how the legalization of abortion has marred the country. “In those 40 years the loss of life has been staggering. Around 7 million lives have been ended as a consequence of that one piece of legislation…the scale of the killing is beyond our grasp. In Scotland we kill the equivalent of a classroom full of school children every day.”

The prelate also lamented the way that the 1967 law was presented. “We were told that backstreet abortions were killing women and had to be decriminalised. We were told abortion would only be used in extreme cases. We were told medical scrutiny would be rigorous. We were told a pack of lies and misinformation masquerading as compassion and truth.”

The Cardinal said that he is concerned not only with the lives that have been lost, but also with the lives being led by the members of his flock. 

Speaking to politicians he said, “I speak most especially to those who claim to be Catholic. I ask them to examine their consciences and discern if they are playing any part in sustaining this social evil. I remind them to avoid cooperating in the unspeakable crime of abortion and the barrier such cooperation erects to receiving Holy Communion. As St. Paul warns us “whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty of sinning against the body and blood of the Lord. A man ought to examine himself before he eats of the bread and drinks of the cup.”

O’Brien concluded by exhorting Christians to work to build a society that does not tolerate attacks on innocent and defenseless life. He also noted signs of hope in the battle to protect life, “earlier this month it was reported that many doctors are no longer willing to cooperate in abortion. They know, better than most, the humanity of the unborn.”


Worthiness to Receive Holy Communion
General Principles

by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger

1. Presenting oneself to receive Holy Communion should be a conscious decision, based on a reasoned judgment regarding one’s worthiness to do so, according to the Church’s objective criteria, asking such questions as: "Am I in full communion with the Catholic Church? Am I guilty of grave sin? Have I incurred a penalty (e.g. excommunication, interdict) that forbids me to receive Holy Communion? Have I prepared myself by fasting for at least an hour?" The practice of indiscriminately presenting oneself to receive Holy Communion, merely as a consequence of being present at Mass, is an abuse that must be corrected (cf. Instruction "Redemptionis Sacramentum," nos. 81, 83). 

2. The Church teaches that abortion or euthanasia is a grave sin. The Encyclical Letter Evangelium vitae, with reference to judicial decisions or civil laws that authorize or promote abortion or euthanasia, states that there is a "grave and clear obligation to oppose them by conscientious objection. [...] In the case of an intrinsically unjust law, such as a law permitting abortion or euthanasia, it is therefore never licit to obey it, or to 'take part in a propaganda campaign in favour of such a law or vote for it’" (no. 73). Christians have a "grave obligation of conscience not to cooperate formally in practices which, even if permitted by civil legislation, are contrary to God’s law. Indeed, from the moral standpoint, it is never licit to cooperate formally in evil. [...] This cooperation can never be justified either by invoking respect for the freedom of others or by appealing to the fact that civil law permits it or requires it" (no. 74).

3. Not all moral issues have the same moral weight as abortion and euthanasia. For example, if a Catholic were to be at odds with the Holy Father on the application of capital punishment or on the decision to wage war, he would not for that reason be considered unworthy to present himself to receive Holy Communion. While the Church exhorts civil authorities to seek peace, not war, and to exercise discretion and mercy in imposing punishment on criminals, it may still be permissible to take up arms to repel an aggressor or to have recourse to capital punishment. There may be a legitimate diversity of opinion even among Catholics about waging war and applying the death penalty, but not however with regard to abortion and euthanasia.

4. Apart from an individual's judgment about his worthiness to present himself to receive the Holy Eucharist, the minister of Holy Communion may find himself in the situation where he must refuse to distribute Holy Communion to someone, such as in cases of a declared excommunication, a declared interdict, or an obstinate persistence in manifest grave sin (cf. can. 915).

5. Regarding the grave sin of abortion or euthanasia, when a person’s formal cooperation becomes manifest (understood, in the case of a Catholic politician, as his consistently campaigning and voting for permissive abortion and euthanasia laws), his Pastor should meet with him, instructing him about the Church’s teaching, informing him that he is not to present himself for Holy Communion until he brings to an end the objective situation of sin, and warning him that he will otherwise be denied the Eucharist.

6. When "these precautionary measures have not had their effect or in which they were not possible," and the person in question, with obstinate persistence, still presents himself to receive the Holy Eucharist, "the minister of Holy Communion must refuse to distribute it" (cf. Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts Declaration "Holy Communion and Divorced, Civilly Remarried Catholics" [2002], nos. 3-4). This decision, properly speaking, is not a sanction or a penalty. Nor is the minister of Holy Communion passing judgment on the person’s subjective guilt, but rather is reacting to the person’s public unworthiness to receive Holy Communion due to an objective situation of sin.

[N.B. A Catholic would be guilty of formal cooperation in evil, and so unworthy to present himself for Holy Communion, if he were to deliberately vote for a candidate precisely because of the candidate’s permissive stand on abortion and/or euthanasia. When a Catholic does not share a candidate’s stand in favour of abortion and/or euthanasia, but votes for that candidate for other reasons, it is considered remote material cooperation, which can be permitted in the presence of proportionate reasons.] 
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Statement by Bishop John Yanta regarding politicians and communion

West Texas Catholic

July 18, 2004

Perhaps you have been waiting for my response to the recent highly publicized issue about pro-abortion Catholic politicians receiving Holy Communion.

Let us begin at the beginning with the Word of God, the foundation of our Catholic teachings along with God¹s Eternal Law and Natural Law:

"Whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will have to answer for the body and blood of the Lord. A person should examine himself - for anyone who eats and drinks without discerning the body, eats and drinks judgment on himself" (1 Corinthians 11:23-29). The Revised Standard Version of the Bible uses the words: "eats and drinks judgment upon himself." The Jerusalem Bible uses the word ³CONDEMNATION² in verse 29. And would you believe that the popular Protestant King James Version states: "For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself not discerning the Lord¹s body." First, receiving Holy Communion unworthily is grave matter, one of the three requirements for mortal sin that prevents salvation. "Mortal sin is a grave infraction of the law of God that destroys the divine life in the soul of a sinner, constituting a turn away from God" (Catechism of the Catholic Church 1855, 1857).

Second, receiving Holy Communion unworthily is a "sacrilege: profanation of or irreverence towards persons, places, and things which are sacred, i.e. dedicated to God; sacrilege against the sacraments, especially the Eucharist, is a particular grave offense against the first commandment" (Catechism 2120).

Third, the written Divine Law of God in 1 Corinthians places the responsibility upon the individual to "examine himself" before receiving the Body and Blood of the Lord. The responsibility is not placed primarily on the ordinary minister of Holy Communion (the pope, bishop, priest or deacon) nor upon the extraordinary minister of Holy Communion. These are the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) guidelines for the reception of Holy Communion.

For Catholics:

As Catholics, we fully participate in the celebration of the Eucharist when we receive Holy Communion. We are encouraged to receive communion devoutly and frequently. In order to be properly disposed to receive communion, participants should not be conscious of grave sin and normally should have fasted for one hour. A person who is conscious of grave sin is not to receive the Body and Blood of the Lord without prior sacramental confession except for a grave reason where there is no opportunity for confession. In this case, the person is to be mindful of the obligation to make an act of perfect contrition, including the intention of confessing as soon as possible (Code of Canon Law, Canon 916). A frequent reception of the sacrament of penance is encouraged for all. 

For Fellow Christians:

We welcome our fellow Christians to this celebration of the Eucharist as our brothers and sisters. We pray that our common baptism and the action of the Holy Spirit in this Eucharist will draw us closer to one another and begin to dispel the sad divisions that separate us. We pray that these will lessen and finally disappear, in keeping with Christ's prayer for us "that they may all be one" (John 17:21). 

Because Catholics believe that the celebration of the Eucharist is a sign of the reality of the oneness of faith, life and worship, members of those churches with whom we are not yet fully united are ordinarily not admitted to Holy Communion. Eucharistic sharing in exceptional circumstances by other Christians requires permission according to the directives of the diocesan bishop and the provisions of canon law (Canon 844.4). Members of the Orthodox Churches, the Assyrian Church of the East, and the Polish National Catholic Church are urged to respect the discipline of their own churches. According to Roman Catholic discipline, the Code of Canon Law does not object to the reception of communion by Christians of these churches (Canon 844 3).² There is a prohibition of the Eucharist to public sinners in Canon 915:

Those who have been excommunicated or interdicted after the imposition or declaration of the penalty and others obstinately persevering in manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to Holy Communion. Obstinate perseverance is indicated when the pastor or other church authority has expressly warned the offending party to cease committing the sin, but this warning is not heeded (new commentary on the Code of Canon Law p. 1110).

As far as I know, there are no pro-abortion Catholic politicians in the Diocese of Amarillo ​ at least they have not surfaced so far. However, if you know of a pro-abortion Catholic politician in our diocese, please inform me immediately.

If I had or if it becomes known to me that there is a pro-abortion Catholic politician in our diocese, I, as a teacher and a shepherd, and as a father and brother to him/her, would first consult with his/her parish pastor for a Gospel approach. This would be followed up with a pastoral visit, making sure the politician has an informed conscience, pray for his/her conversion ardently, repeat the pastoral approach if necessary, and allow some time for God¹s grace to be accepted. If after all that there is still "obstinate perseverance" then I would arrive at a "prudential judgment" advocated by USCCB in Denver June 17. Prudence is the virtue which disposes a person to discern the good and chooses the correct means to accomplish it (Catechism 1806). Others who should not present themselves for Holy Communion are those who persist in sinful behaviors that is manifest (i.e. public) and objectively grave, e.g. cohabitation, sexually active couples before marriage, etc.

Those who are divorced and remarried find themselves in this situation. Apart from the fact that their state and condition of life objectively contradict that union of life between Christ and the Church which is signified by the Eucharist, there is also the consideration of scandal and of possible error and confusion in the minds of the faithful about the Church¹s teaching on the indissolubility of marriage.

The Pope, pro-abortion politicians, Holy Communion, and self-excommunication
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Michael Gaynor 

Michael Gaynor
May 20, 2007


Pope Benedict XVI on pro-abortion Mexican legislators:

"[E]xcommunication...is allowed by Canon (church) law which says that the killing of an innocent child is incompatible with receiving communion, which is receiving the body of Christ.

"'They (Mexican Church leaders) did nothing new, surprising or arbitrary. They simply announced publicly what is contained in the law of the Church...which expresses our appreciation for life and that human individuality, human personality is present from the first moment (of life)."

Like a pro-abortion "Catholic" politician presenting himself or herself for Holy Communion, knowingly giving Holy Communion to a pro-abortion politician is a public scandal, not a reasonable political favor, even if the pro-abortion politician considers the receipt of Holy Communion a great photo opportunity and is willing to receive Holy Communion with impunity. With most of the self-described Catholics running for President supporting abortion, the sooner America's Catholic bishops all enforce canon law, the better.

In May of 2004, Catholic theologian and Senior Fellow of the Ethics and Public Policy Center George Weigel, in an article entitled "The Kerry challenge," addressed the problem of a prominent politician publicly posing as a faithful Catholic while public flouting fundamental Catholic teaching.

Mr. Weigel explained what then Democrat presidential hopeful John Kerry was doing and why it was deceptive political advertising as well as a public scandal in the eyes of the Catholic Church:

"During his campaign for the presidency, Senator John Kerry has tried in various ways to square his self-description as a 'believing and practicing Catholic' with his unalloyed record of support for abortion-on-demand, including partial birth abortion. Perhaps the senator's most succinct statement of his case came in St. Louis this past January: 'What I believe personally as a Catholic as an article of faith is an article of faith...(But it is not) appropriate in the United States for a legislator to legislate personal religious beliefs for the rest of the country.'

"In other words, Senator Kerry believes that the Catholic Church's pro-life position is a sectarian position, whose imposition on a pluralistic society would be constitutionally unwarranted — something like the Catholic Church trying to force all Americans to abstain from hot dogs on Fridays during Lent.

"This is simply not true. For the past thirty-one years, the Catholic bishops of the United States have made public arguments that can be engaged by any serious person on behalf of the right to life. You don't have to believe in Petrine primacy, seven sacraments, or the two natures of Christ to engage the Catholic pro-life argument; you don't even have to believe in God. You simply have to be willing to take elementary embryology and elementary logic seriously. For the senator to suggest that the Church's position is sectarian is either woefully ignorant or deliberately mendacious."

Mr. Weigel appealed to the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops:

"The bishops of the United States must address this sorry misrepresentation of their teaching — soon, crisply, and preferably as a united body.

"Leaving this distortion of the nature of the Church's pro-life position unchallenged would have several serious consequences. It would further corrupt the public debate, which would decay into a non-argument between mis-named 'sectarians' and misguided 'pluralists.' The bishops have done the entire country a great service these past thirty years by using a vocabulary in defense of the dignity of life that everyone, irrespective of religious convictions, can understand. If that genuinely ecumenical, public approach is successfully labeled 'sectarian' — and by a Catholic, no less — lasting damage will be done to our political culture."

Mr. Weigel professed concerned for the Democrat Party:

"The future of the Democratic Party is also at stake. If Senator Kerry's misrepresentation of the Church's pro-life position as sectarian is allowed to go unchallenged, the bishops will further marginalize pro-life Democrats like Michigan Congressman Bart Stupak, who will be de facto sectarians in their own party. What slim hopes there are for transforming the Democratic Party into a party where pro-lifers can be comfortable will be dashed, perhaps for good."

Mr. Weigel also worried about the fate of America's judiciary in general and Catholic judicial nominees in particular:

"Leaving Kerry's misrepresentation unclarified and unchallenged will put Catholic judicial nominees of both parties in jeopardy. It was precisely the spurious charge of sectarianism that Senator Charles Schumer (D-NY) tried to hang on pro-life Alabama attorney general Bill Pryor last year in order to stall Pryor's nomination to the federal appellate bench. Unless the bishops publicly correct Kerry's misrepresentations, more of this sort of Catholic-bashing is inevitable."

About America's bishops themselves, Mr. Weigel worried too:

"Finally, there is the question of the bishops' own credibility. The last two and a half years have taught us that faithful Catholics want clear episcopal leadership and courageous episcopal teaching. If the bishops fail to challenge Kerry's misrepresentation of a position in which the bishops' conference has invested thirty years of hard and effective work, the damage to the conference's already eroded credibility will be very bad indeed."

Mr. Weigel'srecommendation: "The bishops must insist, publicly, that descriptions of the Church's pro-life position as sectarian are false and unacceptable; so must the bishops' staff. And sooner rather than later, please."

On June 14, 2004, Marc Balestrieri, a young canon lawyer, did more that urge. He boldly filed a Denunciation for Heresy and a complaint for reparation of harm in the Ecclesiastical Court of the Archdiocese of Boston against Senator Kerry in an effort to protect the faithful from the soul and life-threatening harm caused by the public violation of Canon 750, par. 1 of the Code of Canon Law. This canon, in essence, forbids every Catholic from publicly denying a core tenet of the Catholic Faith. When a Catholic publicly supports the right to choose abortion, Mr. Balestrieri asserted, he adheres to the Right-to-Murder Heresy, more commonly known as the "Right to Choose" error. (The proceeding is pending, and on September 11, 2004, Mr. Balestrieri initiated proceedings against Senator Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts, former Governor Mario Cuomo of New York, Senator Thomas Harkin of Iowa and Senator Susan Collins of Maine, also pending.)

In June of 2004, in "A Primer on the Holy Communion Controversy," Mr. Weigel lamented that "[t]he debate over the reception of Holy Communion by Catholic politicians who persistently support permissive abortion laws continues" and set forth four questions and suggested answers:

"1. Who should examine their conscience during this debate?

"We all should.

"As the U.S. bishops said in their recent statement, '...like every Catholic generation before us, we must be guided by the words of St. Paul: "Whoever, therefore, eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty of profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord" (1 Cor 11:27). This means that all must examine their consciences as to their worthiness to receive the Body and Blood of Christ. This examination includes fidelity to the moral teaching of the Church in personal and public life.'

"It is an ancient (if frequently forgotten) teaching of the Church that we ought not receive Holy Communion simply because we are present at Mass. If we are not 'properly disposed,' if we are not in communion with Christ and with his Body, the Church, we should refrain from receiving Holy Communion. Our own integrity requires that.

"2. Does supporting permissive abortion laws damage one's communion with the Church?

"Yes, it does.

"The encyclical Evangelium Vitae teaches that 'there is a grave and clear obligation to oppose' intrinsically unjust laws, including laws that make abortion (and euthanasia) possible. No Catholic can simply say, 'The Supreme Court has decided the issue.' The Supreme Court got it wrong in Dred Scott, when it declared Americans of African descent legal non-persons. The Supreme Court got it wrong again in Roe v. Wade and Casey v. Planned Parenthood, when it left an entire class of human beings vulnerable to lethal violence by denying them basic legal protection. As Evangelium Vitae states, 'cooperation' with the grave evil of abortion — for example, by voting to uphold permissive abortion laws, or by supporting candidates who favor permissive abortion laws precisely because the candidate in question takes that position — 'can never be justified, either by invoking respect for the freedom of others or by appealing to the fact that civil law permits it or requires it.'

"And, to repeat, if one is in a state of damaged communion with the Church, one's own integrity requires that one refrain from receiving Holy Communion. Anything else is a dishonest presentation of self before Christ and the Church.

"3. What are the local bishop's responsibilities toward Catholic politicians who support permissive abortion laws?

"As the bishops said in June, their first responsibility is to teach the truth of Catholic faith fully and unambiguously. This requires, they continue, 'more effective ... engagement with all public officials, especially Catholic public officials.' Translated into plain English, 'engagement' means that every local bishop has a solemn obligation to inform Catholic politicians of the settled nature of the Church's teaching on abortion; to challenge any suggestion by politicians that this teaching is 'sectarian;' and to urge public officials to conversion of heart, mind, and behavior, if they are acting contrary to the truth that innocent human life is inviolable. If obstinate resistance continues, each local bishop has other remedies available.

"4. What about the many other issues involving the sanctity of life?

"Issues like capital punishment and war-and-peace certainly do touch on grave questions of the sanctity of life. The abortion question is different, however. Evangelium Vitae, the U.S. bishops' 1998 statement on 'Living the Gospel of Life,' and the 2002 'Doctrinal Note' from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith all plainly teach that there is no legitimate diversity of opinion on abortion and euthanasia within the communion of the Catholic Church, because these acts always involve the willful taking of innocent human life, which is always a grave evil. Thus neither citizens nor politicians get a pass on abortion because they oppose capital punishment and support non-military solutions to international conflict."

In his brief article, Mr. Weigel did not "translate into English" the "other remedies available" to bishops dealing with obstinate people who profess to be Catholic (including prominent politicians."

Fortunately, it WAS done by now Pope Benedict XVI, then Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, in a memorandum to Cardinal McCarrick and Bishop Wilton Gregory, then president of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, on the "General Principles" with respect to "Worthiness to Receive Holy Communion."

In that memorandum, delivered as guidance for the meeting of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops in June pf 2004, then Cardinal Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith since 1981, stated succinctly, emphatically and unambiguously as follows:

"4. Apart from an individual's judgement about his worthiness to present himself to receive the Holy Eucharist, the minister of Holy Communion may find himself in the situation where he must refuse to distribute Holy Communion to someone, such as in cases of a declared excommunication, a declared interdict, or an obstinate persistence in manifest grave sin (cf. can. 915).

"5. Regarding the grave sin of abortion or euthanasia, when a person's formal cooperation becomes manifest (understood, in the case of a Catholic politician, as his consistently campaigning and voting for permissive abortion and euthanasia laws), his Pastor should meet with him, instructing him about the Church's teaching, informing him that he is not to present himself for Holy Communion until he brings to an end the objective situation of sin, and warning him that he will otherwise be denied the Eucharist.

"6. When 'these precautionary measures have not had their effect or in which they were not possible,' and the person in question, with obstinate persistence, still presents himself to receive the Holy Eucharist, 'the minister of Holy Communion must refuse to distribute it' (cf. Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts Declaration 'Holy Communion and Divorced, Civilly Remarried Catholics' [2002], nos. 3-4). This decision, properly speaking, is not a sanction or a penalty. Nor is the minister of Holy Communion passing judgement on the person's subjective guilt, but rather is reacting to the person's public unworthiness to receive Holy Communion due to an objective situation of sin."

The Conference instead voted for an "each bishop decides for his diocese" approach, with 183 of 189 voting in favor.

But that is NOT consistent with what now Pope Benedict XVI said or canon law, much less suitable for a universal church. Whether a prominent "Catholic" politician who supports abortion as a permissible choice instead of the fundamental tenets of the Catholic faith should be permitted to receive Holy Communion is not supposed to depend upon geography, whim or the personal political preferences of individual bishops. Denial of Holy Communion is obligatory "regarding the grave sin of abortion or euthanasia," regardless of whether it is politically palatable or personally comfortable for the person distributing Holy Communion.

America's Catholic clergy need to follow Christ and canon law, not to coddle, cooperate with or kowtow to powerful nominally Catholic pro-abortion politicians.

As Archbishop Raymond L. Burke put it in his statement on Catholic Politicians and Bishops made on June 17, 2004: "Right reason...tells us that a bishop, if he truly cares for the flock, must admonish Catholic politicians 'who choose to depart from church teaching on the inviolability of human life in their public life' regarding 'the consequences for their own spiritual well being, as well as the scandal they risk by leading others into serious sin' (Living the Gospel of Life, No. 32)." In addition, "if the Catholic politician does not recognize the lack of the proper disposition to receive Communion, then the church herself must refuse the sacrament, in order to safeguard the worthy reception of the sacrament and to prevent a serious scandal among the faithful."

Because, in the words of Archbishop Burke: "For a bishop or any pastor to exclude someone from Communion is always a source of great sorrow....What would be profoundly more sorrowful would be the failure of a bishop to call a soul to conversion, the failure to protect the flock from scandal and the failure to safeguard the worthy reception of Communion."
Pro-abortion politicians excluded from Communion: Pope 


May. 9, 2007 (CWNews.com) - Catholic politicians who vote for legal abortion are subject to excommunication, Pope Benedict XVI (bio - news) told reporters during a May 9 flight from Rome to Brazil. 

Fielding questions from reporters during the trip, the Holy Father was asked whether he supported the Mexican bishops who have threatened the excommunication of politicians who voted to approve legalization of abortion in Mexico City. The Pontiff replied that he did. 

"They did nothing new, nothing arbitrary or surprising," the Pope said of the Mexican bishops. "They simply announced to the public what is stipulated by the law of the Church." 

Later the Vatican press director, Father Federico Lombardi, issued a statement to clarify the Pope's remarks. Father Lombardi-- who noted that his statement had the Pope's approval-- stressed that the Pope had not declared anyone excommunicated. The Mexican bishops had threatened but not imposed that penalty; thus, the Vatican spokesman said, there was no decree of excommunication for the Pope to affirm. 

The thrust of the Pope's remarks, Father Lombardi said, was that politicians who support legal abortion should not receive Communion. The Pope was not declaring anyone excommunicated, he said, but the individuals who vote for abortion "have excluded themselves from Communion. 

Church in America Confused About Pro-Abortion Politicians and Holy Communion

4/22/2004 - 5:00 AM PST
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by Joseph Aiuto 

Recently a wave of confusion, anger and frustration has hit the Church in America over the subject of pro-abortion politicians who refer to themselves as Catholics and their practice of receiving the Eucharist. This issue has been brought to the foreground of U.S. media due to the practice of Senator John Kerry, probable presidential candidate for the Democratic Party. Kerry’s voting record is clear. He is pro-abortion, pro-partial-birth abortion, pro-gay marriage, pro-cloning, and has made public statements the likes of “I don’t tell bishops what to do and they shouldn’t tell me what to do.” He has, moreover, aligned himself with “Pius XXIII” (sic.), “Paul VI” and “Vatican II” as the justification for following his own conscience in opposition to Catholic moral teachings. 

Following the document from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith regarding Catholic Politicians (2003), several U.S. bishops took appropriate stands in notifying Catholic politicians in their ecclesiastical jurisdictions of the inappropriateness of receiving Holy Communion while holding a public stand for abortion which would constitute public scandal and hence deprive them of access to Holy Communion. Bishop Weigand of Sacramento contacted former Governor of California Gray Davis and informed him of the inappropriateness of him seeking to receive Holy Communion. Archbishop Burke of St. Louis and Bishop Bruskewitz of Lincoln, Nebraska, also made it clear that they would not allow Catholic politicians for abortion to receive Holy Communion. One is reminded of the statements of Pope John Paul II during his earlier trip to the United States when, in an address given in Los Angeles, he stated in general that anyone who dissents from the moral teachings of the Church would be committing “grave sin” and should not be admitted to the sacraments. 

Why then, in light of John Paul II’s teaching and the appropriate episcopal actions by Bishops Weigand, Burke, Bruskewitz, Hughes of New Orleans and others, is there a new confusion over the inappropriateness of giving the Eucharist to a Catholic politician who is publicly known in support of abortion? Unfortunately, Cardinal McCarrick of Washington, D.C., who heads the commission concerning the relationship between the hierarchy and politicians, has publicly said to Newsweek and Time magazines that although there is a desire to restrict, this should not be inclusive of restricting Catholic politicians from the Eucharist. Although Kerry and Cardinal McCarrick met for an hour on Wednesday, April 14, there was no public information released about the contents of the meeting. Moreover, Senator Kerry recently received Holy Communion at his local parish, with the Pastor having received a fax from the Chancery office giving permission for Kerry to be given Holy Communion, and parishioners applauded Kerry’s reception of Communion during Sunday Mass. Public scandal is bearing its ill fruits amidst the Catholic faithful in the pews of Boston. 

Catholic Newspapers and radio talk shows throughout the country have focused on this issue in the last two days, with the Catholic faithful calling in with deep dismay and indignation about permission given for Senator Kerry to receive Holy Communion by members of the U.S. hierarchy. Senator Kerry has also received inter-communion from Protestant churches, just one more violation of Catholic canonical teaching. 

And yet the canonical and magisterial foundations for refusing Holy Communion to Catholic politicians publicly known to favor abortion is clear. Canon 1339, parts one and two, of the 1983 Code of Canon Law establishes the legitimacy of an ordinary (for example the bishop of a diocese) to admonish a person guilty of an offense or rebuking a person from whose behavior leads to public scandal: 

An ordinary can admonish personally or through another person one who is in the proximate occasion of committing an offense or upon whom, after an investigation has been made, there has fallen a serious suspicion of having committed an offense (Canon 1339, 1). 

An ordinary can likewise rebuke a person from whose behavior there arises scandal or serous disturbance of order in a manner accommodated to the special conditions of the person and the deed (Canon 1339, 2). 

Furthermore, Canon 915 establishes the legitimacy of the penalty of refusing Holy Communion to anyone who “obstinately persist in manifest grave sin”: 

Those who are excommunicated or interdicted after the imposition or declaration of the penalty and others who obstinately persist in manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to Holy Communion (Canon 915) [emphasis mine]. 

In light of the document from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith on Catholic politicians, which establishes the moral obligation of Catholics involved in lawmaking, Catholics have a “grave ...and clear obligation to oppose” any law that attacks human life is clear. As the document states: 

John Paul II, continuing the constant teaching of the Church, has reiterated many times that those who are directly involved in lawmaking bodies have a “grave and clear obligation to oppose” any law that attacks human life. For them, as for every Catholic, it is impossible to promote such laws or to vote for them . . . procured abortion is the deliberate and direct killing, by whatever means it is carried out, of a human being in the initial phase of his or her existence, extending from conception to birth. (Doctrinal Note on Some Questions Regarding The Participation of Catholics in Political Life, 4). 

In fact, John Paul’s encyclical, Evangelium Vitae establishes abortion as both a grave moral disorder, as well as denoting “grave and clear obligation” to oppose any human law that would support abortion: 

Abortion and euthanasia are thus crimes which no human law can claim to legitimize. There is no obligation in conscience to obey such laws; instead there is a grave and clear obligation to oppose them by conscientious objection (Evangelium Vitae, March 25, 1995, 73). 

Therefore to freely and knowingly support abortion and abortion legislation would constitute grave sin and thereby prohibit reception of the sacraments according to the dictates of Canon 915. It is appropriate that the bishop of the pertinent diocese issue the penalty of prohibition from the Eucharist according to the dictates of Canon 1339. 

Unfortunately, it appears that the only hope for clarity on this pivotal doctrinal and disciplinary issue concerning the Eucharist is the Holy See directly and Pope John Paul II. Let us hope that during the Ad Limina visits presently taking place between the Holy Father and the United States bishops, that John Paul will once again provide the necessary clarity and strength in Church leadership by stating the inappropriateness of a Catholic politician in favor of abortion receiving Holy Communion due to its grave effects of scandal. With the local church granting him access to Holy Communion, there could easily ensue a flood of divorced and remarried Catholics, gay and lesbian Catholics, pro-abortion Catholics and others foreseeing their go-ahead to legitimacy of receiving Holy Communion when they stand in public and moral contradiction to the contemporary teachings of John Paul II and the Church’s Magisterium. 

Holy Father, please help. 

Joseph Aiuto
Catholic Research Internet Commentary 
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