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Introduction

In the months before this book went to press, Catholics throughout
the United States were scandalized by one revelation after another
about sexual abuse among the Catholic clergy. First came word of
the notorious crimes of John Geoghan, a defrocked priest of the
Archdiocese of Boston who stood accused of more than 130 counts
of sexual molestation in a thirty-six-year spree. He has thus far been
sentenced to eight years in prison. If Geoghan’s recidivist crimes
weren’t awful enough, the following week the archbishop of Boston,
Bernard Cardinal Law—under mounting pressure from the Massa-
chusetts attorney general—revealed the names of other priests or
former priests of his archdiocese who had been accused of sexual
misconduct with minors. Then a Missouri man alleged that Bishop
Anthony J. O’Connell had sexually abused him while he was a sem-
inary student. He also filed a federal racketeering suit accusing the
‘Catholic Church in the United States of a pattern of illegal activity—
a systematic cover-up of sexual crimes by Catholic priests.

The sexual crimes were horrible enough, but most shocking was
this pattern of cover-up—the fact that Church officials knowingly
protected repeat sex offenders and routinely reassigned them to
posts that gave them access to new victims. Commentator (and
Catholic) Patrick J. Buchanan likened the situation to Mafia dons
providing safe houses for their henchmen. Such an analogy isn’t off
the mark considering that Bishop James Quinn of Cleveland, in re-
sponse to the racketeering suit, suggested that Church leaders should
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hide records of abusive priests at the Vatican embassy, which has
diplomatic immunity against subpoenas.! Arthur Austin, who had re-
peatedly been sexually abused by a priest in Boston, put it in stark
terms: “If the Catholic Church in America does not fit the definition
of organized crime, then Americans seriously need to examine their
concept of justice.”

Despite the media feeding frenzy, Church officials still hesitated
to “come clean.” Although Boston’s Cardinal Law released the
names of the offending priests to law enforcement officials, he would
not reveal to the media the number of priests involved. Only by ex-
amining court documents and speaking with local law firms did the
Boston Globe discover that the archdiocese had settled sex abuse
claims against a¢ least eighty priests during the previous decade alone.
That number would later swell to nigh a hundred.

Law’s attitude seemed characteristic of far too many American
bishops, who often seem to believe that they and their priests are an-
swerable to no greater authority than themselves. Indeed, we are
finding that what happened in Boston is routine in many dioceses;
similar grave problems have been revealed in Philadelphia, Los An-
geles, St. Louis, Brooklyn, Milwaukee, Cleveland, and Pittsburgh,
to name just a few. The fact is, orthodox Catholics® are demanding
honest and forthright action from the Church’s shepherds.

The big question now is: Why is this happening? The extent of
the sex abuse scandals and the accompanying payoffs and cover-ups
has mystified many of the faithful, who are simply at a loss to un-
derstand how this could have occurred and why it was swept under
the rug for so long.

I researched and wrote this book over the past two years, inter-
viewing more than 150 people, as a professional investigative jour-
nalist for the Catholic press, without any idea that the Boston
debacle and its many ramifications would blow up just as Goodbye,
Good Men was going to press. Although I did not set out to write a
book about clerical sex abuse, what I discovered provides at least
part of the answer to the burning question: How could this have
happened?
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Goodbye, Good Men presents documented evidence that the root of
this problem—the cover-up and the sexual scandals themselves—
extends down to the very place where vocations to the priesthood
germinate: the seminary. Too often men who support the teachings
of the Church, especially the teachings on sexual morality, are dis-
missed for being “rigid and uncharitable homophobes,” while those
seminarians who reject the Church’s teaching or “come out” as gays
to their superiors are given preferential treatment and then ordained
to the Catholic priesthood. A corrupt, protective network starts in
many seminaries where gay seminarians are encouraged to “act out”
or “explore their sexuality” in highly inappropriate ways.

No doubt, for the average American, Catholic or not, much of the
material presented in this book will come as a surprise—even a
shock. Nevertheless, as one recently ordained priest confided in me
after reading the prepublication manuscript, the revelations herein
have long been known within the inner circles of the Catholic
Church—among bishops and priests especially. The problem in vo-
cations offices and in seminaries is a profound spiritual problem, a
sickness of untold proportions. This is a book that seeks first to iden-
tify that sickness, or at least a portion of it, in hopes that the
pathogen can be removed and the body healed. In short, many have
hijacked the priesthood in order to change the Catholic Church
from within.

The trouble starts in the seminary, and gross sexual immorality
and the protective network formed around that immorality is only
one of the major issues that needs to be forthrightly addressed by the
shepherds of the Catholic Church, as Goodbye, Good Men reveals.
The fact is that many qualified candidates for the priesthood have
been turned away for political reasons over the past three decades.
Systematic, ideological discrimination has been practiced against
seminarians who uphold Catholic teaching on sexuality and other
issues; dissenters from Catholic teaching—including teaching on
homosexuality—have been rewarded.

Goodbye, Good Men exposes this corruption: the deliberate infil-
tration of Catholic seminaries by what Andrew Greeley has dubbed
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the “Lavender Mafia,” a clique of homosexual dilettantes, along with
an underground of liberal faculty members determined to change
the doctrines, disciplines, and mission of the Catholic Church from
within. Through the seminaries, liberals have brought a moral melt-
down into the Catholic priesthood. If the sex scandals that have
rocked the Catholic Church are to end, the individuals responsible
for this moral meltdown must be rooted out. Only then will the
“dark shadow of suspicion” be removed from “all the other fine
priests who perform their ministry with honesty and integrity and
often with heroic self-sacrifice.”

Finally, a note on anonymity: Some of my sources have asked to
remain anonymous for obvious reasons—priests, because they fear
retribution from their bishops or brother priests; and current semi-
narians, because they believe their frankness would jeopardize their
chances of being recommended for ordination. As you read on, you
will come to understand that one critical remark could mean
“nonendorsement” (in other words, expulsion from their seminary).
Some former seminarians and those who have not yet been accepted
into a formation program also chose to remain nameless to maximize
their chances of being accepted into a diocese or religious order.
When a pseudonym is used the name will appear the first time with
an asterisk like this: John P. Jones.* There are many other men I in-
terviewed for background purposes only. They did not even want
their comments to be published anonymously, for fear that their
identity would be known to their superiors by the mere details of
their particular situation.

Michael S. Rose
Cincinnati, Ohio
April 2002



CHAPTER 1

A Man-Made Crisis

Why Archbishop Curtiss Said the Priest Shortage
Is “Artificial and Contrived”

It seemns to me that the vocations “crisis” is precipitated by people who want
to change the Church’s agenda, by people who do not support orthodox can-
didates loyal to the magisterial teachings of the Pope and bishops, and by
people who actually discourage viable candidates from secking priesthood
and vowed religious life as the Church defines these ministries.

—Elden F. Curtiss, Archbishop of Omaba

As early as 1966, just a year after the close of the Second Vatican
Council, Jesuit Father Robert E. McNally predicted an impending
priest shortage. He believed that an imminent vocations crisis would
devastate the Catholic priesthood. In fact, he stated that this shortage
would become so acute that “in the course of the next century the
Catholic priesthood might almost disappear.” This was a startling pre-
diction, coming as it did at the tail end of America’s “golden age of the
priesthood,” during the same year that seminary enrollment peaked in
the United States. Nevertheless, statistics bear out at least the first part
of McNally’s prophecy: There are far fewer men studying for the
priesthood at the dawn of the twenty-first century than thirty years be-
fore. From 1966 to 1999, the total number of seminarians dropped
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from 39,638 to0 4,826.} And from 1965 to 1998 the number of graduate-
level seminarians (those ordinarily within four years of ordination)
dropped from 8,325 to 3,158, while priestly ordinations during that
same time period dropped from 994 to 509 per year.*

Since the 1970s, when it became obvious that vocation numbers
were plummeting, U.S. Catholics have been bombarded with shrill
warnings that a severe shortage of priests will soon deprive them of the
sacraments. The doomsayers are with us to this day, prophesying, de-
spite evidence to the contrary, that the priest shortage will continue to
worsen until, as McNally predicted, the priesthood is nearly extinct.’

How is the “vocations crisis” to be explained? Why, since the
Second Vatican Council, has the Catholic Church in the United
States seen fewer and fewer young men devoting themselves to the
sacrificial life of the priesthood? The decline has been blamed on a
multitude of factors, including materialism, practical and philo-
sophical atheism, skepticism, subjectivism, individualism, hedonism,
social injustice; parents who don’t want their sons to be priests; and
the commonly perceived “unrealistic expectation” of lifelong
celibacy. The failure to properly instruct Catholic youth in the faith
is another important factor.

There is one instrumental component to the problem, however,
which has received little attention until recently. In a 1995 article,
Archbishop Elden F. Curtiss implicated vocations directors and
others directly responsible for promoting vocations as having a
“death wish” for the male, celibate priesthood. The article, first pub-
lished in the archbishop’s diocesan newspaper, the Catholic Voice, was
reprinted in Our Sunday Visitor for national distribution. Curtiss, the
archbishop of Omaha, Nebraska, made a startling observation based,
he said, on his experience as a former diocesan vocations director and
seminary rector:

It seems to me that the vocation “crisis” is precipitated
by people who want to change the Church’s agenda, by
people who do not support orthodox candidates loyal
to the magisterial teaching of the Pope and bishops,
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and by people who actually discourage viable candi-
dates from seeking priesthood and vowed religious life
as the Church defines these ministries. I am personally
aware of certain vocations directors, vocations teams
and evaluation boards who turn away candidates who
do not support the possibility of ordaining women or
who defend the Church’s teaching about artificial birth
control, or who exhibit a strong piety toward certain
devotions, such as the rosary.®

In other words, the very Church officials with immediate respon-
sibility for promoting and fostering vocations are turning away qual-
ified candidates for the priesthood. Moreover, this problem is not
confined to a few such persons, but pervades nearly the entire system
for recruiting and training new priests. In short, the priest shortage
is caused ultimately not by a lack of vocations, but by attitudes and
policies that deliberately and effectively thwart true priestly vocations.

Curtiss quickly made headlines across the country, declaring the
resultant priest shortage to be “artificial and contrived.” The same
people, he wrote, who have discouraged priestly vocations then turn
around and promote ordination of married men and women to re-
place the traditional vocations they themselves have aborted. They
exploit the dearth of vocations that they have helped create, to ad-
vance their efforts on behalf of a “reenvisioned priesthood” which
consciously rejects the Church’s definition of the office for the Latin
rite as a ministry to be exercised exclusively by celibate males.

Turning away candidates who explicitly and proudly accept the
Church’s teaching, especially regarding the ordained priesthood, has
been likened to “a Marine recruiter turning away prospects because
they profess a love of America.”” The conclusion then is that there
is no shortage of vocations; in actuality, there are plenty of young
men who exhibit what Curtiss calls “orthodoxy”—loyalty to the
teachings of the Church—who are not admitted to holy orders,
specifically because of their orthodox beliefs. The result is a “crisis”
of ideological discrimination.
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Curtiss also points out that in dioceses which support orthodox can-
didates there is no vocations crisis but an increase in priestly vocations.
In a follow-up article published in Social Justice Review, Curtiss ex-
plained that when dioceses and religious orders are unambiguous
about the priesthood as the Church defines this calling, when there is
strong support for vocations, and a minimum of dissent about the
male, celibate priesthood, then there are documented increases in the
number of candidates who respond to the call. Speaking of his own
Omaha archdiocese, he wrote that he is encouraged by the “dynamic
thrust for vocations to the priesthood” and “clear indications of in-
creases in the coming years.”® He explained the reasons for Omaha’s
success:

Our vocation strategy is drawn from successful ones in
other dioceses: a strong, orthodox base that promotes
loyalty to the Pope and bishop; a vocations director and
team who clearly support a male, celibate priesthood
and religious communities loyal to magisterial teach-
ing; a presbyterate [i.e., the priests in a given diocese]
that takes personal ownership of vocation ministry in
the archdiocese; two large Serra clubs in Omaha that
constantly program outreach efforts to touch potential
candidates; more and more parents who encourage
their children to consider a vocation to priesthood and
religious life; eucharistic devotion in parishes with an
emphasis on prayer for vocations; and vocation com-
mittees in most of our parishes that focus on personally
inviting and nourishing vocations.’

The archbishop also cited the successful vocations numbers of
Lincoln and Arlington,'® two dioceses led, at the time, by bishops
who also supported orthodox vocations. Father James Gould, then
vocations director for the Arlington diocese!' in northern Virginia,
echoed Curtiss when he explained their formula for success:
“unswerving allegiance to the Pope and magisterial teaching; per-
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petual adoration of the Blessed Sacrament in parishes, with an em-
phasis on praying for vocations; and the strong effort by a significant
number of diocesan priests who extend themselves to help young
men remain open to the Lord’s will in their lives.”!?

Curtiss might equally as well have pointed to any number of other
successful, orthodox dioceses across the country. His own Archdio-
cese of Omaha, considered one of the most conservative in the Mid-
west, ordained an average of seven men (fifty-six total) per year from
1991 to 1998 for a population of just 215,000 Catholics. Compare
that to the much more liberal diocese of Madison, Wisconsin (with
a slightly larger Catholic population), which ordained a rota/ of four
men during the same eight-year period.

In the orthodox Rockford, Illinois, diocese, Bishop Thomas
Doran ordained 8 priests in 1999, the highest number of ordina-
tions there in forty-one years. Arlington ordained 55 men to the
priesthood in the years 1991-98 under Bishop John Keating. In
1985 Keating had 90 diocesan priests. A decade later he had 133,
nearly a 50 percent increase. And, under orthodox leadership from
Bishop John J. Myers, the Diocese of Peoria,!* with a Catholic pop-
ulation of just 232,000, ordained 72 priests in the years 1991-98,
an average of 9 each year. In comparison, the Milwaukee archdio-
cese under the leadership of Archbishop Rembert Weakland, with
a Catholic population three times that of Peoria, ordained just
2 priests in 2001, while Detroit, with a Catholic population of
1.5 million (almost seven times that of Peoria), ordained an average
of just 7 men each year from 1991 to 1998.

Other archdioceses such as Denver and Atlanta have turned their
vocations programs around by actively supporting orthodox vocations
and promoting fidelity to Church teaching, while emphasizing the
traditional role of the priest as defined by the Catholic Church. At-
lanta now has sixty-one seminarians, up from just nine in 1985.
Denver boasted sixty-eight seminarians in 1999, up from twenty-six
in 1991. In addition to Denver’s archdiocesan seminarians, twenty
more were studying for the Neocatechumenal Way and nine for
other orders. All will serve the Archdiocese of Denver when ordained.
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Orthodoxy begets vocations. This is proved by the successes of
the dioceses just mentioned. The converse is also true: Dissent kills
vocations. It is merely common sense that says people generally do
not want to give themselves to an organization whose leaders con-
stantly bemoan its basic structures. Young men are normally not
going to commit themselves to dioceses or religious orders that dis-
sent from Church doctrine. “They do not want to be battered by
agendas that are not the Church’s and radical movements that dis-
parage their desire to be priests,” Archbishop Curtiss wrote.™*

Those dioceses that have promoted dissent from the magisterial
teachings of the Church have seen the sharpest decline in vocations
and are now experiencing the predicted dire priest shortage. The
Archdiocese of Milwaukee under the leadership of Archbishop Rem-
bert Weakland is reputedly the most liberal and least orthodox arch-
diocese in the United States. Milwaukee in the 1990s consistently had
a small numbeér of seminarians, a third of the number of some dioceses
a quarter its size. Weakland, of course, has long sounded the alarm
about the dire priest shortage. In 1991 he issued a pastoral letter to
Milwaukee Catholics telling his flock that he would ordain married
men to the priesthood, subject to Rome’s approval. The Vatican was
disturbed by Weakland’s public statement and reprimanded the arch-
bishop for his “out-of-place” comments. A few years later he again ex-
pressed his doubts about the male, celibate priesthood: During the
summer of 1995 he was a cosigner of a statement addressing the role
of the American bishops conference in its relationship with Rome.
Weakland, the only archbishop to sign the statement, expressed his
disapproval of Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, Pope John Paul IT’s 1994 pastoral
letter which reiterated that the Catholic Church does not have the
ability to ordain women to the priesthood. Weakland and his cosigners
stated: “The recent apostolic letter Ordinatio Sacerdotalis was issued [by
the pope] without any prior discussion and consultation with our con-
ference. In an environment of serious question about a teaching that
many Catholic people believe needs further study, the bishops are
faced with many pastoral problems in their response to the letter.”

Only three other diocesan bishops—the remainder were auxiliary
bishops—signed onto the statement, which was highly critical of the
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Vatican: Bishops Walter Sullivan of Richmond, Virginia, Raymond
Lucker of New Ulm, Minnesota, and Kenneth Untener of Saginaw,
Michigan. These three dioceses have likewise experienced a shortfall
in priestly ordinations. In 1998, Lucker had only fifty-five active
diocesan priests to serve his eighty-one parishes, and only nine men,
including both college and graduate theology seminarians, studying for
the priesthood.” Untener, formerly a seminary rector in Detroit, had
only seventy-nine active diocesan priests for his 110 parishes with only
four seminarians for a Catholic population of 140,000.'6 Saginaw.aver-
aged fewer than one ordination per year during the 1990s. Sullivan’s
numbers in southern Virginia are miserable too, especially in contrast
with Richmond’s sister diocese of Arlington to the north. In the early
1990s, San Francisco under Archbishop John Quinn and Chicago
under Joseph Cardinal Bernardin had equally abysmal records.
When Curtiss’s initial article was published in Owur Sunday Visitor,
it set off a flurry of reactions, both positive and negative. The most
telling responses came from a number of vocations directors who re-
jected the Curtiss thesis outright. The National Catholic Reporter
(NCR), a weekly lay-run newspaper published in Kansas City, Mis-
souri, was the first to reply. On October 20, 1995, the NCR issued a
special report intended to refute Curtiss’s claims. Yet the article did
more to confirm the archbishop’s analysis than to refute it. Staff
writer Pamela Schaeffer interviewed several vocations directors
whose comments effectively substantiated Curtiss’s observations. Fa-
ther Robert Flagg, vocations director for the Archdiocese of Boston,
admitted that he has problems with prospective seminarians who have
“preconceived thoughts about the Church” or who are “rigidly locked
into positions.”” Flagg’s statement left many wondering whether the
magisterial teachings of the Church would be considered “precon-
ceived thoughts” or if commitment to the male, celibate priesthood
would be a sure sign of “rigidity.” Father John Klein, vocations di-
rector for the Archdiocese of Chicago, similarly admitted that he be-
lieves young men who desire to “hold on to something” are
unsuitable for ordination. He compared the priesthood to a roller-
coaster ride: “If you keep your hands inside the car you enjoy the ride.
But if you try to hold on to something you’re going to get hurt.”®
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Other vocations directors interviewed for the NCR piece say they
were left feeling “puzzled, pained, and undermined” by the Curtiss
report. Challenging his conclusion, they consistently cited “rigidity”
as opposed to “orthodoxy” as the cause of rejecting candidates for
the priesthood. Boston’s Flagg said he looks for candidates who can
“move with the Church.” Chicago’s Klein reiterated that point,
saying that the future of the Church is “tremendously exciting but
unpredictable.”

Privately, reported Schaeffer, vocations directors complained that
the dioceses that are not experiencing a vocations shortage are ac-
cepting men with a “rigidly conservative view of the Church,” in some
cases candidates rejected by their home dioceses. Flagg bragged that
all but one of the priests ordained for Boston that year were from the
archdiocese. The other was from Vietnam, he explained.

Arlington’s Father James Gould, responding in Crisis magazine,
rejected Flagg’s charge, noting that only six of Arlington’s forty-two
seminarians that year were not native to northern Virginia. He also
defended the practice of considering candidates who were rejected
by their home dioceses: “There are some vocation directors keeping
good candidates out. When questioned about the ordination of
women or married clergy, if the candidates answer in support of the
Church, they are often rejected.””

Schaeffer admits to which camp she belongs when she concludes
her article by quoting University of Wisconsin sociologist Richard
Schoenherr, himself an ex-priest, who says, “There are indeed many
people who think the exclusively male, celibate priesthood that served
the world well in the past is no longer viable.”?° Statements such as
Schoenherr’ serve only to underscore Curtiss’s essential point.

During the Jubilee Year 2000, I devoted much time and energy to
interviewing dozens of seminarians, former seminarians, recently or-
dained priests, seminary faculty, and vocations directors. The 125
seminarian interviewees represent some fifty dioceses and twenty-
two major seminaries (some of which are now closed). Each inter-
viewee described himself as more or less representative of the
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“orthodox seminarian” to whom Archbishop Curtiss had alluded.
These are men who are loyal to the teachings of the Church, look to
the pope as their spiritual father and leader, pray the rosary, and em-
brace the male, celibate priesthood. They have no interest in sup-
porting agendas that are not the Church’s. Their testimony, often
supported by documentary evidence, is remarkably consistent.

They describe the various obstacles deliberately being placed in
the way of authentic priestly vocations, leading to the orthodox sem-
inarian’s early dismissal or voluntary departure, assuming he is ad-
mitted to a seminary program in the first place. These most
commonly include:

* a biased application screening process

* unethical psychological counseling

* faculty members and spiritual directors who focus on detecting
signs of orthodoxy among seminarians

* a practical moral life of some students and faculty that is not
compatible with the Christian standard

* endorsement of homosexual practices and agendas

* promotion of ideas and teachings which undermine Catholic be-
lief in the most fundamental doctrines of the Church

* open contempt for proper liturgy and traditional devotions

* spiritual or psychological manipulation and abuse

It certainly must be acknowledged at the outset that not every can-
didate who enters a seminary has a genuine vocation to the priesthood.
The seminary is a place designed to help a man discern this vocation.
Many eventually leave their studies because they have determined that
a priestly vocation is not theirs. Others are rightly dismissed from the
institutions due to irregularities that would indicate the candidate is
not suited for the priesthood: sexual perversions, addictions, mental or
emotional problems, incompetence, unwillingness to accept Church
teaching, or lack of social or personal skills.

Yet we are not talking here about a procedure designed to winnow
out false vocations, but rather a system designed to frustrate genuine
vocations because the candidates are perceived by those in control of
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the vocations apparatus as threats to their agenda. Those in positions
of authority at many seminaries are motivated by a desire to “re-
envision” the priesthood and to redefine Church ministry according
to their own model. That model usually includes women priests, lay-
run parishes, secularized worship, and a “soft” approach to Church
doctrine—in other words, a desacralized, politically correct Church.

In the face of this “determined effort,” in the words of Archbishop
Curtiss, on the part of these entrenched dissenters to discourage or-
thodox vocations, the U.S. hierarchy has for the most part shown a sin-
gular lack of resolution, preferring to tolerate manifest injustices rather
than wrest back control of the process of priestly formation from those
who have used their power over it to the Church’s detriment.

The disaffected orthodox seminarian is rarely supported in his
grievances; he is often labeled as a troublemaker or a reactionary
zealot, “rigid” and unfit for the priesthood. Once dismissed from a
seminary he is typically blackballed from others, effectively lumped
in with those who are potential sex offenders. Thus, once dismissed,
he finds it difficult, though not always impossible, to be accepted
into another seminary, diocese, or religious order.

The network of seminary rectors, psychologists, and priest-
makers is a small and tight one. Communications are rapid and ef-
fective in purging the orthodox man from the seminary system.
When the orthodox seminarian applies to transfer to another dio-
cese, he is invariably asked if he’s ever been in seminary before.
That’s fair enough. If the answer is affirmative, a call is immediately
placed to the previous seminary, and a negative evaluation from
rector, psychologist, and/or spiritual director is received. This ap-
plies not only to the seminarian who was formally expelled, but also
to the one who left on his own initiative out of frustraton or disgust.
The problem here is with the unjust evaluations and dismissals.

Unfortunately, so many of the seminarians who are treated un-
justly and are literally abused—emotionally and spiritually—leave
with their tails tucked between their legs. They leave as faceless men
who have little or no recourse for the injustices they have suffered.
Many believe they have authentic callings to serve the Church as
priests but feel they have nowhere to turn. Others who once felt
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called to the priesthood trust the judgments of the biased seminary
formation staff who tell them they are not suited for the priesthood.
In some cases this is true and becomes obvious to the seminarian.
But in all too many cases the young man leaves confused, not really
knowing why he isn’t suitable for the priesthood but accepting that
conclusion all the same. Others leave scandalized yet embarrassed to
tell their friends and family—those who had been praying for
them—just why they left a Catholic seminary. Many end up with sul-
lied reputations when others conclude that they must have failed or
were rejected for psychological or emotional reasons.

This book was written to bring to light abuses in U.S. Catholic sem-
inaries over the past three decades so that those outside the seminary
subculture might understand what is exacerbating the vocations crisis
in this country (as well as in others). It was written with the hope that
it will encourage reform of the many seminaries that are in dire need
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of reform. It was written in hopes that it will rouse the laity to de-
mand greater accountability on the part of the institutions charged
with educating and forming priests for future generations.

At the same time, Goodbye, Good Men will point out the unmis-
takable signs that this deplorable situation is at last beginning to
turn around. Young men who are now, at the dawn of the twenty-
first century, entering seminaries across the country are much more
orthodox in their outlook than seminarians of twenty or thirty
years ago. Their numbers are slowly increasing too. More and
more dioceses and seminaries are straightening out their programs,
realizing that seminarians have a much more intense spiritual focus
than in recent decades. There is reason to hope that dioceses and
religious orders can and will surmount the vocations crisis without
“reenvisioning the priesthood,” and without creating a “new model
of Church” in which Catholic priests are reduced to sacramental
ministers. But many problems need to be forthrightly addressed,
and many changes need to be made.



CHAPTER 2

Stifling the Call

How for Some Men the Road to Ordination
Is Cut Short Before It Really Begins

I realized by Saturday night that I could not trust the people I had met to
belp me discern whether I had a vocation to the priesthood or not. I was very
aware that I would not be able to cope with living and studying in such an
atmosphere of dissent and disobedience.

—Kevin Rowles, former prospective seminarian

Even before a young man is ready to apply to a seminary there are
numerous forces within the Church that work against the possible
priestly vocation he may be discerning. The feminization of the
liturgy, poor catechesis, unmanly priests, and the many sexual scan-
dals involving Catholic clergy are four common deterrents, among
others, for the discerning young man.

Each is a scandal in its own right inasmuch as each places undue
impediments in the way of one’s path to fulfilling his God-given vo-
cation. This is not the place to elaborate much on the poor state of
the liturgy and catechesis, but suffice it to say that these are very real
deterrents for the healthy young man who wants to serve the Church
through the ordained priesthood.

13
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More directly relevant to the subject at hand is the scandal of a
lack of male role models in the Church. Many of the men who have
recently entered seminaries in North America and Europe, and pre-
sumably elsewhere, have looked directly to Pope John Paul II for a
living role model in the Church. A superb one indeed—some pre-
dict one day he will be known as one of the greatest saints the
Catholic Church has ever produced—the Holy Father is by virtue of
his office someone quite displaced from the daily lives of these men,
who one expects would have looked to local priests for guidance and
encouragement in pursuing holy orders and for a tangible role model
in how to grow in holiness.

Pope St. Pius X said it well when he wrote of the necessity of holy
priestly role models: “In order for Jesus Christ to reign in the world,
nothing is so necessary as the holiness of the clergy, so that with their
example, word, and knowledge they might be a guide for the faithful.”

It is by example and personal influence that dedicated, pious, intel-
ligent, well-formed priests will attract tomorrow’s candidates to the
priesthood. The fact that this is not happening in many places is little
disputed even among the most zealous advocates of the status quo.

Such positive role models need to be everywhere in Catholic life—
in the parishes, the colleges, the seminaries, and even in chancery*
offices. They must especially be in the vocation offices among the
clergy whose job it is, day in and day out, to encourage and foster pos-
sible vocations to the priesthood for their diocese or religious order.
Vocation directors, past or present, such as Father James Gould of Ar-
lington, Father Marty Heinz of Rockford, or Archbishop John J.
Myers (formerly director of vocations and later bishop for the Diocese
of Peoria) of Newark offer excellent examples of this; they provided
the younger generation with positive role models of hardworking,
committed priests who strive for personal holiness and seek to preach
the Gospel as the Church teaches. Their sacrifices are obvious, and
the results they have generated among seminarians—both in quantity
and quality—are abundantly in evidence.

Alas, the Catholic Church in the U.S. and in many other western
nations is not by and large blessed with an abundance of such posi-
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tive priestly role models in the parishes, colleges, seminaries, or vo-
cations offices. Very often the contrary is true. Father Joseph Illo,
vocations director for the Diocese of Stockton, California, attests to
this fact from an “inside” point of view. “What makes the priesthood
difficult today,” he explained, “is not the long hours or changing cul-
tures, which priests of all ages have endured. It’s our low morale,
caused by the betrayal or stupidity in our own ranks. It’s seeing
priests watch daytime T'V. It’s hearing priests justify unnatural vices.
It’s living with priests who prefer getting a little drunk before supper
rather than praying the breviary together.”

Such “betrayal and stupidity” is legion, even among the clergy who
staff certain vocations offices. John Sillasen of San Bernadino, Cali-
fornia, has contemplated studying for the priesthood for the past
thirty-five years. Sillasen, who is now in his fifties, relates that he
“looked into the priestly vocation several times in several places, never
getting the right feeling” about the dioceses he would be serving,
based on his interaction with priests who, he said, seemed effeminate
if not homosexual and were far from supportive of the Church uni-
versal. “I could sense some grave problem even before I became aware
of the big problems in the Church today,” he explained.

After hearing a speech delivered by Bishop Gerald R. Barnes, who
spoke of the severe and escalating priest shortage in the diocese, he
said, “I felt repelled at the prospect of approaching the Diocese of
San Bernadino out of interest in a vocation to the priesthood.” One
of the problems, related to the lack of proper male role models in the
priesthood of that diocese, he explained, is that when Barnes intro-
duced the director of the “vocations team,” it was a nun.

Father Eduard Perrone of the Detroit archdiocese has been very
encouraging of priestly vocations in his inner-city Detroit parish, to
which many young orthodox men are attracted from outside his
parish boundaries. Perrone points out simply that these aspiring
priests, young men who are committed to the faith, “want to save
souls, be in touch with the Mass; they want to preach and convert es-
pecially.” “But when these young men go to Mass at their local
parish,” he added, “what they too often get is a nightclub atmosphere
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that is cushy and comfortable, with a tinkling piano in the back-
ground. They might have a good laugh, but these young men don’t
witness any discipline in the cultural sense. It’s hard then for the faith
to take root. The young man, who in better surroundings might be
inspired to pursue his vocation, might think, ‘Well, Father is kind of
a nice guy, but that’s not for me. The priesthood is for someone who
wants to talk to old ladies. Me, I want to be a doctor or a sportscaster.
I don’t want to waste my time.””

For those who are inspired enough at least to investigate a vocation
to the priesthood, many are turned off quickly when introduced to the
vocations program and seminary. Some dioceses, for instance, have
“come and see” discernment weekends for prospective seminarians.
Those interested in the priesthood are invited to experience seminary
life by living at their local seminary for two or three days. Unfortu-
nately, too many prospective candidates quickly discern that some-
thing is terribly wrong with the seminary. A prospective seminarian at
Sacred Heart Seminary in Detroit, for example, reported that during
a discernment weekend in the mid-1990s, prospective candidates and
seminarians sat together to watch a “childish Rated-R movie” about
teenage girls priming themselves for sexual liaisons. Expecting to ex-
perience a highly spiritual environment conducive to prayer, worship,
and study, the young man experienced an environment that was none
too inspiring, if not repelling in the spiritual sense.

Others, who are now ordained priests, confirmed this assessment
of the movies shown at these discernment weekends, explaining that
these weekends were placed in the hands of current seminarians,
“who did not always make appropriate integration between faith and
choices.”

Father Andrew McNeil,* now a priest in a midwestern archdio-
cese, visited Cincinnati’s seminary as a prospective seminarian in the
late 1980s. He saw enough on a Sunday afternoon tour to eliminate
any desire he might have had to apply there. “Iwo seminarians took

* As mentioned in the Introduction, when a pseudonym is used to protect a source,
his name will appear the first time with an asterisk.
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me and my father on tour of the dormitory area at the seminary; it
was just after noon on a Sunday, and one of the first things I noticed
is that horns had been drawn onto a portrait of Archbishop [Daniel]
Pilarczyk; and then when a seminarian stumbled out of his room—
apparently he had just awakened—to retrieve a bottle of whiskey
from a cooler in the hallway, I kind of figured this place wasn’t ex-
actly what I was looking for.”

Others are turned off by the treatment they receive from the sem-
inary faculty or administration. Paul Sinsigalli was twenty-five years
old when he was first accepted into St. John’s College Seminary in
Boston. He had applied and done all the interviews without telling
his family and friends of his intentions. He was secretive, he said, be-
cause he feared that too many people in his life would be unsup-
portive, if not discouraging, of his vocation. Once he was accepted,
he announced he was going into the seminary, and the discourage-
ment he feared became a reality. “What, are you nuts?” was the typ-
ical response he received. “Literally every person I ran into was
unsupportive,” Sinsigalli lamented.

Seeking some encouragement, he called the seminary. He asked
Father Bill Spade, the new dean of St. John’s, if he could make an ap-
pointment to talk over his vocation. “I went in to see him,” re-
counted Sinsigalli, “in order to explain things to him and maybe get
some reassurance, to keep me on track since I wasn’t getting any en-
couragement elsewhere.” During this first meeting with the dean of
the college, Sinsigalli was shocked. “This guy was not at all nice,” he
recalled, “let alone encouraging.”

“Why do I want to be involved with this guy?” Sinsigalli wondered.
The net result of the meeting with Spade was that he felt “repulsed by
the whole situation.” If the dean of the college couldn’t be under-
standing of a guy who wanted to be a priest but just needed a bit of en-
couragement when his vocation was challenged by everyone around
him, he reasoned, he wouldn’t give his life over to study for the priest-
hood—at least not yet. “If he’s going to be a jerk to me when everyone
else is telling me I’'m crazy, why should I do it?” Sinsigalli remembered
thinking.
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'The same problem is manifest in the British Isles. According to
Kevin Rowles, “In England the ‘weeding out’ of orthodox men starts
from day one,” he explained. In 1992 Rowles, from Middlesex, was
discerning a vocation to the priesthood. He met with the vocations
director of a large English archdiocese, who advised him to attend a
vocations retreat at the local seminary.

“I'walked out of this retreat in disgust at what was going on there
and never took the matter of a vocation to the priesthood any fur-
ther,” he admitted. Rowles recounted that during the retreat, which
he described as “profane,” the half dozen participants were asked to
listen to, and meditate upon, a recording by American soul band
Kool and the Gang. The song, he said, was “clearly about love be-
tween a man and a woman,” which he thought an odd subject of re-
flection for those aspiring to the priesthood and religious life.

They were then subjected to several exercises conducted by a nun
from the Sisters of Loretto. The most memorable, recounted Rowles,
was a painting session. “We were asked to imagine being a tree and
what it felt like. We were then asked to imagine God being a tree. And
then Sister asked us to open our eyes and paint a picture of two trees,
one of which was meant to be God, another ourselves,” he said.

“I find it strange,” he wrote in a letter to the vocations director
after the retreat weekend, “when one thinks of the great spiritual
wealth that the Church has at her disposal, that these sources should
be used to try and help us to see where God has acted in our lives
and where He is Jeading us.”

One of those helping the retreat participants discern their voca-
tions that weekend was a young woman novice whom he knew only
as Linda. A brief conversation with Linda revealed that the novice
was very interested in being a priest. “Here I was at a retreat and a
young woman who wants to be a priest is supposed to be helping me
discern mzy vocation,” recalled Rowles, who thought the whole situ-
ation to be bizarre at best.

On Saturday of the retreat, as Rowles described it, the Mass was
offered in the seminary study instead of the chapel. “A low coffee
table made out of rough logs and covered in a green Egyptian hiero-
glyphic fabric” was used as a makeshift altar. Rowles said he was put
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off by the aberrations in the liturgy, which included the priest’s
vesting in an “Indian prayer robe,” the participants’ passing a pot-
tery bowl of consecrated hosts around to each other for Communion
distribution, and playing the same Kool and the Gang song imme-
diately after Communion.

Later that evening, the retreat participants were invited to a wine
and cheese party, where Rowles was further put off by the drunken-
ness of the seminarians, who performed a Safve Regina which he said
was “very distasteful.” ‘

“The final straw,” however, said Rowles, was Night Prayer. In-
stead of praying the proper Night Prayer as prescribed by the
Church, the seminarians played recordings of John Lennon’s song
“Imagine” and George Harrison’s “My Sweet Lord.” The Lord to
which Harrison refers in this song is Lord Krishna, and the record
clearly has a Hare Krishna/Hare Lama chant. A key line in Lennon’s
“Imagine” is: “Imagine. .. no religion....”

At that point Rowles left the retreat, disgusted with the seminary,
the vocations director, and the diocese. “I realized by Saturday night
that I could not trust the people I had met to help me in discerning
whether I had a vocation to the priesthood or not,” said Rowles. “I
was also very aware that I would not be able to cope with living and
studying in such an atmosphere of dissent and disobedience.”

Savvy young men can learn much in very little time by observing
seminary liturgies. Gregory Pearson* attended a discernment
weekend at Cincinnati’s seminary at the Athenaeum of Ohio in the
mid-1990s. Attending the Mass there at the seminary, he was dis-
mayed to find that liturgical abuses were the order of the day. “There
was no kneeling during the Mass,” remembered Pearson, “and the
archbishop himself was the main celebrant. I approached him for
Communion to find that the bread used for the sacred hosts was
leavened; it was like pita bread.” If the archbishop himself was there
at the Mass, reasoned Pearson, it must mean that the archdiocese
condoned such liturgical abuse. He decided that weekend that it
would be difficult to serve an archbishop and an archdiocese that
couldn’t abide by even simple and relatively undemanding liturgical
laws. “What else are they disobeying?” he wondered.
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Another problem is the profound scandal of sexual improprieties by
too many priests in recent years. Public betrayals of priestly vows do
interminable damage to the image of the priesthood. These inci-
dents are held up as evidence that the Church should reconsider her
position on the celibate priesthood. They are also discouraging to
young men considering the priesthood, who begin to believe that
they too will not be able to uphold the celibacy requirement, or
simply know that they do not want to be perceived as homosexual.

Worst of all have to be the unremitting instances of child sex
abuse (mostly of teenage boys) among Catholic clergy, including
bishops, adding to the problem of priests who present themselves as
unmanly and effeminate. It is worth repeating here that obviously
not all, nor most, priests are pedophiles, homosexuals, or even ef-
feminate, but far too many have been exposed as sexual predators, as
AIDS sufferers, and as perpetrators of horrible crimes to be in-
significant to the subject of vocations. It is the purpose of this
chapter only to provide evidence, first, that this is a serious problem
that is severely damaging the image of the priesthood and, second,
that such problems often quash a young man’s drive to pursue his
priestly vocation.

At the time I was researching this subject, several cases drew
media attention. First was the resignation of Bishop Keith Symons,
who stepped down as the leader of the Palm Beach, Florida, diocese
after acknowledging he had molested five young men in three
parishes. That same month, in June of 1998, “Christoph Cardinal
Schénborn, archbishop of Vienna. ..acknowledged that charges of
sexual misconduct with seminarians leveled against his predecessor,
Hans Hermann Cardinal Groer, were true.”* This admission came
after several years of obfuscation on Gréer’ part.

The next year another American prelate, Bishop Patrick Zie-
mann, resigned from the head of the Santa Rosa diocese in Cali-
fornia. Ziemann, who served previously as an auxiliary bishop to
Roger Cardinal Mahony in Los Angeles, admitted publicly to an
ongoing sexual relationship with a priest who sued him and the dio-
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cese for $8 million in damages. According to a Catholic News Ser-
vice report, the suit charged Ziemann “with sexual battery, alleging
that he coerced sex from the priest in return for keeping silent about
the reasons for the priest’s dismissal from St. Mary of the Angels in
Ukiah, Calif.” The priest, Father Jorge Hume Salas, had been dis-
missed from his parish for severe financial improprieties.

It was also revealed that Salas was recruited from Costa Rica to
work in the Santa Rosa diocese’s Hispanic community, and many
questions were raised about his preparation for the priesthood prior
to his ordination in California. His seminary education could not be
confirmed, hinting at the possibility that the priest was recruited by
Ziemann for reasons other than Salas’s desire to serve the Church.

At the same time, another legal case in northern California was re-
ceiving heavy publicity in the media. John Bollard, a Jesuit scholastic
from 1988 to 1996,° filed a “discrimination in the workplace” lawsuit
in San Francisco federal court alleging that three of his Jesuit super-
visors—Father Andrew Sotelo, Father Anton Harris, and Father
Thomas Gleeson—subjected him to “unwanted verbal and physical
conduct of a sexual nature,” creating such a “hostile, intimidating, and
offensive environment” that he could no longer remain in the order.’

In an August 14, 1997, interview with San Francisco’s KGO-TV,
Bollard explained his charges in finer detail. The harassment began
in 1990-91 at St. Ignatius High School, when two fellow faculty
members, Harris and Sotelo, sent him greeting cards depicting sex-
ually aroused naked men. Bollard showed one of the pornographic
Christmas cards to KGO reporter Dan Noyes. One of the priests
had written inside: “Thought this might stir up some theological
thought. Hope all goes well. Love T.”® Sotelo, explained Bollard in
the interview, not only sent him pornographic pictures but also in-
vited him out to San Francisco gay bars.

After Bollard left St. Ignatius, where he was teaching religion, the
sexual harassment followed him to the Jesuit School of Theology at
Berkeley, where he continued his seminary studies. Bollard told
Noyes that while there, Gleeson, then president of the school,
propositioned him: “He said to me that if I wanted to be friends with
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him, I shouldn’t be surprised if it became sexual and that he himself
was most interested in mutual masturbation.” Father Gleeson went
on to serve as acting secretary of formation for the Jesuits worldwide.

Bollard also explained that when he appealed to Father John
Privett, who was then the chief administrator of the Jesuit’s California
province, he received a very insincere apology from him suggesting
indifference to the sexual misconduct of his fellow Jesuit priests.

After the affair became known publicly through media publicity
of the court proceedings, one unnamed Jesuit commented to San
Francisco Faith that “there are some Jesuits who are so distressed by
this that they could never recommend the order to a young person
interested in religious life.... Young people interested in papal
teaching are no longer attracted to the order.”° His claim is backed
up by statistics. In 1965 eighty novices entered the California Jesuit
province. In 1997 only three entered the same province, one of the
largest in the United States.

Another student at Berkeley’s Jesuit School of Theology clarified
the problem of homosexual acceptance in the order: “The attitude
of the Jesuits here is ‘We need to affirm the gay life,’ ”!! noting that
Jesuit seminarians could receive credits for “gay spirituality” courses
offered by the Graduate Theological Union, of which the Jesuit
school is a member.

Although Bollard left the Jesuits in 1996, media coverage of his
“discrimination in the workplace” lawsuit resurfaced and intensified
in 1999 when on May 9 of that year he appeared on 60 Minutes, in-
terviewed by Morley Safer. The subject of the interview was geared
toward whether Bollard had grounds to assert “sexual harassment”
charges against the named Jesuits. It is worth noting that the fact that
several Jesuits were accused of making unwanted sexual advances
against a Jesuit seminarian was taken for granted. (In 2000, after a
court upheld the validity of a sexual harassment case against a reli-
gious order, the Jesuits decided to settle with Bollard.)

In addition to the Bollard case, the homosexual flavor of the
modern Jesuits has received heavy publicity in recent years. Com-
menting in the American Prowler; George Neumayr writes that the
“once-formidable society is now a corrupt club for homosexual dilet-
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tantes and anti-papal dissenters.”'? In the New York Review of Books,
Garry Wills, who was once a Jesuit scholastic himself, quotes a young
Jesuit who complains that “several of my former Jesuit friends would
mention the large number of gay Jesuits and the impact that had on
community life as being a big reason they left. As a relatively young
Jesuit who is heterosexual, I believe I am in the minority, and that
raises questions.””* And Peter McDonough and Eugene C. Bianchi, in
their 2002 book about the American Jesuits, Passionate Uncertainty, re-
port on the general consensus among present and former Jesuits that
a dominant gay subculture flourishes within the order.

The next big media bomb probing the subject of homosexual
priests came just a few months later via the Kansas City Star’s muld-
installment article on AIDS among Catholic priests. The Stzar pre-
sented evidence that more than three hundred priests have died of
AIDS since the mid-1980s. The Missouri newspaper concluded that
the report translated into an annual death rate of about four per ten
thousand—four times the rate of the general populaton. The news re-
port specifically cited the case of Bishop Emerson Moore, auxiliary
bishop of New York, who died of AIDS in a Minnesota hospice in
1995.

Although the Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights al-
leged that notable statisticians had discredited the results of the Star’s
survey of three thousand priests, the fact remains that, considering
the Catholic Church teaches that homosexual relations are immoral,
three hundred priests dying from AIDS is far too many not to war-
rant attention from the media.

Previous news reports in the Village Voice, New York Post, and Na-
tional Catholic Reporter had reported on similar evidence of AIDS
among Catholic priests. In fact, as early as February 1987, the St.
Paul Pioneer Press published an article also claiming that the inci-
dence of AIDS among priests seemed to be almost four times higher
than among the general population.

In 2000, similar verification of rampant homosexuality in the
priesthood came from the rector of Cleveland’s seminary, Father
Donald B. Cozzens, in his book The Changing Fuace of the Priesthood.
Cozzens appears to present such evidence largely for political
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reasons, in support of his desire that the Church should make
celibacy optional for priests and seminarians. By his reasoning, if the
Church would allow priests to marry, the priesthood would attract
far more heterosexual men to the Catholic seminaries. Yet Cozzens
stops short of explaining how the presence of married men would
stop homosexual priests from engaging in illicit sexual practices.

Cozzens does, however, introduce another pressing topic of con-
cern when he writes that “[flor more than fifteen years now priests
have reeled at allegation after allegation brought against Catholic
clergy for sexual misconduct with teenage boys, and in some cases,
with children.”'

The sexual predator problem among the priesthood in the U.S. is
appalling. In 1993, for example, after a spate of such scandals erupted
one after another, Philip F. Lawler, editor of Catholic World Report,
wrote that “during the past ten years, at least 500 American Catholic
priests have been accused of sexual assaults on children. One bishop
has been publicly charged with pedophilia, and rumors swirl around
hundreds of parishes. The scandal of sexual abuse has spawned a new
genre of investigative journalism, as books, magazine articles, and
television newscasts probe into new allegations, and wonder about
the credibility of the American clergy.”"

Since 1993 the problem has only escalated as new accusations are
revealed each month, in a seemingly endless barrage of terrible pub-
licity for the Catholic priesthood. Incontrovertibly, no scandal could
better destroy the image of the priesthood than that of pedophilia.
Consequently, the priesthood is now seen by many as a haven for sex
offenders, especially since it has been shown that many dioceses deny
the allegations and cover up the evidence by moving priests around
from parish to parish, as was proved again in 2002 with the contro-
versy in the Archdiocese of Boston.!® The net effect, aside from the
many hundreds, if not thousands, of victims who suffer often for a
lifetime, is a demoralized priesthood and a major deterrent to those
who aspire to wear the Roman collar.

Also in 2000, a case of cybersex misconduct shook the Church in
northern California. Father Carl Schipper, a priest of the San Fran-
cisco archdiocese and academic dean at St. Patrick’s Seminary in
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Menlo Park, California, was arrested following a six-month investiga-
tion, for soliciting sex with minors over the Internet and distributing
pornographic materials online. The San Jose police department’s
sexual assault unit had posed as young boys on the Internet when
Schipper proposed a sexual liaison with someone whom he thought
was a thirteen-year-old boy. Schipper pleaded no contest and was sen-
tenced to six months in jail.

The spiritual and psychological disorder of a priest such as Schipper
has effects that go well beyond himself and his innocent victims. One
wonders how seminarians at St. Patrick’s are treated by such a man
who plays a supervisory role in the education of future priests.

It is also worth noting—not incidentally—that after Schipper was
placed on administrative leave from the seminary, Archbishop
William J. Levada called Father Gerald Coleman, S.S., from his sab-
batical to return to St. Patrick’s. Coleman has been criticized by
many for “advancing the homosexual agenda” in the Church
through his much publicized writings and research. He, for example,
has spoken about the “importance” of seminarians recognizing and
accepting their sexual orientation: heterosexual, homosexual, or bi-
sexual. Writing on the topic of California’s Proposition 22, an ini-
tiative to provide that only marriage between a man and a woman
would be recognized in California, Coleman opined that he could
“see no moral reason why civil law could not in some fashion recog-
nize these faithful and loving [homosexual] unions by according
them certain rights and obligations, thus assisting [homosexual] per-
sons in these unions with clear and specified benefits.””

In the wake of devastating revelations in the Archdiocese of
Boston at the beginning of 2002 that more than eighty Boston-area
priests have been accused of sexual abuse of children—mainly
teenage boys—many American bishops in places like Los Angeles,
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis, apparently fearing inves-
tigative reporters and embarrassing lawsuits, began to disclose that
dozens of priests in their own backyards have been accused of sim-
ilar sexual crimes. In nearly all of these cases, the diocese had set-
tled out of court with the victims, paying out millions of dollars of
what amounts to “hush money.” Thus, because of the turn of
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events in 2002, many priest abusers were dismissed from active
ministry.

Even bishops did not escape this wave of scrutiny. Bishop Daniel
Ryan of Springfield, Illinois, for example, resigned “for reasons of
health” after a lay group of Catholic activists exposed the bishop as
having carried on homosexual relationships, including one with a
teenage male prostitute, for years.

On March 8, 2002, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch revealed that Bishop
Anthony O’Connell, who had replaced child sex-abuser Keith
Symons as bishop of Palm Beach, Florida, sexually abused a teenage
seminarian when he was rector of St. Thomas Aquinas Seminary in
Hannibal, Missouri. Former seminarian and ex-priest Christopher
Dixon revealed to the press that he was abused for years by three
priests at the seminary. Dixon told the Post-Dispatch that after being
repeatedly molested by one priest at the seminary, he turned for help
to O’Connell, who, he felt, “was someone he could trust.”!?

Bishop O’Connell admitted to having abused Dixon for four
years, strangely saying that he regretted being so “naive.” He re-
signed his bishopric the same day—the second homosexual bishop
in three years to resign from the Palm Beach diocese for sexually
abusing teenage boys.

These are only a few of the more high-profile cases that have been
given serious attention in the national media. Bishops and priests re-
sponsible for the formation of seminarians too often give bad exam-
ples by their perfervid flouting of the sexual morals enunciated
clearly by the Church they have vowed to serve. It is a scandal of un-
told proportions, at least a hundred times worse than what the media
have already uncovered in the United States.

Much more attention will be given to the issue of homosexuality
in American seminaries in Chapter 4, which will examine its nu-
merous ramifications for the orthodox seminarian. Suffice it to say
here that the bad example of priests in everyday life, and the scandal
of sexual misconduct that continues to besmirch the image of the
priesthood, has no little negative effect on the young man who as-
pires to the priesthood in the Catholic Church.



CHAPTER 3

The Gatekeeper

Phenomenon

How Good Men Are Often Screened Out
During the Seminary Application Process

I left depressed. I wanted to live in Gospel poverty; I wanted to forsake wife
and children to preach the teachings of Christ; I wanted to feed the poor
with bread and eternal Truth. Yet all this vocations director cared about was
the acceptance of their redundant political agenda.

—Timothy O’Keefe, former applicant to an East Coast religious order

Once the orthodox man has discerned that he would like to test his
vocation in the seminary, he applies to a diocese or religious order,
naturally expecting that his suitability for the priesthood and apti-
tude for graduate study in theology will be amply assessed. Father
Donald Cozzens explains this process of assessment: “Serving now
as rector of a seminary and chair of the admissions committee, I
know our [admission] decisions are supported with more informa-
tion and documentation than was the case a generation ago. Letters
of recommendation, psychiatric, and psychological assessments,
criminal records checks, standardized tests, and a series of interviews
make up the ordinary drill for admissions to priestly studies today.”

27
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Aside from the unmistakable fact that this screening process is a
necessary and often difficult task, what the aspiring priest usually does
not expect from this initial process is the unnatural obstacles—those
which are not directly relevant to ascertaining the candidate’s suit-
ability for the priesthood—that many dioceses and religious orders
place in the path to admission. These obstacles often deter at an early
stage the orthodox applicant from continuing to follow his call to the
priesthood, either by way of discouragement or by outright rejection.

“Far too often,” wrote Thomas Fath in New Oxford Review, “one
hears that the persons performing the initial interviews have a mod-
ernistic bias about the qualities a priest-to-be should have.”” He cites
as one example Quigley Seminary in Chicago, which he claims was
closed due to its “screening out candidates loyal to the Magis-
terium”—that is, the Church’s official teaching office. According to
Fath, the message was, “in effect, ‘We have enough priests with an Old
Church philosophy; what we are looking for is priests who have a vi-
sion of what the New Church should look like.” ” There were simply
too many young men, added Fath, “who maintained that they had
been turned away because they were perceived as ‘Old Church.” ™

To this end, in some dioceses or religious orders the applicant is
subjected to a political litmus test on the subject of “what the Church
should be.” Often this means that the applicant mustn’t let on that he
accepts Church teaching on issues of authority and sexual morality
lest he be dismissed as “rigid” or “dysfunctional.” One of the most
critical questions posed to potential seminarians, as Archbishop Cur-
tiss indicated, is whether the applicant approves of the ordination of
women to the priesthood. This puts the orthodox seminarian in a
difficult position. If he reveals that he agrees with the magisterium
that the Church does not have the ability to ordain women, he is li-
able to be dismissed from further consideration. If he lies and says
he is “open” to the idea, then he compromises himself—not the ideal
way to begin studies he hopes will lead to the priesthood.

According to Father Karl Arguilers,* a priest now serving a mid-
western diocese, “Back in 1986 I was getting flack from the vocations
director for my hometown diocese in New York State because I did
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not support the ordination of women, nor was I going to support
Charles Curran,* who was making headlines then.”

Although often it is the vocations director, usually a priest, who
conducts the initial interview, it is common that an assistant, often a
religious sister, serves as what some call the “inquisitor.” In other
cases, bishops have allowed “troubled women religious—many of
whom had already left their orders—to occupy the top positions in
their vocations office and seminary administrative posts.” In either
case, said Father Bob Oravetz, former regional director for the
vocations-promoting group Serra, “One way to detect a diocese that
does not put much effort into recruiting vocations is by finding out
if they have a woman as the vocations director. Often they are assis-
tants or associates to the priest who is supposed to be the director,
but the liberal nun does the actual legwork, such as interviewing po-
tential candidates.”

John Sherman,* now a nationally respected radio commentator,
remembers that when he applied to study for the priesthood in the
Archdiocese of Portland, Oregon, “our assistant vocations director
was a liberal nun. She was the only one who was in full-time voca-
tions ministry.”

A few years ago, Dr. Garvan Kuskey, a California dentist, attended
a Serra Club dinner party. About three-quarters of all area priests
were in attendance as well as several seminarians from St. John’s
Seminary in Camarillo, California. “My wife and I had a lengthy and
frank conversation with three of the men about to be ordained,”
Kuskey recalled. “I asked all three whether it was true, as I had pre-
viously heard, that the nun in the vocations office had the final word
as to who got in the seminary and who did not.” It was the opinion
of all three men, he said, that this was indeed the case. “They said
that if you didn’t get past Sister, you did not get into the seminary.”

Kuskey also inquired of them whether it was true that the most
crucial question asked by the nun vocations director was whether the
applicant approved of the ordination of women. “All three affirmed
that this was true,” he remembered. “They had all been warned
about this question before they went for their interviews. They said
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they had been advised to say they did not have any strong feelings
one way or another, but that they were ‘open’ to the idea of or-
daining women.” All three men, said Kuskey, added that they were
unequivocally opposed to women’s ordination.

One popular if incredible account rendered by numerous semi-
narians is that during their interview with a nun assistant in the vo-
cations office, the phone rings or there is a knock at the door. Sister
answers and begins to engage in an animated conversation, in the
course of which she states enthusiastically that she fully expects to be
ordained to the priesthood in a matter of years or otherwise makes
it clear that she is a proponent of women’s ordination.

This account (related from various corners of the nation and with
some minor variation in details) is too common for these various nun
vocations directors to actually be carrying on an authentic conversa-
tion. This is apparently the type of staged intimidation applicants to
the more liberal dioceses must endure—if they would like to pro-
ceed. Sister is obviously trying to gauge the applicant’s reaction.
Many say “no thanks” right here at the beginning, believing that the
nun’s actions are a reflection of the diocese they are seeking to serve.
Other inquisitors are not so dramatic, yet the results are essentially
the same. It is a psychological game that often proves harmful to vo-
cations, and that is exactly the point.

In similar instances applicants are asked how they might respond
to a hypothetical pastoral situation. For instance: If you were as-
signed to a parish in which the pastor was contravening Church law
in the administration of his parish, what would you do? Or, if a man
confessed to you that he and his wife have been using artificial con-
traception, and that they will continue to do so, would you give him
absolution? Another popular question: What would you do if you
were celebrating Mass at your new parish and a laywoman came up
to concelebrate with you before the Eucharistic prayer?

Aside from the peculiarity of the questioning, such probing again
puts the orthodox applicant at risk. How can he respond honestly
without offending the vocations inquisitor who wants to establish the
applicant’s “flexibility” or “open-mindedness,” as it is often termed,
at the expense of Church teaching and discipline?



THE (GATEKEEPER PHENOMENON 31

But this interview is only the beginning of a battery of evaluations
and tests that are often specifically designed to weed out applicants
who will not be suitable for a particular formation program. In many
cases this process is an honest one. Again, properly screening appli-
cants for the priesthood is obviously of grave importance to the
Church. Yet, unfortunately, this process is too often abused, and those
who are sent away are those faithful to the teachings of the Church,
especially those who properly accept the traditional role and discipline
of the priest, including lifelong celibacy. The process presents an un-
natural impediment that can be called the “gatekeeper phenomenon.”

At the same time, despite the rigorous hoops one must jump
through in order to enroll in a seminary program, all too many sexual
deviants easily advance. There is no need to rehash the evidence on
this issue. But one wonders: If the screening process isn’t catching the
deviants, is the process “designed” to weed them out or merely to
prune the orthodox men from the vocations vine?

The psychological evaluation that is mandatory for each seminarian
is equally remarkable. A psychologist, who may not be Catholic or
even Christian, probes the sexual and emotional history of a young
man, often getting into a line of questioning that seems a tad per-
verted from the average man’s perspective. (Anything goes, it seems,
when psychology is involved.) It is not uncommon for the psychol-
ogist to inquire about the applicant’s beliefs on issues of homosexu-
ality. Whereas one might understand this line of questioning if it is
undertaken with an eye to root out those inclined to homosexuality
or those who are involved in the “gay lifestyle,” the intent is more
often to discover if the applicant is able to accept the practice of
homosexuality in today’s society or, more to the point, in his study
and work environment. If the psychologist isn’t looking for an ap-
probation of immoral acts, he at least would like to discover that the
applicant is “open-minded” in this regard.

And what if he’s not? The orthodox applicant may well state Church
teaching on homosexuality—e.g., “love the sinner, hate the sin,” or
“homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered and contrary to the
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natural law.” But when he does, the psychologist is liable to report that
the applicant has an “unhealthy sexuality,” is “sexually immature,” or
has “sexual hang-ups.” Yet the applicant who is “open-minded” is
deemed healthy and mature with an “integrated sexuality.”

Thomas Beresford remembers making an application to an Illi-
nois diocese. “There is no way my parish priest could have been
more supportive of my vocation,” recalled Beresford. When his ap-
plication was routinely received by the diocese, he was joyfully anx-
ious until he traveled three hours from his home to take a
psychological exam comprised “a battery of tests that included 1,900
fill-in-the-circle questions.”

“Many of these questions were devised in such a way,” he ex-
plained, “that to answer them meant there was no way around com-
mitting a sin.” One such question he remembered was: “What would
you rather do: masturbate or read pornography?”

When Beresford refused to answer such questions, explaining that
he chose to do neither, the psychologist told him he was “required”
to make a choice. “The diocese found great problems with me leaving
these irrelevant and unintelligible sex-related questions unanswered,”
said Beresford.

On another day, as part of his evaluation, he visited a psychiatrist in
St. Louis for one hour. “I eventually started to feel unsafe in his office
when his line of questioning came to asking such things as ‘Have you
ever had sexual relations with your father or grandfather?’ ”

Joseph Aarons also remembers his 1999 interview with the psy-
chologist as a part of his application to a midwestern diocese. Aside
from what Aarons considered to be an overemphasis on sexual issues,
the psychologist, he said, “displayed a genuine ignorance of Catholic
belief and practice.” When the evaluation arrived a few weeks later,
the psychologist had written that Aarons tended to be “inflexible and
to have strict ideas about right and wrong.” Further, in response to
his statement that it is essential for a priest “to maintain a celibate
lifestyle in order to serve God with an undivided heart,” she wrote,
“It is unclear how realistic your views are concerning management
of, and commitment to, a celibate lifestyle.”
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The psychological evaluation came just days after his interview
with the vocations director. “During this interview,” recalled Aarons,
“I openly expressed many of my beliefs, for example, as articulated
by the Apostles Creed. When asked why I wished to be ordained to
the priesthood, I responded that my desire was to bring souls to
Christ and I felt this could best be accomplished by teaching or-
thodox Catholic doctrine and administering the sacraments to those
who would be placed in my care by God.” In response to this, the
vocations director, said Aarons, suggested his approach to the priest-
hood was not “pastoral,” and that consequently he was not suited for
the diocesan priesthood.

Aarons was formally rejected by a letter from the vocations office
that stated as much: “After reviewing the contents of your applica-
tion, the committee members came to the judgment that your gifts
and talents are not indicative of one called to be a diocesan priest.”

Rick Birch was in a similar rejected-before-he’s-ever-given-a-
chance situation. After meeting with Father Gerald L. Reinersman,
vocations director for the Diocese of Covington, Kentucky, Birch
was sent to the Behavioral Science Center in Cincinnati for his psy-
chological evaluation. Known as a conservative teacher of religion at
one of the diocese’s parochial schools, Birch related that Reinersman
was reluctant even to begin his application process, but finally re-
lented. Birch still believes the vocations director’s reluctance was due
to Birch’s reputation as an orthodox instructor of the Catholic faith,
although Reinersman never admitted to Birch to having any infor-
mation about him prior to the aspiring priest’s arrival at the Cov-
ington vocations office.

At the Behavioral Science Center, Birch was evaluated by Dr.
Joseph Wicker. After attempting to reach Reinersman for two
months about the results of his psychological evaluation, Birch was
finally given the news. After suggesting that Birch withdraw as a can-
didate, Reinersman read him Wicker’s report: “Though [Rick] is an
intelligent person and scored high on the mental ability tests, he is
deficient in emotional and personality areas that would not make
him a suitable candidate for ordained ministry. He is a man of deep
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anger, somewhat socially maladjusted, and is sexually immature. He
cannot deal with his inner feelings. I suspect he is only using the or-
dained ministry to keep from dealing with his inner feelings. He is
not sincere in seeking the ordained ministry and I cannot recom-
mend him. ... However, if [Rick] would be willing to undergo a year
of therapy, I might be able to consider him at some future time.”

Birch was not just surprised. He was stunned, not because he
thought he was “psychologically screwed up,” but because he knew
he was not. Birch had given away all his possessions, moved in with
his mother, was taking theology courses at Cincinnati’s seminary at
his own expense, only to be told by a psychologist that he was “in-
sincere” about wanting to be a priest.

Despite what Reinersman called excellent recommendations
written on Birch’s behalf, including one from his pastor, he was re-
jected by the admissions committee based on the psychological
evaluation.

Not long after Birch’s rejection, The Wanderer, a nationally dis-
tributed lay Catholic newspaper, published an article about how
Wicker was rejecting more candidates for the priesthood than he was
recommending. Closer to home, on May 8, 1991, the Mt. Wash-
ington Press, a weekly community newspaper in Cincinnati, published
an article about Wicker’s elevation to the head of a local Masonic
order. “Men who wish to become Catholic priests in the Archdio-
cese of Cincinnati,” the article began, “are first assessed by the Wor-
shipful Master of Mt. Washington Masonic Lodge 642.”¢ Written
by Gregory Flannery, a former seminarian himself, the article (“Ma-
sonic Master Screens City’s Catholic Priests”) pointed out that
Wicker was a fallen-away Catholic and that participation in Masonic
sects is condemned by the Catholic Church.

“The principles of Masonry,” wrote Flannery, “have always been
considered irreconcilable with the Church’s teaching.” But for
Wicker, who said he no longer considers himself a Catholic, that is
no matter. “I go to church once in a while, but I'm not really a prac-
ticing Catholic,” he was quoted as saying. “One of the things I found
I didn’t like about religions is they tend to be narrow-minded and
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exclusivistic. Masonry doesn’t exclude anybody,” he added, although
Masonry, unlike any mainstream religion, excludes all women.’

Wicker also admitted to being a member of the Rosicrucians, a
sect that has been condemned by the Catholic Church as being de-
structive to the principles of Christianity, Flannery reported.
Wicker’s professional specialties include practices such as “past-life
therapy” and “transpersonal psychology,” which is reflective of Rosi-
crucian beliefs such as reincarnation. “I have memories of a previous
life,” Wicker told Flannery, and added, “Whether they’re true mem-
ories, 'm not sure. I don’t wholeheartedly accept the Christian
system of one life, then purgatory and heaven.”

When Catholics addressed their concerns about Wicker’s suit-
ability to screen seminary applicants to the archbishop of Cincinnati,
Daniel E. Pilarczyk denied that there was any conflict of interest. In
a letter to Dr. Joseph Strada in 1994, Pilarczyk defended the arch-
diocese’s use of Dr. Wicker in the screening process: “He earned his
Masters Degree in Theology at the University of Dayton, and has
completed course work for a doctoral degree in theology at Fordham
University. His background both in the realities and expectations of
seminary formation and in Catholic theology is thus extremely
strong.”

After reading the Mr. Washington Press article, without even being
aware of the denial on Pilarczyk’s part, Birch felt somewhat vindi-
cated. He had never understood how Wicker arrived at the conclu-
sions of his evaluation based on the brief meeting they had, in which
he asked stock questions about homosexuality, fornication, and other
areas of sexual morality. But Wicker’s outright denial of the basics of
the Christian faith and his prejudice against religions being “narrow-
minded” gives a fair indication that he was not being completely ob-
jective in his evaluations.

Despite the fact that Birch now felt vindicated, his psychological
evaluation proved to be the death of his vocation. After informing
friends and family that the Diocese of Covington had rejected him
as a candidate for the priesthood, he spent a week with the Glenmary
Fathers in central Kentucky. During his interview with their
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“discernment committee,” they informed Birch that he would be re-
quired to take a psychological evaluation from the same Dr. Wicker
at the Behavioral Science Center, seventy-five miles away in Cincin-
nati. When he told the fathers that Wicker had already given him a
negative evaluation, they thanked him for visiting but told Birch he
had no vocation to the Glenmary Fathers.

"To make personal matters worse for Birch, a week later he re-
ceived a call from Catholic Social Services in Covington. A counselor
asked him when he could come in for therapy. “Therapy!” Birch ex-
claimed. “I didn’t call anyone for therapy. Who told you I need
therapy?” The counselor informed him that the Glenmary Fathers
took the liberty of informing them.

Coincidentally, Birch had already made arrangements to get a
second opinion from Dr. Frank Miller of Catholic Social Services in
nearby Cincinnati. Miller, according to Birch, agreed to test and in-
terview Birch over a five-week period during the summer of 1988.
At the end of the evaluation, Miller concluded that he could not find
anything seriously wrong with him. Miller also told Birch that this
wasn’t the first ime men have had trouble in their diocese with some
form of discrimination or other, “and it may be so in your case, I
don’t know. But you have talents and maybe God wants you to fight
harder to reach the goal that you want, or maybe He wants.” Miller
suggested that Birch try applying to another diocese.

Thus, following his suggestion, Birch applied to the Diocese of
Lexington, which has always had a severe shortage of priests. The
vocations office there requested copies of both Wicker’s and Miller’s
psychological evaluations of Birch, and he was again turned down,
based on the negative evaluation from the Behavioral Science
Center, written by a fallen-away Catholic who believes that all reli-
gions are “narrow-minded and exclusivistic.”

Since the time Birch was rejected by the Diocese of Covington in
1988, several young priests of the diocese have left the priesthood
and at least one other is on requested leave. Another Covington
priest, Father Earl Bierman, pleaded guilty to molestation charges
involving six adolescent boys and was imprisoned in a state peniten-
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tiary. One victim sued the diocese, and the jury, in awarding the
victim $750,000, said that the diocese was more responsible for the
abuse than was Bierman himself.® Meanwhile, Birch went on to teach
in a private Catholic academy in Cincinnati, where his coworkers
and students speak very highly of him. The diocese continues to
suffer a severe shortage of priests and seminarians.

To reiterate, the issue of taking sexual matters into consideration
during psychological evaluations is understandable considering that,
especially after many multimillion-dollar lawsuits, dioceses must be
careful to screen out those who demonstrate tendencies toward
sexual perversion. The evidence, however, shows that many of the
psychologists hired to carry out the screening for dioceses refuse to
recommend men who hold to Church teaching on sexual matters,
especially regarding celibacy in the priesthood and homosexuality.
These applicants are labeled “sexually immature” or “sexually dys-
functional.” Thus, those who embrace priestly celibacy as it is prop-
erly understood by the Church and give evidence that they do not
accept homosexual relations as normal and acceptable modes of be-
havior are treated as the ones who show signs of sexual perversion.

Dr. William Coulson, director of the Research Council on
Ethnopsychology, explained that many psychologists “screen out the
most worthy candidates, because if they admitted that these were the
right people to bring into the seminaries, they would have to admit
that their whole program is wrong.

“If you look at the data on the religious beliefs of licensed psy-
chologists, you find that to a much higher degree than in the general
population they are non-believers. I should say, they’re not non-
believers; they believe in something totally different from what most
people believe in.”1°

The problem can be distilled down to this: Many psychologists
who are contracted by dioceses and religious orders hold beliefs that
differ, sometimes markedly, from the beliefs of Catholics (even if
sometimes these screeners are nominal Catholics themselves). As
such they often fail to be objective in their evaluation of an applicant,
using their own belief system as the standard by which to judge an
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applicant’s suitability for the priesthood. This seems especially true
regarding matters of sexual morality.

Dr. David J. Brown, a clinical psychologist who screens candidates
for the Diocese of Altoona-Johnstown, Pennsylvania, is a case in
point if only because he has never been shy about broadcasting his
opinions and beliefs. Brown, in his statements at local school board
meetings in State College, Pennsylvania, and in local papers, has
gone out of his way to make the case that homosexuality is “perfectly
normal.” Brown has argued publicly in many instances that “the sin
of Sodom was inhospitality,” that St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa
Theologica challenged natural law arguments, and that “homosexu-
ality is natural, not unnatural” and “homosexuality among animals is
natural, not unnatural.”!!

Testifying before the public school board in State College, he ar-
gued on spiritual grounds for legitimizing homosexuality as an alter-
native lifestyle in the public schools there. Brown told the board that
he was “appalled” that the school district had excluded known militant
homosexual speakers from Penn State University from making pre-
sentations to teachers at in-service day workshops. Brown was refer-
ring to speakers who are on record as promoting homosexuality as an
“alternative lifestyle” and who are either homosexuals themselves or
homosexual advocates. He stated that he was a Christian and that
“hate” was not a Christian message, implying that hate was the motive
behind those who refused to invite the prohomosexual activists—a
typical “homophobia” straw-man argument. Brown then went on to
claim that Jesus Christ himself would be “appalled” if the promotion
of homosexuality were not included on the teacher in-service venue.

The fact that someone would pose such an argument is not news
itself. But when such a man, whose views are publicly known, is con-
tracted to screen applicants for the seminary, what is remarkable is
the obvious incompatibility.

In 1999, the Catholic Medical Association issued a position state-
ment on psychological evaluation of candidates for the priesthood.
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This paper was drafted by a task force of eight physicians (four of
whom are psychiatrists), a consulting psychologist, and a moral theo-
logian. “There are numerous reports that mental health profes-
sionals who do not support the teachings of the Catholic Church on
sexuality,” the statement began, “have been chosen to evaluate can-
didates for the priesthood and reject candidates who do accept the
Church’s teaching on grounds that they are ‘rigid.” There are also re-
ports that some mental health professionals do not report homo-
sexual attractions and conflicts in candidates for priesthood to
diocesan officials or religious superiors.”!?

The statement further explained that “the choice of mental health
professionals for the evaluation of candidates for the seminary who
do not accept Church teaching on sexuality may be based on the be-
lief that such persons would be more ‘objective.” There is, however,
growing recognition that in the mental health field an objective or
neutral approach to the evaluation of a person’s mental health is
probably not possible nor advantageous.

“Everyone brings cultural bias to his work: therefore, the growing
trend which recognizes the value of matching the therapist to the
client. Shared background and culture can be extremely helpful in
evaluating mental health. For example, behavior [that] in one culture
might be viewed as pathological, such as the excessive expression of
anger, in another, is viewed as expected and normal.””

In addressing this issue, the Catholic Medical Association otfered
the following recommendations:

Mental health professionals chosen to evaluate candi-
dates for the priesthood should as far as possible share
the cultural background of the devout, faithful, mature
candidates they are to evaluate. The professionals should
be Catholics in good standing, who support the Church’s
teaching on sexuality, life, contraception, homosexuality,
celibacy of the priesthood, the ordination of only men,
and the hierarchical structure of the Church. The CMA
will be happy to assist bishops and religious superiors in
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this activity by preparing a list of qualified mental health
professionals who meet this criteria. Non-Catholics and
Catholics who do not support the teachings of the
Church should not be employed in this task.'*

Other interviews with members of vocations teams, including the
vocations director or one of his associates, also play a major role in
the applicant’s evaluation process. One of two results too often
emerges. First, the applicant himself is sometimes turned off so badly
by those with whom he is required to meet that he of his own voli-
tion decides to abandon the discernment process, as was discussed in
the previous chapter. Second, interviews with the vocations director
or admissions committee lead to a dismissal of the applicant for ide-
ological reasons.

A few years ago Timothy O’Keefe inquired into entering an East
Coast religious order. After he filled out the requisite paperwork and
had several phone conversations with the vocations director, an in-
terview was arranged. O’Keefe met the vocations director for his first
serious step toward entering the centuries-old order.

O’Keefe recalled that the interview was most comparable to a
secular job interview, answering questions such as, “Are you re-
sponsible? How long have you had your present job? Do you like
people?”

O’Keefe was disappointed. He had expected to be asked what he
deemed more relevant questions regarding his suitability. For ex-
ample, “How’s your prayer life? Are you afraid of celibacy? Do you
accept all the Church’s teachings? Do you go to Mass and confession
regularly?” There were no such questions, O’Keefe explained. “I do
remember, however, making the point that I was deeply interested
in the faith—especially in Holy Scripture and theology.” The only
theology-related question asked of him, however, was regarding the
ordination of women to the priesthood, to which O’Keefe answered
that he would follow Church teaching on the subject.

“At the end of the interview he truly shocked me,” O’Keefe re-
called. “The vocations director said, “Tim, if you don’t believe in the
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ordination of women, then you don’t belong in our order.” ” These
words still ring through his head, he lamented. “I left depressed. [
wanted to live in Gospel poverty; I wanted to forsake wife and chil-
dren to preach the teachings of Christ; I wanted to feed the poor
with bread and eternal Truth. Yet all this vocations director cared
about was the acceptance of their redundant political agenda.”

Father Randall Goedlers* was ordained a priest for an orthodox
midwestern diocese in 1999, yet he did not begin his vocations in-
quiry there. He first approached the vocations director of his home
diocese in 1991. “After working through all the ‘why nots’ of a
twenty-one-year-old trying to do what God wanted,” he recalled, “I
never expected to hit a wall with a vocations program.”

When Goedlers expressed hopes of attending one of the seminaries
he knew to be reliable and orthodox, he was presented with a list of
“where we send our men,” a litany of institutions he had been warned
about. He knew former students who had experienced discrimination
at these seminaries because of their orthodox views of Catholicism.

The second “blow” delivered by the vocations director was when
he informed the young Goedlers that “conditional to further con-
sideration for acceptance” to that diocese “there would be a two-year
period of ‘observation’ while working in a parish.” In other words,
he would have had to undergo a two-year waiting period before he
was even considered further for acceptance into what he understood
to be one of several heterodox seminary programs.

“I felt kind of smashed,” he remembered. “Who knew it would be
so hard to give your life away in service to Christ?” he asked himself
repeatedly.

In the late 1980s George Lomax approached the vocations di-
rector for the Archdiocese of San Antonio, Texas, expressing an in-
terest in a vocation to the priesthood. Lomax still remembers his
interview. “I was very excited about the possibility of serving God as
a priest,” he said. “The director asked me why I had an interest in
becoming a priest, and then began probing into the most personal
area of my life, my sexual history.”

The director ended the interview by telling Lomax that if he was
interested in pursuing the priesthood any further he could attend
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monthly meetings sponsored by the archdiocese designed for men
discerning a vocation. Lomax attended the meetings for one year.

“What surprised me the most about the interview was that I always
thought a vocations director would be very excited when anyone
began to investigate the priesthood or religious life,” said Lomax.
“What I experienced was exactly the opposite. I was definitely not en-
couraged, and I left feeling ‘brushed off.” ”

Lomax said that he didn’t understand the vocations director’s re-
sponse until a few years later when he discovered that other men had
met with the same lack of enthusiasm from the archdiocese when
they inquired about the possibility of serving the Church as priests.
Each man, he said, had approached the vocations director with what
he calls “orthodox zeal” to lead souls to Christ by following the
teachings of the Church. “I would never have guessed at the time
that I was not wanted because I was too ‘conservative,” ” he ex-
plained. “I thought I was not welcomed because I was not worthy.”

John Horton once applied to his native archdiocese of Oklahoma
City. “All the good intentions in the world will not get you into the
seminary if the vocations director perceives you as too loyal to the
pope or too ‘obsessed’ about Church teachings,” he commented
when thinking back on his application process.

“I had been a daily Mass server in my local parish throughout ju-
nior high, high school, and college. Once I received my master’s de-
gree I applied to be a seminarian for Oklahoma City,” he explained.
Horton said he received a very positive recommendation from his
pastor and attended all the meetings with the vocations board of five
priests, logging over 1,500 miles for individual meetings with every
priest in the western half of Oklahoma.

“The decision of the vocations director and the board was that,
first, I was simply looking for something to do until something better
came along; and, second, that I was simply interested in the exter-
nalities of religion,” Horton lamented. “That was the kind of re-
sponse I got after serving daily Mass for ten years and working on
any number of other activities at the parish during the same time.”

Horton had made it clear to each of the priests on the vocations
board that he followed the teachings of the Church, especially on the
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ordained priesthood, and that he looked to the pope for spiritual
guidance and practical direction. Yet he too was turned down for
being “too rigid” and “too dogmatic.”

Li Chang Yen* also considers himself an orthodox Catholic, ac-
cepting all the teachings and disciplines of the Catholic Church.
When he approached his diocese he was careful to be discreet about
his orthodox view of Catholicism, yet even that didn’t prevent his re-
ceiving the same sort of discrimination others before him had expe-
rienced. Yen, a parishioner at a parish that has a “conservative”
reputation, explained that his “stumbling block” was one purely of
association. In meeting with the two different vocations directors for
his diocese—the diocese changed directors at the end of 1999 as a
result of a change of bishops—both asked Yen to switch parishes.
Apparently the diocese considered Yen’s parish to be too “tradi-
tional,” or, in the exact words of one of the directors, “not a typical
parish.”

“I asked the second director to clarify this point,” said Yen. “He re-
sponded in writing that he would not accept people with preferences
like those of my fellow parishioners,” he explained, due to the tradi-
tional focus of the parish, which includes daily Eucharistic adoration,
traditional devotions, processions, and a Gregorian chant choir.

Yen then made his biggest “mistake” by being honest. He com-
municated to the vocations director that his policy seemed inconsis-
tent with the often repeated desire for “diversity” within the diocese.
He confided to the director that it might be difficult for him to work
with someone who was “more concerned about me being from the
right parish than whether I wanted to serve God.”

The vocations director turned Yen’s words against him, informing
him that he was “accusatory, antagonistic, and obstinate,” adding
that he expected Yen would be that way considering the parish he
was from. The final judgment from the vocations office was that
Yen’s “gifts would not be of benefit to the diocese.”

In the late 1980s, Stephen Carrigee was active in an organization
at Louisiana State University called Catholicism on Campus when
he felt called to pursue a vocation to the priesthood with the
Archdiocese of New Orleans. “A number of the more experienced
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members warned me that I should purposely act effeminate and talk
with a lisp if I really wanted to be sponsored by New Orleans,” said
Carrigee. “At first I thought they were being funny, but they were
dead serious because they knew from personal experience.”

Carrigee routinely met with each member of the vocations eval-
uation board for his formal interviews, “trusting them as represen-
tatives of the Church,” he said, “to have my best interests at heart.”

He was then required to attend a week-long retreat, at which he
mentally noted some of the “peculiar practices”: Prayers began “In
the name of the Creator, the Redeemer, and the Sanctifier,” in order
that they not have to make any masculine references to God. He also
remembered one long talk about how Catholics need to grow in the
understanding of God as Mother, and leave behind the old “patriar-
chal baggage.”

The next step in the admissions process was the psychological
evaluation. Carrigee was sent to an independent psychological clinic,
where he spent two days taking tests and “being interviewed by a
stone-faced stoic who wore a Masonic ring.”

“Some of the lines of questioning were intrusive,” he recalled,
“and proper only to the confessional. But I answered them honestly,
fully trusting in the archdiocese’s good will and the good will of the
clinical professional who stood before me.”

Carrigee admits that he did not take some of the psychological
tests with grave seriousness. The first test he was administered was
a 375-question true-or-false test asking questions such as: “Are you
afraid of your penis?”; “Do you feel like there is a soft spot in the top
of your head?”; “When you are asleep in your room at night does
your soul leave your body and float around the room?”; and “Do you
feel like people are following you wherever you go?”

Several weeks later Carrigee returned to the clinic to hear the
doctor’s report on his psychological health. “I sat down,” he ex-
plained, “while he read from an eight-page report that indicated in
no uncertain terms that 1 had serious psychological problems—
grandiose, narcissistic, trouble distinguishing between reality and
fantasy.” Listening to the litany of neuroses from which he allegedly
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suffered was unsettling enough for Carrigee, but when the doctor
recommended that he enter into therapy, he was shocked.

“I requested a copy of the report, which the doctor was very re-
luctant to release to me, but I insisted,” he recalled. “I took it home
that night and pored over it. I was literally distraught that I might be
seriously ill in the head. That is, until I read through the explana-
tions the doctor gave for the conclusions he reached.”

Carrigee cited as an example that the doctor reported that “Mr.
Carrigee believes that his relationship with God is based on fear.”
He explained, however, that during the course of his interviews, he
was asked what he fears in life. “I answered that we should only fear
offending God, but that I was also afraid of heights.” Looking back
on the experience, Carrigee believes the doctor deliberately took his
statement out of context and “twisted a new meaning into it.”

The next morning, said Carrigee, he met with his vocations di-
rector, concerned about where he stood now in light of his “mental
illnesses.” It didn’t take long into this meeting, he recalled, before he
was told that he was “not what the archdiocese is looking for.”

“I was told that I was ‘too rigid’ and ‘too focused’ to be a priest,”
he said. “But I innocently pursued the issue. I wanted to know ex-
actly what my problem was. After a lengthy pursuit, I was then told
that ‘too rigid’ meant that I took the pope too seriously, and ‘too fo-
cused’ referred to my devotion to the Blessed Mother and my prac-
tice of St. Louis de Monfort’s Marian spirituality.

“I took the rejection as a personal rejection of my person. For a
long time I struggled with the numbing and castrating belief that
there was something very wrong with me. The Archdiocese of New
Orleans said so. My family was ashamed of me because even in a
time of a severe shortage of priests I was rejected as being mentally
unfit for the priesthood. They could not understand what was wrong
with me. My reputation was lost because they believed that ‘the
Catholic Church’ had rejected me. I cannot emphasize enough that
this time in my life was a very serious crisis of faith for me, that if it
wasn't for extraordinary amounts of grace, I could have very well lost
my faith altogether.”
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For some time after, Carrigee continued to appeal to the arch-
diocese to reconsider him. When he said he was willing to “fix the
problem,” he was sent to a priest-psychologist for regular psychiatric
help. Carrigee was told that if this psychologist “gave the go-ahead,”
he could reapply to the archdiocese. Carrigee met with this priest for
several months of counseling, but left when the priest-psychologist
started leading him in guided meditations in which he was to
imagine he was God.

Carrigee eventually transferred from Louisiana State to Fran-
ciscan University of Steubenville in Ohio. When he graduated he
made one final inquiry into the priesthood with the Archdiocese of
New Orleans, but this time he was told that because he had left
counseling, the archdiocese would never again consider his applica-
tion, saying they didn’t need any “disobedient priests.”

Such discrimination against orthodox men is also evidenced in the
case of those applying to a diocese’s deacon training program. Glenn
Jividen, a retired air force colonel and dentist from Dayton, Ohio, is
a case in point. With his family reared and his periodontal practice
maturing with the addition of his eldest son, Jividen felt he had the
time and calling to better serve the Church. Having viewed firsthand
how helpful a deacon could be in assisting a parish, especially one
served by only one, frequently overworked, elderly priest, his pastor
suggested he consider the Lay Pastoral Ministry Program run by the
Archdiocese of Cincinnati. This is the program that would prepare
him for the permanent diaconate.

“The process began with an interview in Dayton with a friendly
nun who seemed genuinely interested in me as a candidate,” he re-
called. She explained to Jividen that the archdiocese’s lay ministry
program meant a two-year study commitment, including a special
project carried out under the direction of a counselor.

“Oddly,” he remembered, “Sister asked me several times if I un-
derstood that the Church was changing, and if I thought I was able
to be ‘flexible enough to accept a pluralistic Church.” ”
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He replied that “change was an inescapable fact of life,” and then
asked her if she believed that some truths never change. She seemed
tolerant of his question, he thought, but continued on without an-
swering. She informed him that all candidates were expected to take
the Myers-Briggs personality test, which would be given in Cincin-
nati by a priest-psychologist. That initial interview, he said, ended
on a friendly note.

During the next part of the application process, Jividen was asked
to write an autobiography of a thousand words or so. In this essay he
included what he thought were important highlights of his devotion
to the Church. First, he noted, he was involved in pro-life activities
where he met “many wonderful spirit-filled people who greatly im-
pressed me with their love and devotion to our Church, the Blessed
Mother, and the Holy Father.” Second, he joined Catholics United
for the Faith (CUF), a group of lay Catholics formed in 1968 to de-
fend the Church’s teaching on Humanae Vitae and many other
Church teachings and disciplines, such as the male, celibate priest-
hood. “I was motivated to strengthen my own knowledge of our
Universal Church,” he wrote of his involvement with CUFE.

There were about a dozen candidates taking the psychological tests
for evaluation purposes along with him. The priest-psychologist gave
an introductory briefing in which he explained the tests would help
the committee decide which type of ministry they were best suited
for, and, recalled Jividen, “to remember that, above all, there is some
place for everyone to serve.”

When he arrived a week later to discuss the test results, the priest-
psychologist received him in a friendly manner, yet the conversation
soon turned to his participation in CUF. According to Jividen, “the
psychologist stated that he had heard that those [CUF] people were
very rigid and unwilling to change their position on anything.” Jiv-
iden politely asked what were the matters which were the subject of
their inflexible attitudes, but the psychologist changed the subject
and asked him to explain what God meant to him.

“I answered that I was not a theologian, but that I thought the
Apostles Creed well reflected my beliefs and those of the Catholic
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Church,” he remembered. “T also commented that we in CUF fully
support the Vicar of Christ and the magisterium.” The priest-
psychologist, however, was quick to reply that the pope only rarely
speaks ex cathedra®® and Catholics should use their own God-given
intellects to decide most issues.

“I asked if we Catholics should follow the various encyclicals the
popes have issued, and he said that encyclicals mean ‘different things
Jividen recalled.

The conversation then turned to some of Jividen’s previous activ-
ities, including a CUF chapter protest of Charles Curran at the Uni-
versity of Dayton; the psychologist commented, he said, that he had
read Curran’s books and “really didn’t see much wrong with them.”

The priest-psychologist then began a thorough review of the
Myers-Briggs test, which suggested that Jividen was basically a “well-
adjusted introvert.”

“Father told me I function best on a one-to-one basis, and that I
was ideally suited for dentistry. After thirty-seven years in the field,
I was happy to hear I had chosen the right profession. The interview
ended on a friendly note, but I was gently reminded that I would
probably ‘feel uncomfortable with my CUF friends after entering
the Lay Pastoral Ministry Program.” ”

There was to be a two-day “assessment weekend” as part of the next
step in the application process, but Jividen did not make the cut. A
letter signed by two laywomen and two sisters informed him that
“after prayer and consultation with the priest-psychologist,” it “would
be in your best interest to postpone consideration of the LPMP.”
They also suggested that he take some approved courses to “update”
his theology, as well as contact a spiritual director to help him develop
a “personal spirituality.” They enclosed a list of twenty-five recom-
mended spiritual directors, twenty-two of whom were women.

r”

in different countries of the world,

Rejection for a candidate interested in serving the Church as an or-
dained deacon ends straightaway if he is turned away by his home
diocese, but pursuing a priestly vocation is a bit different. Rejection
of a potential seminarian by a diocese has ramifications for the ap-
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plicant well beyond the borders of his diocese. Once rejected by one
diocese, an applicant often finds himself “blackballed” in other dio-
ceses, many of which are careful not to consider a man rejected by
another diocese or religious order.

In the mid-1990s, Gerald St. Maur* was thirty-six years old when
he received a damaging psychological evaluation from the psychol-
ogist who screens candidates for the Archdiocese of Detroit. He was
summed up as “inflexible” and “rigid” for his expressed adherence to
orthodox Catholicism and for outlining his prayer life as consisting
of Eucharistic adoration, the rosary, and weekly fasting. Subse-
quently he was rejected by the Detroit archdiocese for admission
into Sacred Heart Seminary.

He then made several inquiries into other dioceses hoping to be
considered there. He found out quickly that his rejection by Detroit
was an impediment for them to even consider his application. In Sep-
tember of 1999, St. Maur wrote a letter to the vocations office in the
neighboring diocese of Lansing: “I explained that I had been turned
down by the Archdiocese of Detroit and asked if they would be willing
to form their own opinion about my suitability for the priesthood.”

Two months later he received a letter from a priest in Lansing
saying that after speaking with the vocations evaluation board in De-
troit, he was not willing to consider St. Maur as a candidate for the
priesthood. The letter, signed by Father J. Thomas Munley, con-
cluded, “It is my hope that you are able to continue your discern-
ment and find the place where God is calling you.”

Once he received that letter, St. Maur understood that it was
going to be quite difficult to get another chance. He tried a different
approach next. He knew that at some seminaries laymen could en-
roll in philosophy courses that are prerequisites for the study of
theology. He could do so without being formally attached to a dio-
cese or religious order. Thinking this might be the best way to begin
his studies and at the same time make himself a more acceptable can-
didate for the priesthood, he decided to contact the rector of one of
these seminaries.

When asked by the rector why he thought that Detroit had re-
jected his application, St. Maur replied that he had received a bad
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psychological evaluation that essentially “indicted him as too or-
thodox.” Subsequently, the rector asked St. Maur to present a copy
of the evaluation so that he and his staff could review it.

After six weeks passed without hearing back from the rector, St.
Maur called the rector with a proposal. Understanding that he was
being judged again on the Detroit evaluation, which he thought was
spurious, he asked the rector to choose a psychologist anywhere in
the United States whose judgment he trusted. He added that he was
willing to travel to meet with the psychologist at his own expense, as
well as to pay for the evaluation out of his own pocket. Then, he sug-
gested, this report could be compared with the Detroit report.

The rector suggested instead that St. Maur find a Catholic psy-
chologist of his own choosing to whom he could talk over a period
of several weeks. If this psychologist could say that there was no
merit to what was written in the Detroit evaluation, then he would
seriously be considered for admission.

St. Maur was able to locate a well-respected psychologist who was
a former seminarian himself. “Here was someone who knew about
the Catholic faith and the priesthood, so I had some confidence that
I would get an honest evaluation,” he said.

Following the second interview with the Catholic psychologist,
St. Maur asked him if he would be willing to phone the rector, he ex-
plained, “to make sure we were all on the same page in terms of what
we were trying to accomplish.” The psychologist said he would and
also said that he would phone the vocations office at the Archdiocese
of Detroit to see what information he could get from them.

When St. Maur arrived for the third interview a week later, the
psychologist told him there was a “problem.” In his conversation
with an official of the archdiocese, he was able to confirm that the
archdiocese found St. Maur too “orthodox” in his beliefs and that he
had been denied admission to Sacred Heart primarily for this reason.
He also stated that after his conversation with the rector of the
second seminary, he discovered that the seminary had no intention
of accepting him unless he “changed.” According to the rector, the
formation staff wanted the psychologist to put St. Maur through
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some sort of therapy that would result in him no longer being so
“conservative.” The psychologist told the rector that St. Maur was
psychologically healthy and that he considered any such therapy to
be unnecessary and even unethical. He also told the rector that if the
pope were administered the same psychological exam in Detroit, he
too would likely be labeled “rigid” and “intolerant.”

St. Maur believes to this day that the rector of the seminary must
have been in close contact with the Archdiocese of Detroit to have
adopted such a firm stance against him. St. Maur had only talked
briefly with the rector on two occasions.

Considering that seminary rectors and vocations directors across
the country maintain close communications, St. Maur is likely correct
in his assumption. This “network” seems to have prevented many or-
thodox men from applying to, or being accepted by, dioceses or reli-
gious orders after being rejected, however unjustly, by one diocese.

This issue of “blackballing,” as many seminarians and aspiring
seminarians call it, is a serious one. It is more prevalent—and more
serious—among seminarians who have been dismissed, or “non-
endorsed” as they say in seminary parlance, from a seminary after in-
vesting a year or more of their life studying for the priesthood.
Many, as stated before, are dismissed for legitimate reasons. But too
many seminarians have either political or personal clashes, unrelated
to their suitability as a candidate for ordination, that lead to dismissal
and subsequent blackballing. The actions of the seminary formation
staff or its representatives is often not only unfair but unethical and,
in moral terms, constitutes outright calumny.

That’s exactly the opinion of Father John Lewandowski of the Fargo
diocese. After protesting the use of what he considered a “porno-
graphic” textbook in a mandatory class on Human Sexuality at Mount
Angel Seminary in Oregon, then rector Father Patrick Brennan issued
an evaluation that Lewandowski said amounts to calumny.

“I hate to use the word ‘calumny,” but I can find no other word to
express what Father Brennan had done to me at Mount Angel Sem-
inary,” he said. In Brennan’s response to a requested evaluation of
Lewandowski to Holy Apostles Seminary in Connecticut, Brennan
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“did a good job of what today is called ‘character assassination,” ” ex-
plained Lewandowski.

Holy Apostles shared the Mount Angel evaluation with Lewan-
dowski, and both he and his soon-to-be new seminary came to the
same conclusion: not one word of it was true. Their conclusion, said
Lewandowski, was based on the fact that Brennan changed “his story”
on the pornographic textbook scandal. Lewandowski elaborated: “I
sat in Father Brennan’s office for two hours while he enumerated the
many reasons why I should not ‘make any waves’ over the use of a
pornographic textbook that in no way presented the Church’s moral
teaching to seminarians. The seminary professors and staff, he as-
sured me, were qualified to make proper judgments in the choice of
teaching aids. I was told I should just take the course, and none of this
need to be reported on my evaluation.”

Lewandowski was not intimidated by the possibility of a “bad
evaluation.” In any case, despite his previous positive evaluation,
that’s just what he received. In the new evaluation Brennan stated
that Lewandowski had “sexual hang-ups” manifested by the fact that
he could not get himself to look at the pictures in the book—e.g.,
graphic illustrations showing men performing oral sex on one
another—without being disturbed. In fact, to make matters worse,
said Lewandowski, Brennan recommended that he submit himself to
Dr. Torres, the faculty member who used the textbook in his Human
Sexuality course, for psychological counseling.

“T would like to think that his evaluation of me was just one big
misunderstanding, but Father Brennan told me personally ‘that there
was nothing wrong with the book, and that it was necessary to the
curriculum,’ ” Lewandowski explained, adding that “at one point he
told me that he had not read the book, and at another he told me
that he had only reviewed it.”

On the subject of his evaluation he commented: “If I am indeed
the kind of person that Father Brennan evaluated me to be, then I
should certainly not have been ordained a priest. Butif I have an au-
thentic call from Christ to be a priest, and someone is deliberately
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trying to hinder me from attaining that goal, then that someone has
much to answer for, especially if that someone is a priest himself.”

In order to demonstrate to Holy Apostles Seminary that Bren-
nan’s evaluation of him was an anomaly, Lewandowski obtained
many letters of support from people both on the seminary grounds
and in the Mount Angel area who vouched for his character. These
letters are in gross contradiction to Brennan’s assessment.

He also obtained positive letters of recommendation from people
on the seminary board in the Diocese of Gallup, New Mexico, some
of whom are priests. “I even had a letter from the retired bishop of
Gallup,” he said, “with whom I lived and was in daily contact for
over a year. All of these good people gave me their full support; they
all encouraged me to go on with the pursuit of my priestly vocation.”

Lewandowski also showed Holy Apostles a copy of the previous
year’s evaluation from Mount Angel, also signed by Brennan, which
makes none of the accusations of his later evaluation.

“It seems that what Father Brennan was attempting to do in his
false evaluation of me was to make 7z the issue. In fact, the real issue
was Father Brennan, Dr. Torres, the pornographic textbook, and
Mount Angel Seminary. What I did is to protest against a shameless
book and staff who were willing to use a book that encouraged the
practice of sexually immoral and deviant activity. The book in ques-
tion, with its advocacy of homosexuality, oral and anal intercourse,
masturbation, and even bestiality, had the potential to do untold
damage to the salvation of souls. It is precisely because these people
were intending to use it in a Catholic seminary that I made my
protest. Seminaries are institutions brought into existence for the
purpose of training and preparing men in holiness, who train both
spiritually and academically for the special work of saving souls.

“Father Brennan had agreed that he would not expel me, since
there could be no good reason for him to do so. I could then go on
with my studies if I could find a seminary to accept me. But, in ef-
tect, he did expel me by giving me an evaluation that any expelled
seminarian would rate.” While many believed that Lewandowski got
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along with virtually everyone at Mount Angel, as his numerous rec-
ommendations attest, Brennan wrote that he did not get along with
either his student peers or the seminary staff. Brennan also claimed
that Lewandowski was “disruptive” in class because he challenged
several professors for asserting opinions that were contrary to the
Church’s teaching. He did so, Lewandowski defended, “in a manner
proper to academic etiquette and formality.”

“I do not consider myself a criminal for insisting on proper moral
teaching in a Catholic seminary,” he concluded. The evidence, when
weighed against Brennan’s evaluation, was so overwhelming that
Lewandowski was accepted into the seminary program at Holy
Apostles and later ordained for the Diocese of Fargo, North Dakota.

Seminary officials don’t always succeed in keeping a man from ordi-
nation, as in the case with Father Lewandowski, but too often they
do. Then, in the words of Father Andrew Walter, who survived four-
teen years of blackballing, “the seminarian walks away from his vo-
cation with his tail between his legs,” often so stunned that he is
unable even to explain to friends and family why he was rejected, and
afraid to discuss what transpired at the seminary.

That is the subject of the forthcoming chapters, each of which
looks at a particular aspect of the political agenda in seminaries that
cannot be questioned without serious repercussions.



CHAPTER 4

The Gay Subculture

How Homosexual Politics Discriminates
Against Healthy, Heterosexual Seminarians

The issue was never one of my suitability for ordination. Rather it was that
the gay clique bad been given veto power over who got ordained.

—Joseph Kellenyi, former seminarian,

Mundelein Seminary, Chicago

If the applicant is accepted into a seminary program, he is liable to
encounter homosexual issues many times throughout his seminary
career, sometimes in more direct ways than others. “For decades we
have been hearing stories about priestly training and religious houses
that would have made Boccaccio blush.”! These stories effectively
deter many Catholic parents from encouraging a priestly vocation
for their sons. It has, to be sure, deterred many young men from
testing their vocations in certain dioceses.

One popular book acknowledges what the author calls a “gay sub-
culture” in many Catholic seminaries. Written by Father Donald B.
Cozzens when he was rector of St. Mary’s Seminary in Cleveland, The
Changing Face of the Priesthood warns of a growing public concern that
the priesthood is becoming a “gay profession.” He spends consider-
able time addressing the issue from his perspective inside the seminary.

55
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Cozzens states that “straight men in a predominantly or signifi-
cantly gay environment commonly experience chronic destabiliza-
tion, a common symptom of which is self-doubt.”” Compounding
the challenge of studying, praying, and living alongside gay semi-
narians, he adds, “are seminary faculties which include a dispropor-
tionate number of homosexually oriented persons.” In other words,
this “gay subculture,” comprised of both students and faculty at cer-
tain seminaries, deters the heterosexual man from continuing to
study and prepare for the priesthood.

This is to put it mildly. How can any healthy, heterosexual semi-
narian expect to be properly formed and prepared for the Catholic
priesthood when constantly subjected to that which is so clearly con-
trary to Church teaching and discipline? How many heterosexual
seminarians, whether orthodox or not, have decided to leave the
seminary and abandon their vocations because of the “gay subcul-
ture” they were forced to endure, because they had been proposi-
tioned, harassed, or even molested? We’re not talking here about the
presence of a few homosexually oriented men who conduct them-
selves with perfect chastity. Rather, there exists an intense and often
threatening atmosphere.

According to former seminarians and recently ordained priests,
this “gay subculture” is so prominent at certain seminaries that these
institutions have earned nicknames such as Notre Flame (for Notre
Dame Seminary in New Orleans) and Theological Closet (for Theo-
logical College at the Catholic University of America in Wash-
ington, D.C.). St. Mary’s Seminary in Baltimore has earned the
nickname the “Pink Palace.”

Father Andrew Walter, ordained for the Diocese of Bridgeport,
Connecticut, in 2000, spent several semesters at the Baltimore
school as a seminarian for the Diocese of Paterson, New Jersey. The
problem was so bad when he was there, he explained, that “some of
the students and faculty used to get dressed up in leather to go to
‘the block,” Baltimore’s equivalent to 42nd Street in Manhattan.”

Seminarians, sometimes accompanied by faculty members, would
do this regularly, Walter explained. “They would meet in the foyer,
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and then head for the gay bars.” This situation is not new, and the
claim is not uncommon. In March of 2000, Father Andrew Greeley,
a well-known liberal priest-sociologist from Chicago, testified that
seminary professors “tell their students that they’re gay and take
some of them to gay bars, and gay students sleep with each other.”

Walter also remembers a lecture that the vice rector at St. Mary’s
delivered in front of at least 150 people, wherein he stated that “yes,
we accept openly gay seminarians; that’s our policy,” an acknowl-
edgment that merely confirmed what was already commonly known
at the seminary.

Walter said he tried to explain to his bishop, Frank Rodimer, what
the atmosphere of the school was with such an open acceptance, and
sometimes encouragement, of the gay subculture: “My constant
theme to the bishop was that this is not just about homosexuality;
this is about an agenda in a celibate seminary. It’s something directly
in conflict with the teaching of the Church. These people are pro-
moting this conflict.”

Father John Trigilio of the Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, diocese re-
members visiting St. Mary’s in Baltimore when he was a seminarian in
Pennsylvania. “There was no discretion at all,” he said of the gay sub-
culture there. “The few times I was there, some of the seminarians
would literally dress like gays from the Village. They would even go
so far as to wear pink silk; it was like going to see La Cage aux Folles.”

“In my day at St. Mary’s,” said Father John Despard,* now a reli-
gious order priest from the Southeast, “down the hall there would
be two guys together in the shower and everybody knew it.”

Ada Mason,* a philosophy professor at a prominent Catholic uni-
versity, once served on the board of a seminary in the upper Mid-
west. In that position she was shocked to discover a gay subculture
extremely active there. “Open homosexual behavior was more than
tolerated,” she admitted. “I was even told by one of the seminary fac-
ulty that every Friday a van took priesthood students to a nearby
large city to cruise the gay bars.”

“When my associates at the university heard that I was on the
board,” Mason continued, “they began to confide in me. A graduate
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student in theology, for example, told me that his mother, who was
a cleaning lady at the seminary, had at first been shocked at the male
pornography she saw in the students’ rooms, rooms that she assumed
were those of women students. Her shock was deepened, however,
when she learned that those were the rooms of seminarians who
were studying for the priesthood. I found these and other reports
credible at a subsequent meeting of the board, when the rector
boasted to us, ‘We don’t ask our candidates about their sexual orien-
tation or their sexual histories. It would be a violation of a man’s civil
rights to deny him ordination on those grounds.” ”

According to several priests and many former seminarians who at-
tended Detroit’s Sacred Heart Seminary and St. John’s Provincial
Seminary in Plymouth, Michigan, both schools were “veritable hot-
houses” for homosexuals in the 1970s and 1980s (and, with Sacred
Heart, into the early 1990s).

Father Justice Wargrave,” who was a seminarian at St. John’s in
the mid-1980s, recalled that homosexual promiscuity was widespread
during his years there. Among the nearly seventy seminarians (from
all the dioceses of Michigan except Grand Rapids), “there was a lot
of openly hostile camps, and a certain meanness.” Some of the
camps, said Wargrave, were of “self-defined gays who formed strong
cliques. Everyone there knew what was going on. There were visits
at night as gay seminarians cruised from room to room.” Little ef-
tfort was made to hide either the sexual orientation or the homo-
sexual activity of these seminarians at St. John’s, he added; and “it
Wwas not uncommon to see seminarians acting out sexually in a fairly
public setting.”

Wargrave recited a long list of active homosexuals who were or-
dained: Some of the priests are active in the local Dignity chapter,
and others later left the priesthood to take up a full-time gay lifestyle
in the San Francisco Bay Area. At least two are known to have died
from AIDS.

St. John’s was closed in the mid-1980s, the word among many
priests being that the closing was due to Vatican intervention because
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of its moral decadence. Its programs were taken over by Sacred Heart,
with many of the St. John faculty moving to the Detroit seminary.

While rampant homosexuality has reportedly not been present at
Sacred Heart since the mid-1990s, according to orthodox seminar-
ians studying there, some Detroit-area priests today are still un-
willing to recommend the seminary because many of the staff are
holdovers from the “hothouse” days. One former employee of the
Detroit archdiocese said he knows of at least a dozen men who are
studying for the priesthood in other dioceses specifically because
their pastors have recommended they avoid Sacred Heart.

In 1996, a priest of the Archdiocese of Chicago, Father Wayne H.
Warst, publicly charged on a Chicago radio program broadcast on
WBEZ-FM that seminarians at St. Mary of the Lake in Mundelein,
Illinois (known simply as “Mundelein”), were coerced by upper-class
students into having sex with faculty members in the 1970s.

Warst said in his taped remarks, “Many of the younger students
would be placed into situations in which they compromised their
sexual integrity. This would be used against them by older students
for favors. And these older students actually had faculty members
who would request from time to time a friend who would come and
visit them because they were lonely. And these students would supply
fresh meat. So there were madams, pimps, and prostitutes all in a
major seminary system that, from the outside, if you were to walk
through, would look very holy.”

Warst added that “a large number of students had been convinced
by some liberal teachers that sexual promiscuity with the same sex
was not a violation of celibacy,” an outrageous distortion of Catholic
teaching.’

Those who would hope that things may have turned around at
Mundelein since Wurst’s days will be disappointed. Joseph Kellenyi,
a seminarian at the Chicago-area seminary during the 1998-99
school year, confirmed that Wurst’s portrait of the sexual im-
morality and shenanigans remains unchanged at the dawn of the
twenty-first century. “I won’t go so far as to say that some of the
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members of the formation team at Mundelein were literally ‘pimps,’
but one or two in particular certainly facilitated Chicago priests
meeting the ‘cute’ seminarians.” Kellenyi wondered why these
priests would be interested in being introduced to certain seminar-
ians who were favorites—and therefore “recommended” by openly
gay faculty members.

“One hall in the seminary dorm,” related Kellenyi, “is nick-
named the ‘Catwalk,” known as the residence of the more fashion-
able gays.” “Catwalk,” he explained, was a reference to the ranways
of fashion models, but also reflected the campy, feline-like person-
alities of those who lived in this area of the seminary. One member
of the formation faculty in particular, he said, was known to take
seminarians to high-profile gay events such as a popular gay pro-
duction in Chicago’s Lincoln Park.

According to Kellenyi and several other seminarians who at-
tended Mundelein during the 1990s, one of the big events at the
seminary was whenever a seminarian would “come out” as being a
homosexually oriented person. The openly gay seminarian-to-be
would do so by telling one or two of his closest friends, and, sure
enough, the word of another “orientation proclamation,” they said,
would travel quickly throughout the halls of the seminary, espe-
cially to the formation faculty members. Oddly enough, attested
Kellenyi, once a seminarian “came out,” he would be wined and
dined—literally—by certain faculty priests. “In my opinion,” he
said, “it’s highly inappropriate to wine and dine any favorite stu-
dents, orientation aside.” But the special status given to openly gay
seminarians, he said, is beyond the pale.

The gay subculture, said former Mundelein seminarians, was the
dominant culture at Mundelein. “One of the faculty priests,” related
seminarian John Edmundson,* “has even been known to pinch and
touch seminarians while joking. Others have seen this, but nothing
is ever done. Some of the other faculty members, those who clearly
don’t go along with a lot of the program, feel they are powerless
when faced by the Chicago machine of priest structure.”
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The problem, charged former seminarians from Mundelein, is
mainly with the formation faculty rather than with the academic fac-
ulty, which seems to be more under the direct control of Francis
Cardinal George, who, Chicago insiders have suggested, has been
trying, but with great difficulty, to reform the many perceived ills at
Mundelein.

Nonetheless, said seminarians, there does exist an “underground
network” of orthodox seminarians at Mundelein, but they keep their
prayer life and spiritual direction with orthodox priests in strict con-
fidence. According to Gregory Banks,* “students who are loyal to
Church teaching and oppose the gay stranglehold on the seminary
trade notes, conference tapes, and spiritual reading. It’s not a great
system, but without it, very few of us would survive. Second, there
are some ‘closet-orthodox” members of the faculty who try to offer
the truth, although they must often do so surreptitiously.”

When Stephen Brady, president of the Springfield, Illinois-based
Roman Catholic Faithful, faxed Father Bart Winters a list of com-
plaints that seminarians and recently ordained priests had made
against Mundelein seminary, Winters replied in an August 4, 1999,
letter denying any problems: “I appreciate your concern about the
seminary,” he wrote to Brady, “and I am disturbed by the allegations
made by the priests and seminarians who have written you. My only
response is to say that the kinds of behaviors you have described are
not tolerated at the seminary, and I am not aware of anything of the
nature you describe taking place here.”

In stark contrast to Winters’s denial, Father Michael Shane,* a
1999 graduate of Mundelein, had addressed his concerns about the
seminary’s moral decadence directly to rector Father John Canary in
a letter dated April 20, 1999:

Upon my arrival at Mundelein, I assumed there would
be “some” gay students. I also assumed that I could
handle that. I am a straight man, not a homophobic
monster. Still, nothing could prepare me for the
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“underculture” of homosexuality that has been sup-
ported by the formation staff. ...

It’s pretty offensive to a straight guy, because if I ever
brought women in, played dance music rather than
show tunes, and told jokes about which classmates were
coupling with whom, I’d be booted out in a minute....
It’s common knowledge that there are “gay couples” [at
Mundelein] (and I mean “couples,” not friends).

The other problem at Mundelein is that if a straight
student complains about this, he gets blackballed as a
“conservative.” There are several of us who are trying
to be chaste. It’s difficult, but to have to live among this
gay culture is too much. To be at events where guys
seem to have their Cam priest’s blessing to be “out,
proud, and open” about their love life really bothers
me. And I am not alone.

It has shocked me for the years I've been at Mun-
delein. It’s got to stop, even if it takes getting a new for-
mation program....Something must change. My
vocation director has told me that my bishop wishes to
hear what I have to relate about Mundelein. I will be
telling him this, not to hurt Mundelein, but to help
other possible candidates know what they are getting
into. It’s not about gay vs. straight. It is about appro-
priate behavior and role modeling. At Mundelein, it was
sorely lacking, unless you were among the “in” crowd,
and at your seminary, the “in” crowd happens to be gay!

Two years earlier, in 1997, Canary in his rector’s address of No-
vember 6 told the student body that he “doesn’t want to hear any
more complaints.” Another seminarian mocked Canary with this no-
tice posted on the student bulletin board (ellipses appear in original):

Come on boys...Don’t Grumble...Even When...
Your rector has no vision...
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Your formation has no substance. ..

And you have no priestly identity. ..

What your seminary does have is:

Lots of homosexual priests on the formation team. ..

Lots of students, up through their 4th year discerning
their vocation...

A student body that does not know how to act at a
Catholic liturgy. ..

A general sense of apathy...

A strong resistance to outside intervention by a fearful
administration...

If you can’t take the heat Canary...Resign... We'll
pack you up!

For those seeking more evidence of the gay subculture in semi-
naries across the United States, journalist Jason Berry, in his 1992
bestseller Lead Us Not into Temptation, provides similar examples:

Seminaries should be centers of scholarship, where
moral teaching is strengthened. ... Located on [Wash-
ington, D.C.s] Catholic University campus, TC
[Theological College] was once considered a premier
American seminary. ... The most impressive TC stu-
dent I met was in his final year and has since been or-
dained. ... Said he [of seminary life], “I was aloof in
some ways because I did not want to be sexually at-
tractive....Some do hit the gay bars. Some abstain
and see the vow through, others are acting out in ways
not characteristic of priestly life....I have thought,
What’s going on here? Where is the faculty? Every-
body can see this.”®

Berry vividly chronicled the case of Mark Brooks, who in 1984
sued San Diego’s bishop, Leo T. Maher, and the diocese over his ex-
pulsion from St. Francis Seminary in southern California. Brooks
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claimed he had been sexually assaulted by one priest on the seminary
faculty and harassed by other faculty priests. (The lawsuit was set-
tled out of court in April 1985 for approximately $23,000.)

“It gradually dawned on Brooks,” wrote Berry, “that at least a
third of the seventy-five seminarians were homosexual.” Brooks re-
lated that seminarians were full of “coming out stories” and spoke of
being “wounded” by homophobia. Furthermore, reported Berry,
seminarians were instructed not to report homosexual relationships,
and that they were “growth experiences.” Brooks said that with that
sort of atmosphere, homosexual activity proliferated.

He recounted how the vice rector, Father Stephen Dunn, propo-
sitioned him a dozen times over a period of two years and how Fa-
ther Nicholas Reveles, who taught music, was having sexual relations
with at least four seminarians and tried to convince Brooks of the
“goodness of homosexuality”:

Brooks grew miserable. In line for communion he saw
students grabbing buttocks. Affairs blossomed. A sem-
inarian in his late thirties took a sixteen-year-old boy to
live with him. The boy eventually left, and in time so
did the man. Brooks complained to [the vice rector]
Steve Dunn about the climate of promiscuity.'?

Yet Dunn, Berry reported, at the behest of six seminarians said to
be part of a “gay clique” with whom Brooks had repeatedly clashed,
ordered him to undergo alcoholism rehabilitation and was hospital-
ized. Dunn threatened that if any seminarian were to visit Brooks in
the hospital, they would be expelled. Brooks was released three
weeks later. Doctors diagnosed Brooks not with alcoholism, but with
post-traumatic stress syndrome.'!

As the Brooks case evidences, seminary life can be made difficult for
the “dissenting” seminarian, he who does not condone deviancy of
this sort. I have heard many accounts of seminarians being proposi-
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tioned or harassed by fellow students and of faculty members who
do not take this issue seriously.

In 1999, for instance, one man studying for the priesthood at St.
John’s Seminary in Boston was forced to procure a restraining order
against a fellow student after the administration summarily dismissed
his complaints of being sexually harassed by an “out-of-the-closet”
gay classmate. He finally left that seminary, while his fellow semi-
narian advanced in good standing.

Paul Sinsigalli (whose following account is corroborated by a
former official of the Boston archdiocese, who said he would “stand
by Sinsigalli in court” if he had to) was not the seminarian who was
harassed, but he played a significant part in this particular affair at
St. John’s. When he arrived there for his first year of studies his first
impression of the seminary was a positive one. He thought he was
“in the right place,” he said, that he was “studying with men who
wanted to be good and holy priests, men who were trying to live the
Christian ideal while learning more about the Church and how to
serve her people.”

By the second semester, however, this facade of ideal seminary life
crumbled as Sinsigalli began to sense that something was very
wrong. It soon became apparent that many of the students and fac-
ulty did not have a view of the Church that was consistent with the
Church’s teaching, particularly on sexual morality. This became in-
creasingly upsetting for Sinsigalli; he had entered the seminary fully
expecting to study with men who shared his faith and love for the
Church. Some faculty members, he said, were just as much a
problem as the liberal seminarians. Church teaching was always
questioned in an underhanded sort of way; “in our classes, rarely out-
right,” he said, but outside of class “it was clear that we had to line
up on one side of the fence or another.”

Many of the problem areas, he said, pertained to the Church’s
teaching on human sexuality. “I was shocked to find out that two big
topics that were discussed, not just in the college but throughout the
whole seminary, were homosexuality and masturbation,” Sinsigalli
lamented. “Everyone was always talking about these things. It was a
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constant litmus test to determine what side you’re on and how you’re
going to show yourself.”

Sinsigalli estimated that during his four years there, 30 percent of
the student body considered themselves “gay,” and in the graduate
school of theology it was an even higher percentage.

His own problems started one night with an evening trip back
from the refectory, where several seminarians had gone for a cup of
hot chocolate. On the walk back to their dormitory several of Sinsi-
galli’s classmates were poking fun at two of their fellow seminarians,
who were not present that night. The discussion centered around
their homosexuality and that they had been heard in the act.

“They were ruthlessly making fun of these guys,” Sinsigalli re-
called. “It was vulgar, and I didn’t say anything,” he explained, “be-
cause it wasn’t my style to make fun of this sort of thing, but they
kept going on and on about it.

“I finally said, “You know, guys, it’s not so nice to be talking like
this behind their backs. If you really think this stuff is going on at
least give them the chance to defend themselves.” ”

Although Sinsigalli was actually defending the rights of the ac-
cused, Terrence O’Rourke,* one seminarian who had been joking
about them, became confrontational if not illogical. “So you’re saying
you would go up to them and accuse these guys?” he asked Sinsigalli.

Sinsigalli responded by explaining himself, telling O’Rourke that
he wasn’t accusing them of anything, but if they thought these sem-
inarians were involved in a homosexual relationship, then they ought
to “ask them to their faces and be men instead of hens gossiping
behind their backs.”

Deliberately distorting Sinsigalli’s meaning, O’Rourke approached
the two the next day and told them that Sinsigalli was accusing them
of being gay lovers and that he was going to confront them about it
soon.

“Then he went to the dean of students,” Sinsigalli said of O’Rourke,
“and later told virtually every member of the faculty the same lie about
me: that I was publicly accusing two seminarians of being active
homosexuals.”
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Soon thereafter Sinsigalli was called into the dean’s office. The
dean, a psychologist, sat with his legs crossed and said, “Paul, I hear
you have some concerns about some of the students here.” Sinsigalli,
an ex-cop and a straightforward type, didn’t care for the dean’s line
of questioning.

“I told him the truth, that no, I didn’t have any problem with
anyone at St. John’s,” he explained. The dean then “flipped out,” said
Sinsigalli. “He said, ‘You know damn well what I’m talking about. I
spent hours trying to figure out the right way to say this. Just tell me
what’s going on!” ” So Sinsigalli then explained the situation, but he
didn’t think the dean believed him, and the dean almost said as much.

The dean then organized a mediation meeting between O’Rourke
and Sinsigalli. “Whenever O’Rourke said something that was con-
trary to the facts, I stopped him immediately,” he explained. “I told
him, “You know this is not right; it’s not what I said; not the way it
happened.” And then I’d go on to explain what really happened. I
proved my case.”

Sinsigalli, who in addition to being a former police officer came
to the seminary with a military background, was used to being
around men “who acted like men,” he said, “but guys at St. John’s
like O’Rourke never acted like men. They acted like children, like
litde girls. They don’t handle things like men do. I never once would
have thought of going to a faculty member and saying, this is what
so-and-so said.”

The mediation session with the dean was inconclusive. Sinsigalli
left feeling that the dean still didn’t believe him, and later felt that he
had erroneously been branded a “homophobe,” the worst of polit-
ical offenses at St. John’s.

A year later O’Rourke “came out” to his classmates. To the faculty,
said Sinsigalli, O’'Rourke said he was “struggling with homosexuality,”
but at the same time, “he was prancing up and down the halls proudly
proclaiming how gay he is.”

While an outpouring of compassion flowed from most members
of the faculty, O'Rourke fully expected that everyone should not only
tolerate but embrace his self-professed sexual orientation.
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“He expected me to literally embrace him and become his best
friend,” explained Sinsigalli, “and when I didn’t, others started to
read that as ‘Gee, Paul must hate gays’; but the fact is I don’t hate
homosexuals. This guy was a jerk, plain and simple. I didn’t care
what his orientation was. After he lied about what I had said, and got
me into trouble, I didn’t want anything to do with him. He made my
life hell at the seminary every chance he got, and I was expected to
give him a big hug every time I saw him? He played the homophobe
card. The ironic thing is that before I went into seminary, I heard
things about homosexuals in the news, but I never really gave it any
thought. I know I’'m not a homosexual. I never had any doubts about
my sexuality, and I feel bad for those who do struggle with sexual is-
sues. I was just never involved in any of the homosexual agenda—
never gave it any thought one way or another. And when I got to the
seminary, all of a sudden it was in my face, and I was expected to say,
‘It’s okay if you commit sodomy in your room in the seminary and
explore your sexuality that way.” ”

What kind of priests are these men going to make? Sinsigalli won-
dered, pointing out the overwhelming public scandal of sexual abuse
of children and teens by priests in Boston, where the Boston Globe re-
vealed that the Archdiocese of Boston settled child-molestation claims
against at least seventy Boston-area priests in the previous decade.'?

“The priesthood of Jesus Christ demands men of high integrity
and character and strength. It is not an easy vocation, so if these guys
are like this in seminary, I can’t imagine what they are going to be
like in parishes.”

A few months after O’Rourke began wearing his orientation on
his sleeve, he became sexually obsessed with Charles Kent,* a first-
year theology seminarian, a man Sinsigalli described as a “healthy
heterosexual.”

Kent worked at the seminary library one night each week, and
sometimes the library was nearly empty in the evenings, explained
Sinsigalli. '

“On one occasion O’Rourke visited the library,” he explained,
“and piled up books about homosexuality in front of Kent, saying,
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‘Read this and you’ll get the message.” Another time, O’Rourke came
back and started screaming in Kent’s face because he was rejecting
his sexual advances.

“This O’Rourke had a campaign of harassment against Kent to
the point where he was scared. He didn’t know what O’Rourke
would do next. He went to the rector and to his advisors and the
dean of students, but nobody did a thing. Nobody would help him.
Since they were all so full of compassion about O’Rourke and his
‘struggle’ with homosexuality, it seemed O’Rourke could get away
with virtually anything. '

“O’Rourke was getting more and more violent and agitated. So
Kent asked me for some advice because I have a law enforcement
background. I told him he had two options after the faculty did
nothing. The first was to simply leave the seminary, and the second
was to get a restraining order'® from the Brighton District Court to
keep O’Rourke away from him. And that’s what he did. I went with
him to the courthouse, and he got it without a problem. The next
day a cop showed up at the seminary to serve the restraining order.

“Then the s—t really hit the fan. Charles Kent was called into one
of the dean’ offices and the dean started screaming at him, saying that
he was embarrassing the seminary. He had no concern for what Kent
was going through or for his safety. It was always concern for the
homosexual. That was what counted—the only thing that counted.”

At the end of that year, neither Kent nor Sinsigalli was approved
to advance in the seminary. Effectively, both were booted. Yet
O’Rourke continued on with impunity. “It never ceased to amaze me
that O’Rourke could do anything he wanted to because he was
homosexual.” And, added Sinsigalli, O’Rourke was not “out of the
ordinary” at St. John’s.

Bill Eversleigh* attended St. John’s for four years of graduate
theology studies. “He was touted as a superstar,” recalled Sinsigalli.
“The faculty loved him. They thought he was great and smart and
was going to make an exemplary priest one day.”

Many at the seminary quickly concluded that Eversleigh was an
active homosexual. “Word got around that he was ‘dating’ guys at
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St. John’s and when he went to work in a Boston-area parish he was
‘dating’ a guy there too.”

After Eversleigh was ordained to the transitional diaconate, the
final step before becoming a priest (when the man must promise to
lead a celibate life), he was assigned to a parish in the Archdiocese of
Boston. “He met this guy,” explained Sinsigalli, summing up the
“buzz” at the seminary, “and they started ‘dating.” At the end of his
assignment he returned to his home diocese. He wasn’t there two
weeks before he decided that he was hopelessly in love with this guy.
He just packed up in the middle of the night and left. Then he
moved in with his lover, even though he was already ordained a tran-
sitional deacon.”

An unidentified priest from the Archdiocese of Boston told the
Boston Herald that he and many others also experienced harassment
by the gay clique during his seminary years. “The problem is,” said
the priest, “there’s a subculture of gay priests and everyone knows it.
I went through seminary with a lot of them and got hit on. And
when I reported it, I was harassed to a point where, emotionally, it
was very difficult to get ordained. I'm not the only one who had to
fight to get through it; I know guys who left because of it.

“It was clear there was a cabal tacitly saying, ‘Don’t bother re-
porting this stuff.” You wouldn’t believe the self-justifications, like,
‘Well, celibacy only applies to not getting married, so since we’re not
getting married, we can do whatever we want.” It was horrible, with
a lot of intimidation, but I stayed because I felt this was what God
was calling me to do; besides, if I'd walked, they’d have won.”!*

Seminarians who accept the Church’s teaching on sexual morality
have not only been dismissed from seminary as “troublemakers,”
they have also been threatened by classmates and faculty, especially
in religious houses, that if they did not submit to homosexuality—to
espouse and defend homosexual acts, if not take part in them—their
priestly careers would be in jeopardy.

In his mid-thirties, James Thesiger* attended a midwestern sem-
inary. From the time he first arrived there, he found that his or-
thodox views of the Church were not wanted. He was even accused
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many times of leading the younger seminarians away from what the
formation staff was trying to instill in them.

During the second year of his seminary studies, he was visited late
one night by three of these younger seminarians, who looked up to
Thesiger as somewhat of an older brother and role model. Taken off
guard, Thesiger was frightened by what they had to relate. “They
began to describe how the college director had been forcing them
into sexual situations and how they had begun to wish they were
dead,” he recalled. )

Having a background in social work, Thesiger took the side of the
seminarians and spoke to them as any counselor would, he said,
about empowerment of rape victims. “My main instruction to them
was they had a right to say, ‘no.” ” He also advised that none of them
inform the director that they had spoken to him about the sexual
abuse because it would mean “vocational death” to them all.

Eventually, however, one of the young seminarians let the infor-
mation slip. “From that time on, my life became a living hell at the
seminary,” he recalled. Thesiger soon asked his diocese if he could
transfer to another seminary. At first they seemed happy enough to
accommodate. However, when Thesiger received his final evaluation
it was “terrible.”

“I had always received glowing evaluations in my prior reports,”
he explained. Thesiger figured that since the college director knew
of Thesiger’s knowledge of his sexual abuse of several seminarians,
he had decided to sabotage Thesiger’s vocation. The “vocational
death” he had predicted some months before came to pass, at least
for him. Once his diocese reviewed the seminary’s evaluation of
Thesiger, written by the college director, they decided they could no
longer endorse him as a seminarian. “I received a two-paragraph
letter stating this decision,” he lamented.

Although Thesiger still feels called to the priesthood, now when
he begins to think about applying to another diocese, he gets “panic
attacks,” wondering if he’ll have to endure all this again.

Joseph Kellenyi was thirty-nine years old when he left behind a
$300,000 annual salary as a corporate executive with Paine Webber
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in London, England, to enter Mundelein Seminary near Chicago in
the fall of 1998. During his pretheology year there, he earned a 4.0
grade point average and was well liked by his fellow students and
most of the faculty. He was, however, disturbed by what he calls
“some blatant homosexual behavior among the formation faculty.”

“I gradually became aware of a gay subculture in the seminary,” he
explained. “I noticed some things there that I only later came to un-
derstand. First, there was the very close allegiance between the more
militant gay priests on the faculty and the nuns who wanted to be
priests. Second, I noticed the formation faculty was overwhelmingly
gay, while the academic faculty was predominantly heterosexual.”

Although Kellenyi was never accused of being a “homophobe,” nor
does he consider himself one, he admitted that he avoided “the most
militant ‘in-your-face’ gays on the faculty.” He also noticed that one
nun, whom he describes as “feminist,” gave him a hard time about his
masculinity. Kellenyi, a former football coach and competitive rugby
player, was told by one of the formation faculty priests that the nun
and some of the gay priests were “a bit afraid” of him. In short, he was
seen as too masculine to be walking around a Catholic seminary. He
was then advised that these faculty members had considerable power
and that he should accommodate them at all costs.

By the end of the year he knew he did not want to be a priest in
Chicago: “I admit that I had no desire to be a priest in a place where
I would always be on the ‘outside,” and never be appreciated, simply
because I was not gay.”

In the summer of 1999, Kellenyi became a seminarian for the
Diocese of Venice, Florida, and was cosponsored by the military
archdiocese. He had been in the military earlier in his adulthood and
was interested in serving as a chaplain in the armed services. In a
meeting with Kellenyi, Mundelein’s rector, Father John Canary, told
him that, although he was leaving the Archdiocese of Chicago, he
was welcome to return to Mundelein in the fall, though he was
warned that some of the faculty did not find him “transparent”
enough, and if they were not accommodated, they could prevent him
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from being ordained. Kellenyi needed their “votes” in order to be
approved to continue studies at Mundelein and later to be recom-
mended for ordination.

Kellenyi told his rector the basic problem was that these faculty
“ ‘alternative lifestyle clique’ and that
people like them don’t like being around people like me,” that is, de-

members were part of the

cidedly straight men. Ambivalence about sexual orientation is okay,
said Kellenyi, but he who was certain of his heterosexuality and con-
sidered it healthy was unacceptable at Mundelein.

In fact, he estimated that while he was there, upwards of 60 per-
cent of the school’s seminarians were overtly homosexual, which
caused serious tensions, especially between the “gay” and “nongay”
Hispanic students.

“The issue was never one of my suitability for ordination,” Kel-
lenyi explained. “Rather it was that the gay clique had been given
veto power over who got ordained in Chicago. Furthermore, the fac-
ulty members in question were not willing to settle for tolerance
from me, which I could give. What they wanted was affirmation and
my respect, which I could not give. It must be noted too that at no
time had it ever been suggested that I had a problem dealing with
gay men, or was ‘homophobic.” The issue was that they had a
problem dealing with me. And the rector even admitted again that
gay men don’t like people like me. This of course raises the question
of ‘heterophobia.’ I have heard time and again that the sexual orien-
tation of priests and seminarians does not matter, as long as they are
celibate. Yet when gays come into positions of authority they know-
ingly and consistently appoint gay men to important key positions.”

As fate would have it, Kellenyi did not return to Mundelein the next
fall, which he said he would have preferred since he had made some
good friends there. Instead, his new bishop wanted him to study and
continue his priestly formation at the Catholic University of Louvain
in Belgium, at which the American College seminary operated by the
U.S. bishops is located. It was there that he would come into closer
contact with the homosexual clique that dominates many seminaries.
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At Louvain, Kellenyi’s best estimate was that half of the theology
seminarians were homosexual, based on their behavior, self-description,
or “obvious flamboyance.”

“The gay seminarians tended to hang out as a group, and made no
effort to make me feel welcome at the school when I arrived,” he re-
called. But that was the least of the “arrogant display of homosexuality
and power” he experienced at the school, he said. At the time of this
writing, Kellenyi was in the United States seeking legal counsel about
suing the seminary for sexual harassment in a case that promised to be
similar to John Bollard’s suit against the California Jesuits.

Kellenyi, who retained dozens of pages of documentary evidence,
was expelled from the American College at Louvain after refusing to
submit to an “intimate relationship” that was demanded by a senior
seminarian. After he declined the gay seminarian’s offer in no un-
certain terms, he was labeled “homophobic” and denounced for not
being “open to embracing gay and lesbian issues.” Thus began
months of a “gay rage” by the senior seminarian, he explained, who
oddly was put in charge—although unofficially—of Kellenyi’s
priestly formation by then rector Father David Windsor. “My re-
maining time there at the American College seminary,” said Kel-
lenyi, “was a living nightmare.”

“The way it worked,” he explained, “I was expected to become
this seminarian’s best friend, hang out with him, socialize with him,
spend my free time with him, and so forth. I was supposed to open
myself up to him, discussing all my personal and formation issues
with him as if he were my spiritual director. He would then report
back to the rector. In other words, a big part of my theological, spir-
itual, and academic training was to consist of my learning from a
homosexual who was obsessed with me. But also, he was to observe
me, then ‘intervene’ and correct me in my personal formation. The
relationship I was expected to have with him entailed him being my
best friend, mentor, formation advisor, academic advisor, and quasi-
spiritual director, all rolled into one. An obvious issue here is why
any rector would think some seminarian is so wonderful that he
should be given such a role.”
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Later in the semester, after Kellenyi had tried his best to keep his
distance from this man, the senior seminarian informed him that if
he was not willing to enter into a “relationship” with him, he and Fa-
ther Windsor would make him want to leave the seminary. By that
time, Kellenyi was aware that the gay seminarian who was placed in
charge of his formation had become “obsessed” with him, and others
noticed this as well. “I had been receiving unwanted attention from
him for months,” said Kellenyi. “He told me I had no idea how
serious it was that I was avoiding him.” .

When Kellenyi raised the issue of this unwanted attention to a fac-
ulty member, Kellenyi was asked if he thought it was about sex. Kel-
lenyi explained that it was not sex, but sexual harassment. “That is
much more serious,” he said. “There is a big difference. Sexual harass-
ment very seldom involves an explicit demand for sex—most people are
not that stupid. Sexual harassment involves both sex and power.”

Kellenyi described the seminarian’s interest in him not as a
“crush,” but as an “obsession, which goes way beyond mere sexual
attraction. It was a brutal demand for close contact and that I com-
pletely submit to him.”

Kellenyi explained that the obsession was manifest in several ways.
First, he said, the seminarian told him that he thought of him all the
time. “This was weird,” Kellenyi commented, “because he said it while
demanding that I be his ‘friend.” Second, after he told me he thinks of
me all the time, he went into great detail about how my body, my body
language and my physical presence, affected him. It was obvious that
he was staring at and watching me all the time. He told me one time
that the way I was sitting in my chair made him want to fly across the
room and grab me. This guy wanted me to alter my body language so
it would not affect him so much. He went on and on about this in
front of the rector. I had to explain to him why it was not normal for
him to be so aware of, and upset by, my body language. Lastly, his
written words on his peer evaluation of me clearly showed the nature
of his obsession. They are very damaging. They reflect what he de-
manded of me verbally—he wanted to be involved in and control
every aspect of my life. His words show his being hurt by my rejection
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of him, his sexual jealousy of my casual friendship with other semi-
narians. His obsession was a sort of ‘fatal attraction.” He wanted ab-
solute control and constant companionship.”

In his rambling and often incoherent peer evaluation of Kellenyi,
which Windsor assigned him to write, the seminarian wrote:

I do not see any connection with his spirituality and his
education. He is very critical of any of the concerns that
are part of the Church today. Women’s issues, gay
issues, marginalized—all these are absolutely not im-
portant to Joseph....He does not seem interested in
learning from his peers. They are not engaged and [are]
totally dismissed if they disagree with him. He has dis-
missed my input on many occasions with, “Well, we all
know you are a liberal.”...I do not see that he can in-
teract with all groups in the community so I have to
question that ability in general. He hangs out with the
youngest members of the community and has no in-
terest in close contact with the more senior members
even after advances were made. ... He shows no interest
in learning what he needs to participate in the commu-
nity.... Those people that he likes he spends time with,
but he avoids those that will challenge and help him to
grow. He does not want to change. ... Joseph is not at
all open to other points of view. We have talked on more
than one occasion so I think he will take time if asked
but [he] does not initiate any conversations on his own
with me. ... I think Joseph may have many strengths but
they are hidden. I think if he was only open to others
that would be a huge step in the right direction.”

In general, the senior seminarian’s evaluation of Kellenyi did
nothing more than express his frustration and jealousy that Kellenyi
was able to form friendships with others inside and outside of the
seminary, while personally rejecting his own “advances.” This eval-
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uation stands in stark contrast to others that Kellenyi received, which
described Kellenyi as “a brilliant thinker. . . outspoken proponent of
the Church’s principles and social teaching ... dedicated to living out
the lifestyle appropriate to a first year seminarian with genuine hopes
of one day soon becoming a priest.” Another seminarian wrote:

I have concluded that Joe [Kellenyi] has a deep and very
thoughtful concern, not only for the sanctity of the
liturgy and communal prayer, but also for the mission of .
the Church as a whole in the world. ... Joe commands an
impressive knowledge of secular and sacred history.. ..
His academic humility is the perfect complement to his
academic prowess. ... He is friendly, knowledgeable and
engaging, and shows some positive leadership tenden-
cies....I experience Joe to be a fun, positive, life-giving
person with which to live. Joe also tends to be fairly un-
derstanding of people and circumstances.'®

Kellenyi explained the sexual harassment situation in a letter to
the formation faculty at the American College. He used the term
“sexual harassment,” he said, because if the faculty failed to act it
would create a legal liability for the seminary. The crux of the matter
was that a senior seminarian who was obsessed with Kellenyi was
placed in control, even if “unofficially,” of his priestly formation by
the rector. Repeated written complaints to Windsor and the forma-
tion faculty met with no palpable response. The student was able to
continue to harass Kellenyi to the point of threatening that he would
have Kellenyi thrown out of Louvain.

This threat subsequently came to pass, he said, in that the highly
critical peer evaluation was given undue weight in determining Kel-
lenyi’s future as a Louvain seminarian. Although his formation ad-
visor, Father Kevin Codd, wrote in his final evaluation of Kellenyi
that “Joe is a person who seems to understand himself well, has a
great deal of self-confidence and is committed to his pursuit of his
academic and theological development. I support him as he continues
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on the path towards ministry in the Church,”"’ Kellenyi was not ap-
proved to continue his studies at Louvain. He was expelled.

Judging from Kellenyi’s “Theology I Evaluation,” assembled by
the rector and dated April 25, 2000, one can conclude that the major
issue of concern that led to his dismissal was his refusal to engage the
senior seminarian in a close relationship. Repeating nearly verbatim
from the highly critical peer evaluation, Windsor wrote: “My obser-
vation is that Joseph does not actively engage with his peers but
rather connects better with those in the community who are twenty
and twenty-one years of age. While one seminary student rightly ob-
serves that this is Joe’s ‘entry group,” and they were all outsiders to-
gether, it is worth addressing the cross-generational issue.”

On August 25, 2000, Windsor wrote to Kellenyi informing him
that the reason he was dismissed from the American College was for
“calumny against The College and its personnel” and a “pattern of
deception and abuse.” The rector also informed Kellenyi, “In my
opinion, you are in serious need of psychological help before you
cause yourself and others untold damage.”'

While Kellenyi was being expelled, the other seminarian was ap-
proved for ordination to the priesthood and is now a priest working
in a U.S. parish.

Two years later, Kellenyi explained that it had been difficult to
come forward with accusations of sexual harassment, especially since
he knew he was placing his vocation in jeopardy by doing so. As a
seminarian aspiring to the priesthood, “there is tremendous pressure
to stay silent,” he admitted, “but if I would have stayed silent I would
have been complicit in the cover-up of a great moral evil.”

Dr. Angela Sutcliffe,* a professor who taught for more than a decade
at an East Coast seminary, said her experience confirms this (Sut-
cliffe insisted on remaining anonymous because she feared she would
be physically harmed were she and her seminary named). The at-
mosphere concerning homosexuality she described as “borderline
militant.” Several of her students, members of one religious order in
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particular, she explained, “confided that they had been threatened
repeatedly by other seminarians and faculty that if they did not
submit to homosexuality they would be severely physically beaten
and their ‘careers’ in that order would be in jeopardy.”

They told Sutcliffe they had tried to seek help and advice from
other superiors in their order, but they apparently received no help.
Sutcliffe said she was careful to assure them that this was not what
the Church or their order taught or condoned, and then sent them
on to other priests who were more experienced and trained to help
them deal with this abuse.

Not only were her philosophy seminarians being pressured by
these superiors to espouse, defend, and take part in homosexual acts,
but they were also pressured to confront Sutcliffe about her qualifi-
cations as a teacher because she openly held to the Church’s position
on homosexuality and other issues of sexual morality. While some
seminarians were clearly unwilling to take up a posture against Sut-
cliffe, the self-proclaimed homosexual seminarians seemed to delight
in doing so. They would aggressively confront her, she related, at the
beginning of her courses about her “position” regarding homosexu-
ality, and whether she agreed with what they scornfully called
“Church authorities.”

“If I attempted to gloss over the challenge and return to teaching
philosophy, these students would interrupt me and demand that I
‘take a stand,” ” she explained. “Of course, gently and compassion-
ately I did take a stand, and tried to explain why the Church teaches
what she does concerning homosexuality.” But this only served as an
excuse for them to counter her and the Church’s arguments in front
of the other students during the class. One student even told Sut-
cliffe during class that he would “just simply refuse to learn any-
thing” in her course. For the rest of the semester he took his place
at a desk seat in the first row directly in front of her, folded his arms,
took no notes, and glared at Sutcliffe. “I tried setting up meetings
with him,” she said, “but he refused any efforts at communication.”
Accordingly, he flunked all of his exams, after which he came to Sut-
cliffe and angrily threatened her. He apparently had expected that
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she would give him a passing grade in light of his own avowed
homosexual orientation, despite having done none of the required
work for the course and intimidating the professor on top of that.

One year, said Sutcliffe, she was advised by several of her students
that “exhaustive methods” were being used by students and faculty
members of this same religious order to spread untrue rumors to
other faculty and students that she did not really hold a Ph.D., that
she had flunked her comprehensives and was academically unquali-
fied to teach anywhere, that the rector intensely disliked her, that she
flunked any student who did not like St. Thomas, and “several other
such baseless and silly rumors.”

The homosexual clique at this seminary was very disturbing, she
said. “There were some of the faculty members, particularly the
younger ones, who were definitely homosexual. A number of the
older faculty members were also. They would give sweetheart looks
to one another, touching and flirting. They also tended to form
alliances on the intellectual level on the faculty when needed.”

The atmosphere was intensely hostile to anyone who did not sub-
scribe to their militantly homosexual agenda, she said. Sutcliffe de-
scribed the actions of some of the gay faculty members during
faculty meetings as “hostile, immature, and childish, huddling to-
gether across the table, whispering and sending notes to each other,
refusing to speak to me, or countering my every word.”

For instance, Sutcliffe quoted Thomas Aquinas (who presented a
convincing argument that homosexuality was an offense against the
natural law) in one faculty meeting. Suddenly one of the faculty
priests, whom she knew to be homosexual, leaped up out of his chair,
almost climbed atop the table, and spit in her face. He told her, “We
are sick and tired around here of hearing about Thomas Aquinas. I
don’t want to hear his name again.” It took faculty members on ei-
ther side of him to pull him away and restrain him.

Sutcliffe also recounted the story of Jonathan Whalley,* one par-
ticularly notable case of sexual harassment. Whalley came to her
seminary from a small religious house of formation.!” He took aca-
demic classes at the seminary and received his formation at the reli-
gious house. When he got into seminary, she said, he was constantly
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accosted by homosexual superiors. Although a homosexual himself,
Whalley wanted to be chaste.

One night around 2:00 A.Mm. Sutcliffe received a call from
Whalley. He was in the recovery room of a nearby hospital, and he
had phoned to ask her for help. He had had emergency surgery, and
the hospital chaplain wouldn’t leave him alone, he complained. The
chaplain was trying to molest him while he was in the recovery
room.

So Sutcliffe drove over to the hospital and went up to Whalley’s
room to find the chaplain sitting on his bed and Whalley helpless
and almost hysterical. “As I walked into the room the chaplain
turned to me and looked as if he was going to bite my head off,” she
recounted. “He came stomping at me, and we were chest to chest,
nose to nose, eyeball to eyeball. He was threatening me and I looked
at him and said, ‘You get out of this room and don’t ever come near
this seminarian again.” Then he finally did leave.”

The gay priest chaplain was harassing him, she believed, because
he knew Whalley was a seminarian and because Whalley was obvi-
ously in a vulnerable position.

A few weeks later Whalley placed a second late-night phone call.
Again, he pleaded for her help. He told her he had just been kicked
out of his religious house because he refused to submit to his supe-
rior’s sexual advances. He told her that all of his belongings and
clothes were out on the lawn.

He told her he had no place to go and that he’d called other sem-
inaries but they refused to take him in. “So I got in my car and drove
down to his neighborhood and found this seminarian sitting on the
lawn of his religious house with all of his belongings. He was in
tears,” she explained.

The religious superiors began to see Sutcliffe as “a real trouble-
maker” because their seminarians now had someone to go to if their
own superiors would not respond to their fears and anger and cries
about being sexually harassed and assaulted by their superiors.

“I have been appalled at what I have seen,” said Sutcliffe, whose
position was eventually cut from the seminary because, seminary
officials claim, they could not attract enough students.
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Sutcliffe’s years of experience were mainly with religious order
priests and seminarians. From my own research, it appears that, al-
though there is a very serious problem among seminaries that cater
primarily to those training for the diocesan priesthood, the homo-
sexual problem is deeper and more pervasive among the religious
orders.

Although Sutcliffe was not referring to the Jesuits, the problems she
related about her experience on the East Coast bear a striking resem-
blance to John Bollard’s experience, which, as mentioned in Chapter 2,
was made public by his May 1999 appearance on CBS’s 60 Minutes. At
that time Bollard, a Jesuit scholastic (i.e., seminarian) from California,
claimed he was subjected to unwanted sexual advances over a period
of five years. He was seeking $1 million in damages:

[Bollard’s] idealistic image of the priesthood was shat-
tered, he said, when he began receiving cards from
Jesuit superiors depicting sexually aroused men—
images he considered “shocking,” he said. Bollard also
told interviewers on “60 Minutes” that during his seven
years as a Jesuit, at least 12 priests made unwelcome
sexual advances and invited him to cruise gay bars. At
first, he refrained from reporting the advances, he said,
out of fear that he would jeopardize his future with the
order. When Bollard did take his complaints to the
Jesuit provincial in California, Father John Privett, they
were brushed off, he said. He said Privett gave him a
coffee cup that bore the words “no whining” and asked
him to sign a paper releasing the Jesuits from legal lia-
bility. Bollard refused to sign. In his suit Bollard con-
tended that he left the Jesuits because his life in the
religious order had become intolerable.?

Typically those seminarians who are studying to be religious
priests will receive their formation (which is much longer and more
extensive than the formation for diocesan priests) at a “religious
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house,” where they live in community with other members of their
order. By the very nature of living in community, the effects of
homosexual cliques at religious houses can provide even greater
challenges and distress for the young man who accepts the teachings
of the Church and rejects the militant homosexual agenda.

Once homosexuals come into positions of authority in their or-
ders and in their religious houses of formation, it is difficult to at-
tract even one heterosexual man to the order. Consequently, the
impression given in some religious houses is that they are “gay
houses,” that is, made up of either all or a strong majority of homo-
sexual priests and brothers. Those who remain and dissent from the
dominant homosexual agenda are often ruthlessly persecuted.

Charles Enderby,* a former businessman from Ohio, was in his
thirties when he began his novitiate for an East Coast religious order
in the early 1990s. He was immediately struck by the outwardly
“homosexual mannerisms” of some of the other novices. One of
them, Joseph Mercado,* had worked as a massage artist before en-
tering religious life. “He actually brought his massage table to novi-
tiate,” Enderby recalled.

While Mercado was only mildly open about his homosexuality,
Franz Ascher* was “militant.” Enderby described Ascher as a little
man in his early forties who had a highly inflected voice. “He had a
sense of humor,” said Enderby, “but consistently mocked Church
teaching on celibacy and particularly liked to mock Mother An-
gelica.”! One day he even said he wanted to make sundresses out of
the altar linens.”

According to Enderby, Ascher began almost immediately to harass
Geoffrey Raymond,* whom Enderby regarded as the only novice
other than himself who was definitely not a part of the dominant gay
subculture. Feeling threatened, Raymond confided in Enderby. He
told him that Ascher first was trying to convince him that he, Ray-
mond, was a “latent homosexual” who just needed to accept being
gay. Ascher said it in a way that reminded Raymond of fundamental-
ists who claim that we just need to accept Jesus as our “personal Lord
and Savior” in order to be saved. Ascher also claimed to know that
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St. John the Evangelist was gay, and told Raymond that “St. Paul
should have his balls cut off and shoved down his throat.”

With Enderby’s assistance, Raymond, who was in his early twen-
ties, brought a complaint of sexual harassment to their novice
master, Father Sixtus.* Although he acted concerned and sympa-
thetic, said Enderby, the novice master took no action.

Ascher’s harassing behavior continued, and a second complaint
was made to Father Sixtus. This time the novice master appeared less
sympathetic. “He literally threw up his arms and asked us,” related
Enderby, “what he was supposed to do if the vocations office keeps
sending him gays.”

“When Raymond and I complained the third time,” said Enderby,
“Father Sixtus threatened to kick us out. He was very angry with us,
and we realized then that our novice master would do nothing to
solve the problem of homosexual harassment.”

A few months later, on a cold night in March of 1994, Enderby
recounted, Raymond and Ascher were watching television in the
community room, and each had been drinking wine. After Raymond
retired to bed that night, Ascher entered Raymond’s room un-
invited—the doors had no locks—and sexually molested him. The
next morning Raymond, angry and dejected, told Enderby what had
happened and then informed him that he was leaving religious life.
After a few brief words with Father Sixtus, Raymond bought train
tickets and left, never to return.

Although Ascher later attacked and raped another novice, said En-
derby, he emerged again with impunity. “Not only was he not asked
to leave, he was promoted to the position of dean of novices, a posi-
tion that had not even existed before that,” said Enderby. “I can
understand that homosexuals can sneak into the seminaries and re-
ligious life, but if discovered—especially raping two young men—
they should be removed immediately.”

But Ascher was not the only problem at the novitiate. Brother
Thomas,* who taught a spirituality course, was also openly gay,
sometimes “in an aggressive way,” said Enderby. What was even



THE GAY SUBCULTURE 85

more disturbing for him was that the vocations director for the
province was also openly gay, according to Enderby.

It later became apparent that this vocations director was actively
recruiting openly gay men. In October of 1993, twelve men had
been recruited into the postulancy program.?” Fortunately, said En-
derby, “a solid priest served as master of postulants that year, and had
ejected eleven of the twelve men from the program, allegedly for
homosexual problems.”

As a consequence of the gay subculture, Enderby’s own spiritual
life suffered deeply. Not only was grave injustice afoot, scandal was
the plague of the day. He eventually left the order, understandably
disgusted.

Once back out in the world Enderby contacted Raymond to tell
him that he too had left the order. “It took him months before he
could even set foot in a church again,” said Enderby.

A final example comes from an author-priest. Father Norman
Weslin began his studies for the priesthood in 1982, after his wife
died. A former career U.S. Army officer, Weslin was ordained at the
age of fifty-six. In his autobiography, The Gathering of the Lambs,
published in 2000, he explained the homosexual atmosphere of Sa-
cred Heart Seminary in Hales Corner, Wisconsin, a seminary that is
suited especially for “late vocations.”

In Weslin’s estimation, “Forty percent of the seminarians at Sa-
cred Heart were ‘practicing homosexuals.” ”** Explaining the extent
of the problem there at that time, he wrote, “The rector, at one
point, wrote a letter to all seminarians stating that those who were
frequenting the homosexual bars in Milwaukee were causing the po-
lice to investigate complaints and that prudence was necessary to
avoid scandal.”** He also explained that classes were conducted to
orient the seminarians toward accepting homosexuals and their
homosexuality as a viable lifestyle. “Those heterosexuals who ob-
jected were singled out for psychiatric evaluation,” he wrote.

“The homosexuals were well organized,” he continued, “and
since they had the support of the seminary authorities, they openly
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intimidated us heterosexuals. I was told to attend a psychiatric
course because I openly resisted their intimidation and their effort
to have homosexuality accepted in the seminary.”?

The orthodox seminarian is presented with another predicament in
this regard: If there is anything deviant or immoral going on at the
seminary and he brings it to the attention of his superiors, he is likely
risking expulsion. Many members of seminary faculties do not ap-
preciate those who go to superiors with complaints, especially about
sexual foibles. Reflecting on his experience at Mount Angel Semi-
nary in Oregon, Father John Lewandowski remarked, “Many of my
fellow students reminded me of the three monkeys: one with his
hands over his eyes; one with his hands over his ears; and the other
with his hands over his mouth.” The maxim “See no evil, hear no
evil, speak no evil” seems to be a standard survival tactic in semi-
naries. Yet that type of formation doesn’t exactly prepare a semi-
narian to be a bold preacher of the Gospel. Nevertheless, that’s the
environment in which many priests are being formed today.

Countless other seminarians, driven out by the gay subculture, left
in virtual silence. John Macarthur,* who attended a seminary in Wa-
terloo, Ontario, that is now closed, was one such student. “I never
told my parents nor later my wife that this was the ‘real’ reason for
my leaving,” he said. “They would have been scandalized.”

“I still cannot believe that homosexuality was tolerated in the sem-
inary,” he added. “At one point I even questioned my own sexuality,
wondering if I was the nut case because I wasn’t ‘gay’ like many of
the others.”

Macarthur’s comment raises another question—one that may be
unanswerable right now—about seminaries that accommodate the
gay subculture: Do some of the seminarians who attend such insti-
tutions “convert” to homosexuality while there?

In The Changing Face of the Priesthood, Father Cozzens concludes
that not only has there been a “heterosexual exodus from the priest-
hood” due in part to the unrestrained gay subcultures in some sem-
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inaries, but also the resulting “overwhelmingly gay clergy culture
will have an effect on how the laity views the priesthood and it will
have an effect on incoming vocations. Potential candidates for the
priesthood who are heterosexual will be intimidated from joining an
institution where the ethos is primarily that of gay culture.”?






CHAPTER 5

The Heterodoxy

Downer

How False Teaching Demoralizes
and Discourages the Aspiring Priest

When we were asked a question like “What is Original Sin,” we couldn’t

answer what we thought the Church taught about Original Sin; we had to

answer what the professor was claiming it to be. I had to do this the entire

four years, which meant that I didn’t come away from there completely un-
scathed—the system left a scar on everyone.

—Fatber Eduard Perrone, former seminarian,

St. Fobn’s Seminary, Plymouth, Michigan

Beyond issues of grave sexual immorality, the seminary environment
presents a number of other deterrents to the orthodox seminarian.
The most obvious and perhaps the most insidious is heterodoxy,
open or subtle dissent from the official teachings of the Church.
Many faculty members are averse to teaching what the Church
teaches, and some find it onerous even to hide their disdain for
Catholicism. The seminarian who arrives on campus expecting to
find faculty and staff that love the Catholic faith and teach what the
Church teaches can be sadly disappointed.

89
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All too often seminary faculty members use textbooks written by
noted dissenters from Catholic teaching—for example, theologians
Richard McBrien, Edward Schillebeeckx, Hans Kiing, and Charles
Curran—and they parrot the dogmas of Catholic dissent: that the
Bible is not to be taken seriously because it is “culture bound”; one
religion is as good as the next; the pope is not infallible; the magis-
terium is authoritatively abusive; the Real Presence of Christ in the
Eucharist is just an old pre—Vatican II myth; Christ was not really di-
vine; God is feminine; Mass is simply a meal in which we should eat
bread that “looks like real bread”; women should be ordained priests
in the name of equality; homosexuality is normal; and contraception
is morally acceptable.

This has been standard fare in many courses taught to future
priests over the past thirty-odd years. Anthony Gonzales, a former
seminarian at St. Patrick Seminary in Menlo Park, California, re-
marked on the content of the courses offered at his seminary: “The
faculty followed everything from Pascendi Dominici Gregis down to
the last detail.” He was referring to Pope Pius X’s encyclical which
catalogued the errors of Modernism.

Yet many of the ideas being taught in seminaries today go way be-
yond the scope of even these “mainstream” errors of Modernist doc-
trine. Aggressive feminist theories often put forth by religious sisters
devoted to liberation theology and various incarnations of Jungian
psychology make it clear that some faculty members who are en-
trusted with the formation of future priests do not support the
Catholic priesthood as the Church defines it. In fact, they do not
support the Church, her hierarchy, her Eucharist, or her liturgy.

For seventeen years Sister Barbara Fiand, a sister of Notre Dame
de Namur, taught at the Athenaeum of Ohio’s seminary in Cincin-
nati before her teachings and attitude toward her seminarians were
called into question publicly and she was subsequently dismissed.
Her seven books betray a deep-seated animosity toward the Catholic
Church, and the male, celibate priesthood in particular.

One of her courses was taught primarily from one text, her 1993
book Embraced by Compassion, which is in and of itself confirmation
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of seminarians’ many complaints about her. In the book she deni-
grates orthodox Catholic theology as being obsessed with statements
of the Creed (e.g., “I believe in God, the Father Almighty”), and
proposes to replace this “misguided” and “boring” conceptual frame-
work with one of her own, based on psychological conjecture.

Fiand also regards the Church’s seven sacraments as superfluous
because she believes salvation is attainable within oneself. “To be
changed,” she writes, “I need to see the self that I hate as other, as a
man abandoned on the cross. That is my sacrament. That is my bap-
tism. That is my bread and wine. That is my love.”

Fiand’s writings are an obvious target of criticism, considering that
she was hired to teach and form young men into Catholic priests.
Drawing upon the philosophies espoused by anti-Church personal-
ities such as psychotherapist C. G. Jung, Fiand arrives at a theology
that claims an “androgynous creator God.” Since, as she claims
forthrightly, she cannot accept the “Father” as the first person of the
Blessed Trinity, she refers to God with the androgynous “Him/Her”
throughout her books.

Fiand has also resolutely positioned herself as a critic of the
Church and an enemy of sacred tradition. In her book Releasement,
she is forthright about her support for the ordination of women to
the priesthood. Fiand believes that the “stubborn resistance to the
ordination of women, which uses nothing less than Scripture and
tradition (misinterpreted though they may be) to justify itself, is
probably the clearest example of the repressed feminine now turned
sour.” Elsewhere in the same book she writes, “When women in our
churches. .. will be allowed to do what men have been doing for cen-
turies, justice will have been served, without a doubt.”

She also consciously places herself outside the Catholic Church,
judging the Church’s interpretation of Scripture to be erroneous.
She proposes to supplant the authority of the Church with the “per-
sonal embrace of one’s inner core,” which she calls “releasement” in
her 1987 book of the same name.

Father William H. Hinds, ordained for the Diocese of Covington
in 1987, confirmed that Fiand never gave the impression in her
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seminary courses that she supported the Catholic priesthood as it is
understood by the teaching authority of the Church. “She used to
yell at me in the hallways,” he said of his time at the Cincinnati sem-
inary, “because she thought I was a pig-headed male.” He added,
however, that not only did Fiand disapprove of the orthodox semi-
narians—the few there were—but “she didn’t even support the lib-
eral, homosexual seminarians who went along with her program. She
gave the impression that she wanted no man to be ordained a priest.”

Richard Knighton,* a seminarian at the Athenaeum in 1985, was so
disgusted with Fiand’s attitude, and that of two other professors there,
that he left the seminary even though to this day he still feels called to
the priesthood. “I wasn’t going to play that sort of game,” he said of
Fiand’s teaching, which, he added, was not at all identifiable as
Catholic, but served only to advance her own personal agenda.

Several other seminarians studying at Cincinnati’s seminary a few
years later agreed that she obviously disliked the idea of an all-male,
celibate priesthood. In fact, they felt she was out to raze vocations to
the priesthood.

Dr. Aaron Milavec, a former Marianist brother and professor of
Church history and historical theology, taught at Cincinnati’s
Athenaeum for twelve years, until leaving in 1996 after an expelled
student threatened to sue the seminary for falsely claiming to be im-
parting Catholic theology.

In 1995, Thomas J. Ruwe enrolled in Professor Milavec’s course
on “Medieval Christendom and the Reformations: 600-1600 C.E.”
The fact that the title of the course used the secular nomenclature
of “C.E.,” or “common era,” rather than the Christian equivalent
“A.D.” (anno Domini, in the year of our Lord), was cause enough for
pause. But the class, for Ruwe, would prove far worse.

Before Milavec’s course began in September of 1995, Ruwe, who
had enrolled through the school’s Special Studies division, pur-
chased the textbook at the Athenaeum bookstore in order to pre-
pare for the first class. Reading through Milavec’s Exploring
Scriptural Sources, published by Sheed and Ward in 1994, Ruwe dis-
covered that much of what the professor had written did not square
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with the mind of the Church on biblical interpretation and funda-
mental Catholic doctrine.

Milavec advertised his book as a “case-study methodology that en-
courages students to reach their own conclusions.” Before classes
even opened for the semester Ruwe wrote to Milavec with his ob-
servations of the textbook. He objected that the book “adopts the
Protestant approach to determining Christian truth, namely, if a
person, place, thing or event is not reported in the pages of the New
"Testament, that person, place, thing, or event did not occur.” In just
the first five pages of the book, Milavec ridicules everything from the
Church Fathers to the Baltimore Catechism, denies the Catholic doc-
trine of Original Sin, and disparages the tradition of the fallen an-
gels. He begins by mocking the way he was trained in religion class
as a boy by the Ursuline sisters in Euclid, Ohio:

When I was a young child, the story of salvation which
I heard from the Ursuline nuns was so simple, so com-
pelling, and so wonderful. Adam sinned and we inher-
ited the consequences: the gates of heaven were sealed
shut. For thousands of years people were dying, but no
one was able to get into heaven. Everyone was waiting
for God to send a redeemer. Then, Jesus finally ap-
peared and died for our sins on the cross. And, as my
Baltimore Catechism so clearly demonstrates, at the mo-
ment that Jesus died on the cross, there, way up in the
clouds, the gates of heaven were being opened. Finally
the souls of all the good people who had died could
enter heaven and be with God for all eternity.’

Milavec goes on to say that he was thirty years old before he “dis-
covered” that what the Ursuline nuns had taught him was not a uni-
versal truth. To explain, he focuses his crosshairs on the Church
Fathers, especially St. Augustine, who, he claims, invented the con-
cept of Original Sin. For the Church Fathers, he writes, “the Jewish
narratives surrounding the Garden of Eden took on an importance
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they never had previously. For one thing, the ‘serpent’ was no longer
to be understood as the ancient Canaanite symbol of wisdom but as
an angel in disguise.” Milavec reasons that because Genesis makes
no mention of “the fall” of the angels, it therefore did not occur. He
continues by claiming that St. Augustine invented the doctrine of
Original Sin in order to justify the baptism of infants, a contention
that is clearly at odds with the teaching of the Church. In contrast,
the Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches that “the account of the
fall in Genesis 3 uses figurative language, but affirms a primeval
event, a deed that took place at the beginning of the bistory of man.
Revelation gives us the certainty of faith that the whole of human
history is marked by the original fault freely committed by our first
parents.”? The Catechism too devotes a whole section (nos. 391-395)
to “the Fall of the Angels.”

Ruwe recognized that Milavec’s required reading made no men-
tion of the teaching authority of the Church on these issues or
others, such as whether penance and holy orders are presented as
sacraments in Scripture. That the Church has linked those sacra-
ments to Scripture is “defined teaching, infallibly protected by God
the Holy Spirit,” said Ruwe.

During the next class, according to Ruwe, Milavec stated that
“Jesus’ death was not a sacrifice; the only thing that was on Jesus’
mind on Holy Thursday was the Passover, and not the institution of
the Eucharist.”

“I asked Dr. Milavec,” Ruwe told the Hamilton Fournal-News, “if
Jesus did not ordain the Apostles, then who changed the bread and
wine into the body and blood of Christ? His answer: No one.”
Thus did Milavec, a professor hired to teach a generation of fu-
ture priests, deny two essential and fundamental doctrines of the
Catholic faith: the ministerial priesthood and the Real Presence of
Jesus in the Eucharist.

Ruwe then wrote to seminary rector Father Robert J. Mooney
(who soon thereafter left the priesthood to marry) and Cincinnati’s
archbishop, Daniel Pilarczyk, advising them of Milavec’s deficient
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teaching. He also requested an investigation of Milavec’s book and
threatened to sue the seminary for consumer fraud in misrepre-
senting itself as teaching what the Catholic Church teaches.

Thomas Lustenberger, another of Milavec’s students during the
1995-96 academic year, remembered his professor as a good-natured
man with quite a sense of humor, but he too was surprised by what
he called Milavec’s “blatant heresy.”

Milavec, recalled Lustenberger, explained that no Masses were
ever said in the Roman catacombs during the first centuries of
Christianity, which he repeatedly referred to as the “common era.”
He added that veneration of relics is not biblical and concluded
that relics cannot be part of the authentic Christian tradition but
rather are mere superstition conjured up in later centuries. Once
he got those statements past his students with little objection, he
escalated his attack.

Lustenberger, who taped Milavec’s classes (and this writer has lis-
tened to the tapes), explained that he was not too impressed with the
other students in the course: They were “docile, dull-witted, and as
St. Paul says, ‘itching for strange teachings.” ”

“Most of them accepted everything hook, line, and sinker. No
one except me ever questioned him on his teachings. His word was
Gospel,” he explained. Everything Milavec said in class, every
move he made, was designed to undermine the Catholic faith, “and
this man was teaching required courses to seminarians for twelve
years,” he added.

"Two incidents stood out vividly for Lustenberger, who said on oc-
casion he would challenge Milavec’s conjectures and misstatements.
During one class, Milavec explained that the source for the thinking
that Christ’s death on the cross was an atoning sacrifice was not the
Christians of the early Church but rather St. Anselm in the twelfth
century. Anselm, he explained, wrote a theological treatise on how
he viewed Christ’s death on the cross, and therefore Anselm “in-
vented” the idea that Christ died to atone for our sins. The reason
Milavec put forth such a theory was clear to Lustenberger: He
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wanted people to think that Christ’s sacrifice was simply an idea from
the Middle Ages, thus eliminating the sacrificial nature of Christ’s
death and invalidating both the Mass and the Catholic priesthood.

“I thought that if I challenged him on this point,” Lustenberger
explained, “he would just shoot me down. So here’s what I did: I
raised my hand and quoted a verse from St. Paul (Col. 1:19-20), in
which he states the very same thing that Milavec attributed solely to
St. Anselm. I asked him if St. Anselm, with his medieval ideas, would
say something like this: ‘For in Christ all the fullness of God was
pleased to dwell, and through him to reconcile to himself all things,
whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of his
cross. And you, who were once estranged and hostile in mind, doing
evil deeds, he has now reconciled in his body of flesh by his death, in
order to present you holy and blameless and irreproachable before
him, provided that you continue in faith.” And Milavec emphatically
replied yes, that’s what St. Anselm would say. That’s his kind of me-
dieval thinking. And then I told him that I just quoted St. Paul from
Colossians. The thinking that Christ’s death on the cross was not a
product of the twelfth century but really was there from the begin-
ning, right there in the New Testament. St. Anselm was merely ex-
tending the metaphor that already existed in the early Church. After
I said that, there was dead silence in the room, but Milavec was quick
to recover. He told us that, of course, ‘St. Anselm did not work in a
vacuum.’ But it should have been clear to all at that point that the
necessity of the crucifixion was already known in the early Church,
despite the fact that Milavec wanted us to think that it was a false
idea that was invented 1,200 years later.”

Another incident revolved around the primacy of Peter, which
Milavec assailed from many angles. Lustenberger recalled how
during the course of one class Milavec taught that when Christ
changed Simon’s name to Peter (Cephas) He was simply giving
Simon a nickname, like we might call someone Rocky. “His conclu-
sion was that Peter was never made a pope. ‘Peter’ was just a nick-
name given to one of the apostles. So I objected to that too. “This is
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a moment of meaning, import, and drama and you’re trivializing it
down to Rocky?” ” Milavec pressed on, he said, by saying that since
St. Matthew’s Gospel was the only one to record the incident it was
nothing more than an “obscure passage.” Lustenberger responded
by saying that the wedding at Cana was only mentioned in John’s
Gospel, but that doesn’t mean that it didn’t happen.

With regard to seminary professors such as Fiand and Milavec,
one may naively ask: Why don’t they become Protestant theologians
and Protestant seminary professors? In order to answer this question
one must realize that the essence of their academic careers doesn’t
seem to be to teach their idiosyncratic theology, although that is a
perquisite. It is to change the structure and mission of the Catholic
Church. They appear to be teaching at Catholic seminaries primarily
to train seminarians 7ot to be priests.

Father Eduard Perrone of Detroit remembers his days at St.
John’s Seminary in Plymouth, Michigan, during the late 1970s.
Much of the teaching he received there was similar to the theological
and spiritual diet that seminarians received at the Athenaeumn under
the tutelage of professors such as Fiand and Milavec. “My experience
was bad,” he said. “We were fed very questionable theology. In fact,
we read as much Protestant theology as Catholic material, and the
professors were avowedly liberal in their outlook.”

Many seminarians lost their faith there, he lamented. “One guy I
remember in particular,” he recounted. “He lost his faith because of
a Christology course we were all required to take.” In that course,
Perrone explained, the seminarians were taught the German Protes-
tant biblical exegesis popularized by German Lutheran Rudolf Bult-
mann,’ and the first book they read was Albert Schweitzer’s Quest for
the Historical Jesus, which Perrone called “a very damaging book”
that dismissed all of the Church’s teachings as unreliable myths.
“And we had similar books in the same vein.”

Even worse, Perrone added, was watching some of his fellow
classmates begin to accept the misleading teachings of Bultmann and
like-minded scholars. “They were being formed, so to speak; there
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was a pressure to conform,” he said. The few, like himself, who did
not buy into what they were being taught only survived the program
by writing on the tests and answering in class what the professors
wanted to hear: “When we were asked a question like “What is
Original Sin,” we couldn’t answer what we thought the Church
taught about Original Sin; we had to answer what the professor was
claiming it to be,” Perrone said. “I had to do this for the entire four
years, which meant that I didn’t come away from there completely
unscathed—the system left a scar on everyone. Even though some of
us knew what they were teaching us was false, we never fully discov-
ered what the truth was. When someone gives you a contrary
opinion, you sharpen your wits a bit, but all that time we could have
been learning a lot of good stuff in those classes.”

Many other seminarians who refused to regurgitate what they
were learning were dismissed for being “rigid” and “narrow-
minded,” while a few other students left almost immediately. “They
were the ones,” said Perrone, “who sensed straightaway that some-
thing was seriously wrong.”

Scott Ballor ran into similar circumstances during his two years as
a seminarian at the Oblate School of Theology in San Antonio,
"Texas. Ballor left the seminary after two years, he said, precisely be-
cause the school was not teaching the Catholic faith. First, he re-
counted, the primary textbook used in his Basic Theology course was
Catholicism by noted dissenter Father Richard McBrien. His text-
book is one of the few that have received a censure by the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops, meaning that the text, due to its er-
rors and omissions, should not be used in the education of future
priests.® “Other required texts,” he added, “were written by other
noted dissenters such as Hans Kiing and Charles Curran.”

Ballor, who was studying to be a priest for the Diocese of Phoenix,
set down his seminary memories in two articles he published in
Catholic Sense, a newsletter that circulated among orthodox Catholics
mainly in the Southwest. At that time, in the mid-1990s, many
people were absolutely shocked by his claims, figuring that the
teaching couldn’t be as bad as he made it out to be. Yet Ballor’s ac-
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count reflects nothing that has not been recounted by dozens of
other seminarians and priests across the U.S. and beyond.

The Catholic faith was undermined from many directions. For ex-
ample, in a Church History class, said Ballor, the instructor claimed
that Jesus did not intend to found a hierarchical Church, and that
there was no authority structure in the early Church. He was also as-
tonished at claims made in his Fundamentals of Moral Theology
course. In the first week of school, he recalled, “the instructor led the
class in a session of joking about and ridiculing the moral theology
manuals that predated Vatican II. It was a shameful display of
mocking and lambasting the Church.”

Worse than the actual teaching at the school, however, was the at-
mosphere there, said Ballor. “There were three terms that were fre-
quently used at Oblate School of Theology: ‘openness,” ‘tolerance,’
and ‘pastoral.” Although never formally defined, it seemed to me,”
he said, “as though they were used as follows: ‘Openness’ meant we
must be open to other perspectives including heretical ones. “Toler-
ance’ meant we must tolerate deviations from our moral and doc-
trinal beliefs to the point of abandoning our beliefs. ‘Pastoral’ meant
anything goes; don’t deny anything to anyone except those who ac-
cept the traditional teachings of the Church.”

Amid these chants for “openness” and “tolerance,” Ballor pointed
out, the Oblate school was conspicuously “close-minded and intol-
erant” when it came to considering traditional Catholic viewpoints,
those for example that can be found in the Catechism of the Catholic
Church. His Christology professor, he said, even defined tradition as
the “living faith of the dead” and traditionalism as the “dead faith of
the living.”

“The theological relativism, false ecumenism, and the loss of the
missionary imperative that I experienced there was very upsetting
and heartbreaking. I feel sorry for any seminarian who is sent to this
school,” Ballor concluded, summing up his reasons for leaving the
Oblate seminary.

Often the heterodox teaching being presented to seminarians in-
volves the hot-button issues of sexual morality. What has come to be
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known as the “Sex Text” scandal at Mount Angel Seminary in St.
Benedict, Oregon, illustrates well the magnitude of the deviance
from Catholic teaching proffered to aspiring priests.

In 1991, Dr. Robert Torres, the staff psychologist who had been
providing psychological evaluations and counseling to seminarians
for years there, taught a human sexuality class mandated for pre-
theology and first-year theology students using the textbook Our
Sexuality, by Robert Crooks and Karla Baur.

When Torres began his course in September, according to Father
John Lewandowski, a Mount Angel seminarian at the time, he held
up the book and explicitly stated twice that Our Sexuality was written
by two “good Catholic authors” and that “there is nothing in the
book that is opposed to Catholic teaching today.”

Yet early in the book, which the publisher claims is the most
widely used textbook in college sexuality courses in the U.S., the au-
thors candidly admit to “some biases” they have against two themes
of human sexuality that “are of longstanding in our culture.” The
first, they say, is that sex is for reproduction:

Many people have learned to view [foreplay] activities
and other practices—such as masturbation, sexual fan-
tasy, and anal intercourse—with suspicion. The same is
true of sexual activity between members of the same
sex, which certainly does not fit into the model of in-
tercourse for reproduction. All these noncoital sexual
behaviors have been defined at some time as immoral,
sinful, perverted, or illegal. We will present them in the
text as viable sexual options for those who choose them.

The other theme the authors admitted opposing is the “rigid dis-
tinction between male and female roles.” Crooks and Baur believe
that “rigid gender-role conditioning limits each person’s full range
of human potential and produces a negative impact on our sexuality.”

“The idea of sex for reproduction,” they explain, “is associated with
Judeo-Christian tradition. Childbearing was tremendously important
to the ancient Hebrews. Their history of being subjected to slavery and
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persecution made the Hebrews take action to preserve their people—
to ‘be fruitful and multply, and replenish the earth’ (Gen. 1:28).”

In the course of explaining their bias, Crooks and Baur assail
Thomas Aquinas’s teaching on human sexuality. St. Thomas, they
write, “maintained that human sexual organs were designed for pro-
creation and that any other use—as in homosexual acts, oral-genital
sex, anal intercourse, or sex with animals—was against God’s will and
therefore heretical. Aquinas’s teachings were so influential that from
then on homosexuals were to find neither refuge nor tolerance any-
where in the Western World.”

Thus their bias against believing that human sexuality is pri-
marily designed for sexual reproduction belies their advocacy of
homosexuality, oral sex, male-to-female anal intercourse, and even
bestiality, each of which is an obvious contradiction of Church
teaching. Indeed, the rest of the textbook, lavishly illustrated with
drawings of different positions for sexual intercourse, close-up
photographs of women’s breasts and pubic areas to show how all are
different, photographs of men and women who have had sex-change
operations, photos of various contraceptives and sex devices, sup-
ports the advocacy of these sexual variants and explains and illus-
trates them in graphic detail.

“A lot of the seminarians were just struck dumb by this book,”
explained Lewandowski. “They were confused. They didn’t know
what to say. You expect to see this stuff out in the world, but in the
seminary it’s shocking.”

The following are direct quotations from the text that illustrate
the lengths that the authors went in order to render their overtly un-
Catholic view of human sexuality (EXPLICIT DESCRIPTIONS
FOLLOW):

* “Sexual fantasies may also help overcome anxiety and facilitate
sexual functioning or compensate for a somewhat negative
sexual situation. For example, a woman who is bored with her
marital relationship states the following: ‘When having inter-
course with my husband of 17 years, I often fantasize that I am
taking a young virgin male to bed for the first time. I show him
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what I want done to me just the way I like it, while at the same
time giving this poor young boy an experience he will long re-

?»

member.” ” (An oriental block print shows a young woman fan-
tasizing about having intercourse with her lover while she

masturbates.)

“A woman’s masturbation fantasy: I fantasize about being se-
duced by another woman. Although I've never had an affair with
another woman, it makes me sexually excited to think of oral sex
as being performed on me or vice versa. A man’s masturbation
fantasy reflects one study’s findings that one in three men have
same-sex fantasies.”

“Masturbation has been a source of social concern and censure
throughout Judeo-Christian history. The state of affairs has re-
sulted in both misinformation and considerable personal shame
and fear. Many of the negative attitudes toward masturbation
are rooted in the early Judeo-Christian view that procreation
was the only legitimate purpose of sexual behavior.” (Explicit
sketches of men and women masturbating accompany text.)

“You may wish to experiment with using body lotion, oil, or
powder. After the gentle stroking try firmer massaging pressures,
paying extra attention to areas that are tense. ... Specific tech-
niques for masturbation vary. Males commonly grasp only the pe-
nile shaft with one hand, as shown in figure 9.1. Up and down
motions of differing pressures and tempos provide stmulation.”

“If you want to use a vibrator for sexual pleasure, experimen-
tation is in order.” (Accompanying sketch illustrates female
masturbation.)

“...masturbation can be considered a normal part of each
partner’s sexual repertoire.”

“Readers who would like to experiment with some or all of the
steps are invited to do so....Try to clear your mind of thoughts
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related to the ‘rightness’ or ‘wrongness’ of self-pleasuring and
allow yourself to concentrate instead on the positive physical
sensations that can come from self-stimulation.” (Accompanying
photos depict four types of vibrators.)

An entire chapter is then dedicated to “masturbation exercises,”
followed by another chapter devoted to: “Specific Suggestions for
Women Becoming Orgasmic.” One sketch accompanying that
chapter shows mutual oral-genital stimulation. Yet the sketch ap-
pears to be of two men performing oral sex on each other. Then
Crooks and Baur devote themselves to a section on “anal stimula-
tion,” which provides step-by-step instructions on how best to have
anal intercourse.

In their chapter on homosexuality, in addition to providing de-
tailed information and illustrations on oral and anal sex, the authors
discuss the option of having an “open coupled” relationship, having
one primary sex partner along with many auxiliary partners; and a
gay couple is shown in a photo being married by a minister of the
Metropolitan Community Church in Honolulu.

A chapter on contraception, entitled “Burden of Fertility,” is
equally biased against Church teaching and the natural law. The au-
thors describe the Catholic view of contraception this way: “Many
contemporary religions favor the use of birth control. Furthermore,
there is great diversity of views among leaders of the Catholic
Church. For example, a study commissioned by the Catholic Theo-
logical Society of America states that ‘the mere fact that a couple is
using artificial means of birth control cannot provide sufficient basis
to make a judgment about the morality or the immorality of their
married life and sexual expression.” ”

Back in the Human Sexuality class, the professor’s own biases
seemed to mimic those of the authors, and Dr. Torres proved that he
could be equally bizarre in his teaching. According to a 1991 handout
to his students, he asked the following questions of his seminarians:

* “Are you comfortable using sexual words? Thinking about your
own sexual story? What is your level of body awareness?”
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* “Are there any ways in which you have been sexually abused as
an adult? Sexually embarrassed? Sexually shamed? Abused
others?”

* “What is the content of your sexual fantasy life today? Are there
any evidences of violence toward others? Manipulation? Self-
depreciation? Note: A healthy sexual fantasy involves picturing
yourself in situations which are pleasuring, mutual, age appro-
priate, and in no way violating of another.”

* “How do you deal with your sexual feelings? What are your ex-
periences of self-pleasuring? Do they seem balanced and healthy
to you? With whom can you talk about your sexual feelings?

Sexuality?”

* “If you were to talk with your genitals, what would you like to
say to them? What would they like to say to you?”

“Torres,” related Lewandowski, “openly told seminarians that it
was important for them to feel comfortable with their sexual orien-
tation, ‘whatever it may be.” ” His view of life, in the opinion of Tom
Hartigan,* another former Mount Angel seminarian, is that “every
problem in life is a sexual problem, based largely on sexual repres-
sion, and the solution is sexual liberation.”

“There were many young men who were obliged to take Professor
Torres’s class,” said Lewandowski, in his forties at the time, “who were
confused by what was being taught. Because they were lacking in
knowledge of their faith—perhaps through no fault of their own—and
proper moral teaching, some appeared to embrace these gross errors;
others were just shocked. I really feel that I would have incurred some
guilt were I to have let this go unchallenged. I cannot stand by and
watch my brother’ faith and morals be destroyed.”

Consequently, Lewandowski took up the issue with his formation
director, the academic dean, and finally with the rector—all to no
avail. “I asked the rector that I be released from this course,” he said,
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“on grounds that it was against my conscience to participate in a
course of study that took a blatant and directly immoral stand against
Church teaching. My hope was that, at the very least, he would
permit me to fulfill my academic requirements with another course
or independent study, or at best in suspending use of Our Sexuality
at Mount Angel Seminary.”

Lewandowski was informed by the rector, Father Patrick Bren-
nan, that it was a required course and that he could not be dispensed
from it without permission from his bishop. At that point he in-
formed the local bishop of the matter. In a letter dated Septem-
ber 13, 1991, he wrote:

I am absolutely appalled by the content of the textbook
being used for the Human Sexuality (required) course,
Our Sexuality by Robert Crooks and Karla Baur. I
think you would agree that the pictures go far beyond
any useful instruction or healthy “need to know” re-
garding human sexuality. Needless to say, they are in
several cases, perverse and pornographic....Iam es-
pecially concerned with the open invitation the authors
give the reader, “to experiment in the various methods
of masturbation,” with the instruction to suspend any
thoughts of the “rightness” or “wrongness” of mastur-
bation. In other words, we are to deny that faculty
which is essential to the formation of a “good” con-
science. We should deny ourselves the formation of
conscience, which is absolutely essential to be in ac-
cord with the Church’s moral and ethical teachings for
good actions.

The authors do not just present the so-called facts of
life. They implicitly and explicitly espouse what the
Catholic Church has always taught as objectively sinful
activity. The authors deliberately encourage the reader
to “experiment” with masturbation, “self-loving,” and
“self-pleasuring” techniques, with ample pictures of
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both male and female in the act of masturbation. Male
and female, and male and male partners are shown in
the act of mutual oral stimulation of the genital area.

We as seminarians should not have to wade through
a sea of trash to redeem a smidgen of truth; indeed no
good Christian should have to. Today’s modern psy-
chologists would have us believe that we must see, feel,
and touch, and even experience every kind of deviant
activity. That we must know all the sordid details “ex-
perientially” of the fallen “human condition,” in order
to understand them. This is false!

Lewandowski photocopied many of the pages of the book and
sent them along with his letter, as evidence to Portland’s archbishop,
William J. Levada.” But it was only after the “Sex Text” scandal was
made public in the pages of The Wanderer that the seminary took any
action. In fact, when The Wanderer first contacted Father Brennan
about the use of the textbook in one of Mount Angel’s required
courses, he acknowledged the text was used but denied that there
were any problems with the book.

“Father Brennan felt this material was really needed,” said one
seminarian. “His point of view is that this is what is out in the world,
and we should know it so that we can counsel people. He’s concerned
that there’s a lot of pedophilia among the clergy and the bishops are
concerned about it, and the seminary’s response to the bishop’s con-
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cerns is more sex education.
In an editorial in The Wanderer, Al Matt Jr. asked the obvious:

Why did such a foul text find acceptance in a Catholic
seminary in the first place? What of the competency
and integrity of Prof. Torres, who selected the book?
What about the judgment of the rector, Father Bren-
nan, who not only allowed the text to be continued in
use after complaints were made, but who entrusts
Torres with psychological assessment of seminarians—
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a role that likely determines which men are admitted
and which are not? And what does one say about the
pastoral vigilance of Archbishop Levada and his super-
vision of the key institution in his diocese? ...

In the case of this scandal involving Our Sexuality,
both Father Brennan and Archbishop Levada warned
the editor of the potential for scandal if The Wanderer
were to publish the details of this sordid situation.
Father Brennan even went so far as to suggest such a.
report could “destroy the seminary.”... However, all of
the evidence suggests that those in authority did not in-
tend to summarily remove the text from the course nor
remove the offending Prof. Torres....

One would hope that this tragic instance of cor-
rupting the minds and morals of future priests within the
very precincts of a seminary is an isolated case. Reports
as well as conversations we have had with hundreds of
laity and priests over the past few years suggest it is not.’

Only after Mount Angel received such negative publicity did
Archbishop Levada order that use of Qur Sexuality be discontinued.

Joseph Trevelyan,” who is now a prominent Catholic layman (who
still aspires to the priesthood), began his seminary studies at Mount
Angel the year after the “Sex Text” scandal. “I went there from the
pretheologate at Franciscan University in Steubenville, so it was like
going from the mountaintop to the Garden of Gethsemani,” he ex-
plained. “I was apprised of what was going on there but I didn’t know
it would be quite as bad as it turned out to be.”

One of the problems he encountered during his year there was the
deference paid to nonseminarian students, who took classes alongside
seminarians and, in some cases, non-Catholic seminarian students.
The most vivid example Trevelyan recalled was Frodo Okulam, a pro-
fessed “witch” and lesbian activist who was studying to be an ordained
minister for the Metropolitan Community Church, which caters ex-
clusively to gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transsexual persons.
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“She had her own study carrel in the library,” he said, “and she
had pro-gay symbols like the pink triangle all over her cubicle and
on her clothes. She drove around with witch bumper stickers on her
car, and she shoved her ideas ‘in your face.” ” And when she wore her
black leather suits with “witch hats” on campus, he added, “if the
seminarians were to object to her, they would be persecuted.”

Trevelyan recalled that the “witch” hung out with one of the nuns
who was studying at Mount Angel. “This nun had a bumper sticker
on her car that said, ‘Magic is alive and the goddess is afoot!-”

“In the Church History class we were walked through William
Jurgens’s text on the Faith of the Early Fathers,” said Trevelyan. “I
remember we were coming up to this section on sexual morality,
about what the Fathers of the Church said. We were reading along
one day and all of the sudden the professor, a priest, skipped over a
bunch of hard sayings on sexual morality because this lesbian witch
was sitting right there in class. I guess he didn’t want to offend any
professed lesbian seminarians. He clearly wanted to give the im-
pression that we Catholics are open and embracing, and that we can
believe whatever we want.”

Although Trevelyan left after just a year of study at Mount Angel—
he dropped out for fear of being unfairly expelled and therefore
blacklisted from other seminaries—Frodo Okulam!® graduated from
the Catholic seminary on Mother’s Day in 1995. Okulam, who calls
herself “priestess of the goddess,” went on to serve as coordinator of
SisterSpirit, an organization formed in 1985 in Portland, designed to
“birth a women’s spiritual community.” SisterSpirit promises a “safe
space” to reclaim spiritual traditions from “patriarchal guilt and
fear.”! On graduation day, Okulam attended the ceremonies at
Mount Angel, where she posed for several pictures with rector Father
Brennan and her friends. Portland’s Catholic Sentinel wrote up the
graduating news, reporting that after she received her master’s de-
gree, she would “continue [her] work in Portland.”

“The worst part about the matter of having a witch attend your
seminary,” said Trevelyan, “is the persecution you get by faculty
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when you object to the witch’s presence and her attitude toward the
Church. This was very demoralizing for many of the men there.”

Dr. Louise Leidner,* who taught students from the Washington
Theological Union (WTU) in Washington, D.C., for several years
during the 1990s (although she did not teach 2t WT'U but another
Washington-area seminary), complained about the education her stu-
dents were receiving at this Catholic seminary, which educates mainly
seminarians from a number of religious orders that consider them-
selves progressive in Church matters. She said her Catholic semi-
narian students had been educated over the years with arguments as
to why divorce, premarital sex, homosexuality, adultery, abortion, eu-
thanasia, and in vitro fertilization were morally acceptable.

“If other students in the class objected, they were mocked,” she
said. “Yet these same students are not prepared academically to ad-
dress these issues from any scholarly familiarity with the Bible itself
or with any Church history, natural law theory, encyclicals, instruc-
tions, declarations, or other Church documents.”

Some seminarians from WTU expressed their concerns to her
that in their formation programs they were required to use very
strange Gnostic and New Age methods, e.g., enneagrams, crystals,
paraliturgies, tarot cards, ouija boards, and so on.

“Unfortunately these old heretical, pagan, pantheistic Gnostic
ideas and theories, which historically can be traced as far back as
2000 B.C., are definitely back in style,” she explained, “and are
rapidly having a serious impact. What is amazing to me is that al-
most no one in the Church—especially in the seminaries—seems to
be aware of it, to be able to identify Gnosticism when they see it, or
understand that it is the larger umbrella under which many of the
above concerns fall. Gnosticism is quite clever, and approaches es-
pecially religious people and institutions in terms of ‘gentleness,’
‘love,” ‘peace,” ‘caring,” ‘forgiveness,” and ‘spirituality.” As a teacher,
it is abundantly clear to me, as it is to any teacher, that you can’t
teach what you don’t have. If the teachers at WTU don’t know the
teachings of the Church, or despise them, then what they teach will
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not be the truths of the Catholic Church but their own ‘truths’ and
a hatred of the Church.”

Leidner related that her experience over the years consisted of “a
constant stream of their seminarians coming to me out of despera-
tion to express their concerns about being discriminated against if
they contradict the popular view.” Plurality of opinions seems to be
acceptable only if those opinions confirm and agree with the domi-
nant dissident theories at WTU, she added. “I have even had their
students come to me concerned about not trusting their superiors to
keep their solemn confidences in confession or in formation matters.
Some students have confided to me that it was necessary to go to
‘outside’ confessors in order to find confidentiality, spiritual help, and
guidance, which often takes the form of advising the students not to
‘rock the boat’ and to get out of WT'U and into different religious or-
ders that are loyal to the Church.

“Often my orthodox students are publicly mocked by their WTU
peers and by WTU faculty and superiors for taking positions con-
sonant with the Church’s teaching. Accordingly, these students are
isolated, left out of programs, meetings, and activities, and made to
feel that they were ‘weird.” My students also complain of their phone
calls and mail being unduly monitored by superiors suspicious of
them and antagonistic towards them.”

Several of her students, Leidner related, were actually kicked out
of their religious houses because they expressed orthodox opinions
that were “dangerous and harmful to other people.” She recalled one
incident in which two of her students at WT'U were suddenly in-
formed by their superiors that they had twenty-four hours to pack
their bags and get out of the WTU in midsemester because their or-
thodox ideas, those you would find in the Catechism, would “nega-
tively infect and unduly influence and contaminate” the other
students.

These two students came to her the next day distressed, she re-
called, trying to explain why they could not finish their course with
her. “They both angrily packed their bags that afternoon and im-
mediately left Washington altogether, probably having lost their vo-
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cations as well as their faith in the process. These boys were kind,
gentle, very bright and talented students,” Leidner lamented.

Being exposed to dissenting opinions in a Catholic seminary seems
to have demoralizing effects on seminarians. It is not only academic
struggles that seminarians must endure, but formation struggles as
well. At the typical American seminary each student will be assigned
to a “formation team,” a group of priests, nuns, and laypeople who
are charged with the spiritual formation of those in their care. One
person in the formation group usually serves as a spiritual advisor
and confessor. The formation team almost always recommends to
the rector whether a student will pass on to the next stage of forma-
tion, including ordination, or be discarded as unsuitable for the
Catholic priesthood.

Lawrence Redding,* a seminarian at Sacred Heart School of
Theology in Hales Corner, Wisconsin, considers himself orthodox
in the Catholic faith. He said he cannot say as much for his seminary,
where any attempt to embrace what the Church teaches is viewed as
being “ultraconservative, rigid, and unwilling to learn.”

“My formation class is headed by two people,” Redding explained,
“a discontented priest and a liberal nun who both support homosex-
uality and abortion issues, along with stem cell research.” During the
weekly “formation class,” he said, “we start with a liberal interpreta-
tion of a Gospel, and then receive a photocopied handout from the
Program of Priestly Formation. We then skim through the document,
never discussing it thoroughly, and move quickly on to the ‘spiritu-
ality’ portion of the class.”

According to Redding, this often involves handouts “bashing the
Church from disreputable authors such as Charles Curran” and “the
liberal writings of Archbishop Rembert G. Weakland.”

“We discuss these articles in depth and the formation team carries
on about how insightful and wonderful these people are. We are
then subjected to watching Anthony DeMello'’ videos for a half
hour. To conclude the session, the nun goes into a fifteen-minute
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‘Consciousness Examen’ while we all sit there and endure this tor-
ture.” Redding’s formation team, he added, views any ideas or opin-
ions that are taught by the Church, expressed by seminarians, as
“disruptive and nonproductive.”

In some schools seminarians are so upset about the formation
they’re receiving they “go outside” the seminary—though they
cannot do so openly—for proper spiritual direction.

Mark Gaskell,* who attended St. Ambrose University for one
year as a seminarian for the Diocese of Davenport, lowa, remem-
bers that the spiritual formation director for seminarians, Father
Edmund Dunn, was an outspoken critic of the Church, not
someone Gaskell thought was a logical choice to form young men
who aspire to the priesthood. Indicative of his viewpoint, in 2000,
Dunn told Quad City Online’s “Progress 2000” that the challenges
facing the Catholic clergy—most notably, a shortage of priests—will
continue into the next century “until the ordained ministry opens
up more. And married and female clergy could likely become com-
monplace in the next century.”!®

Gaskell said that Dunn’s pessimistic outlook on the ordained
ministry had an “extremely negative effect” on some of the semi-
narians. “He seemed to enjoy being a provocateur, and attacked
Church teaching at every opportunity,” he said of Dunn, who, he
added, was a spokesman for the dissenting Catholic group Call to
Action of Towa.

As a result, seminarians received spiritual formation that was
equal to the type of teaching they received at St. Ambrose. Gaskell
said he recalls being equally shocked at what he was being taught.
In one course, Father Drake Shafer, whom Gaskell remembers as
always dressing in a necktie and suit, promoted Matthew Fox’s
“creation spirituality.”

“Fox, of course, was a former Catholic priest,” he explained, “who
left the Catholic Church to become a collaborator with the self-
professed witch who calls herself Starhawk.”'* Maverick theologian
Fox’s book Original Blessing: A Primer in Creation Spirituality Pre-
sented in Four Paths, Twenty-Six Themes, and Two Questions,” which
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presents an “alternative” to the Catholic Church’s teaching on Orig-
inal Sin, was used as the textbook for the course.

A similar perspective was given seminarians who took philosophy
courses from Father William Dawson, said Gaskell. “We began each
class period with a Buddhist meditation and studied the ‘Gaia prin-
ciple’—worship of Mother Earth,” he recalled. “We also studied
Joseph Fletcher’s ‘situation ethics.” It was an environment in which
there were very clear taboos against expressing orthodox views.”

“I found these ‘open and enlightened’ professors at St. Ambrose
to be very cowardly,” Gaskell reflected. “They were prepared to at-
tack Church teaching, but they were not prepared to defend their
own views. One professor, a graduate of the Biblicum in Rome, told
the chairman of the theology department that he would never have
me in another class, because I challenged his particular take on the
historical-critical method.”

Father Edward Corrigan,* ordained for a midwestern diocese in
the mid-1990s, studied at St. Paul Seminary in Minnesota, where, he
recalls, there were “deep-seated problems.” The final straw there for
Corrigan was a classroom incident in which a nun instructor en-
couraged all of the seminarians to get on their hands and knees on
the floor and pretend they were cats—rubbing their “whiskers” up
against each other. Corrigan was fortunately transferred to a more
conservative seminary where he was able to receive a proper forma-
tion and education.

"Two years after Father Antony Marsdon* was ordained for a Texas
diocese, he joked that he was “still overjoyed and enthusiastic about
the priesthood.” He said this in jest not because he is anything but
overjoyed and enthusiastic, but “because most every priest-professor
I'had in seminary seemed unfulfilled, angry, and altogether hostile to
the Church and her teachings. Of all the professors I studied under,
only one was faithful to the magisterium and he was a lay convert.”

He added: “It didn’t take long to realize that my particular semi-
nary had an agenda, and it wasn’t, shall we say, that of Holy Mother
Church. One professor, a priest, who supposedly taught Patristics,
was no more interested in what the illustrious Fathers had to say
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than Hollywood is interested in sound morals and integrity. All one
needed to do was bash the Church, point out how chauvinistic and
anti-Semitic she was, and you got an A. What I learned, sadly, about
the Church Fathers, I learned on my own. By the way, I never saw a
priest in his clerics unless there was a bishop coming to ordain
someone or visit his seminarians. Then all of a sudden, as if by
magic, voila, they looked like priests. The litany of abuses and erro-
neous teaching goes on and on, from hostile nuns with axes to grind,
to the formation teams wanting to be ‘sensitive to the plight of
homosexuals.” On one occasion, at Mass, one of the nuns got up for
the homily and asked everyone to stand. Then she asked all the men
to sit down. When we had done so she remarked, ‘How does it feel
to be excluded?’ ”

Marsdon, a “late vocation,” admits that he only survived because
his theology was well formed long before he entered the seminary.
He saw that, for himself at least, there was no need to object to the
conflicting teachings he received while a seminarian. “My theology
was chiseled in stone,” said Marsdon. He felt that he knew his faith,
was comfortable with what the Church taught, and saw no need to
change his viewpoint.

But for most younger seminarians who are not buoyed by such
confidence, the seminary experience can be frustrating if not con-
fusing. When the orthodox seminarian objects to false teachings, he
is often mocked and ridiculed for his “old-fashioned” views (even
though these are the views that are enunciated in the contemporary
Catechism published in 1992), called immature or infantile, and sin-
gled out for particularly harsh treatment. Again, “plurality of opin-
ions,” a much-espoused doctrine in seminaries, is only respected if
the seminarian’s opinions confirm and agree with the dominant dis-
sident theories at the seminary. Psychological abuse and manipula-
tion in this regard is terribly damaging to the orthodox seminarian.
It also leads to loss of faith—and worse.

Dr. Angela Sutcliffe,* who taught in seminary for twelve years, not
only corroborates this conclusion—she has withessed many such cases
of lost faith—she adds that “seminarians are not the only ones vulner-
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able to losing their faith; so too are the good and loyal faculty mem-
bers who struggle to teach the Church’s teachings—clergy and lay.”

As for the majority of professors who make up the faculties of
American seminaries, Wisconsin priest Father Charles Fiore, an-
other person intimate with the situation, asked:

If an engineer working for the Space Program were dis-
covered to have deliberately and in knowing violation
of procedures used faulty parts, is it likely that he would
be retained by that program?

Then why are men and women who clearly do not
understand and apparently do not believe the teachings
of the Church allowed to educate, form, and train sem-
inarians who will be entrusted with the souls of the
faithful? Whatever can rectors and bishops who permit
the use of alien texts and alienated professors be
thinking? No wonder good and faithful pastors are dis-
couraged from sending young men to study for the
priesthood, when all too often [the seminarians] are
subverted in their faith and perverted in their morals!

If the bishops and rectors don’t know that this kind
of rot is eating away at the innards of the Church, at
its future vitality, that’s misfeasance. If they do know
but do nothing to stop it, that’s malfeasance! And the
faithful should demand top-to-bottom house clean-
ings where such situations exist! Certainly they are not
morally obliged to financially support this ecclesias-
tical incompetence.'¢

Overt heterodox teachings and attitudes—what Fiore calls “rot”—
on the part of seminary faculty members and others charged with the
formation of future priests not only result in the “miseducation” of
the clergy, who transfer their teachers’ attitudes to Catholics in their
care, they also contribute significantly to the decline of orthodox vo-
cations. Many good men who are aspiring priests either are driven
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out of the seminary system for refusing to embrace the political
agenda of the day or walk away from their vocation disgusted with
the seminary and disenchanted with the Catholic Church. Others,
sadly, also suffer a great loss of faith. ’



CHAPTER 6

Pooh-Poohing Piety

How Traditional Expressions of the Faith
Often Disqualify the Orthodox Seminarian

There were psychological screws under which we seminarians were con-

stantly pressed. The fact was, we had to bide devotion to Mary and to the

Eucharist, or any other pious exercise of faith which was not on the list of
acceptable activities.

—Father Jobn Lewandowski, former seminarian,

Mount Angel Seminary, St. Benedict, Oregon

Liturgical piety is used as another reason for discrimination against
the orthodox seminarian. The powers that be in many seminaries have
been perplexed over the past few years by the increasing demand by
students for traditional devotions such as Eucharistic adoration, bene-
diction of the Blessed Sacrament, public rosary, and novenas.

In response to this, the orthodox seminarian is too often denied
the opportunity for Eucharistic adoration and forbidden to pray the
rosary anyplace but in his own room. During Mass, it is not un-
common for the priest celebrants, especially those who teach liturgy,
to take great liberties with the liturgical rubrics. It is common too
for seminarians to be forbidden, against their better judgment and
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intuition, to kneel at the proper parts of the Mass, such as during the
Eucharistic prayer.

One priest said of his seminary days: “It seems like they wanted
to break us of any ‘romantic notions’ we may have had of how Mass
ought to be celebrated.” And, he observed, this continues after or-
dination when, it seems, young orthodox priests are placed in
parishes with liberal pastors who still fancy 1970s-style liturgical
experimentation.

But liturgical abuses—experimentation with inclusive language,
seminarians reading parts of the Eucharistic prayer, celebrants with
no vestments, standing through the Eucharistic consecration, coffee-
table Masses in priests’ suites, illicit matter used for Eucharistic
bread, and so on—seem to have deleterious effects far beyond of-
fending the seminarian’s sensibilities. They speak to the heart of the
orthodox man studying for the priesthood. They speak of a crisis of
authority and obedience, which all too often leads the seminarian to
frustration and even contempt for his superiors. Unfortunately, this
gets expressed in ways that are seen as “rigid” and “uncharitable.”
Again, more black marks for our beleaguered young man.

According to Father John Lewandowski, at Mount Angel Semi-
nary “there were psychological screws under which we seminarians
were constantly pressed. The fact was, we had to hide devotion to
Mary and to the Eucharist, or any other pious exercise of faith which
was not on the list of acceptable activities.”

Carl von Deinim* was accepted as a seminarian by a diocese in
Wisconsin and sent to Mundelein Seminary in Chicago. During his
first week there, he was told by a faculty member that he was pro-
hibited from kneeling at the Consecration or receiving Communion
on the tongue. It was said that if he could not follow these instruc-
tions, he would be asked to leave.

“I left on my own the next day,” von Deinim said, acknowledg-
ing that he was unwilling to play the “obedience/disobedience
game” in Chicago.

Peter Carmody,* also a seminarian at Mundelein in Chicago, re-
iterated Joseph Kellenyi’s observation that there are some “serious
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problems” with members of the formation staff, some of whom, he
said, don’t even bother to attend daily Mass. “Others don’t vest for
Mass,” he explained, “because these ‘all-male celebrations’ are said
to help in the oppression of women.”

“Another sad part of the formation staff,” he said, “is their con-
stant scrutiny of how we pray. If a student bows before Communion,
itis filed against him as ‘an obsession with the Real Presence.” Since
we don’t kneel at the consecration, anyone who chooses to kneel
after Communion is observed and remembered. Outward acts of
piety are usually challenged. Often, the formation faculty equates
piety with rigidity, always followed by an analysis of repressed sexual
problems. Then when a bishop comes for a visit, or if a rich donor
arrives, we play up our ‘Catholic face.” This is sometimes laughable,
because the seminarians can’t fake knowing how to act, dress, or even
serve a bishop’s Mass. Consequently, we have seminarians bumping
into each other or kneeling at the wrong time! But I don’t blame the
students; I blame the administration.”

This lack of attention to proper liturgical catechesis and forma-
tion is clearly at odds with the Church’s expectations for seminaries.
In Pastores Dabo Vobis, Pope John Paul II emphasizes that the summit
of Christian prayer for the seminarian is the daily celebration of the
Holy Eucharist. Thus “a totally necessary aspect” of the formation
of every priest is his liturgical formation:

To be utterly frank and clear, I would like to say once
again: It is fitting that seminarians take part every day
in the Eucharistic celebration, in such a way that after-
ward they will take up as a rule of their priestly life this
daily celebration. They should, moreover, be trained to
consider the Eucharistic celebration as the essential
moment of their day, in which they will take an active
part and at which they will never be satisfied with a
merely habitual attendance. Finally, candidates to the
priesthood will be trained to share in the intimate dis-
positions which the Eucharist fosters: gratitude for



120 GOODBYE, GOOD MEN

heavenly benefits received, because the Eucharist is
thanksgiving; an attitude of self-offering, which will
impel them to unite the offering of themselves to the
Eucharistic offering of Christ’s charity nourished by a
sacrament which is a sign of unity and sharing; the
yearning to contemplate and bow in adoration before
Christ, who is really present under the Eucharistic
species.!

The fact that the pope expects seminarians not only to attend but
to participate fully in the Mass each day emphasizes the importance
of the public liturgy in the life of the seminarian (and, later, in his
priestly life). A perversion of the liturgy can be understandably seen
as a perversion of a seminarian’s formation.

Unfortunately, professional liturgists are often very influential in
the seminary, especially, as might be expected, in the celebration of
the Mass. Evidence over the past thirty-some years bears out the in-
disputable fact that those with advanced training in liturgy most
often bring their own liturgical agendas to the local Church at the
expense of the liturgy as the universal Church defines it. Literally,
the liturgy is a battlefield in the seminary, a battle between the or-
thodox, who believe that they are entitled to properly receive the
sacraments, especially the Eucharist, and those progressive church-
men and women who believe that personality and showmanship take
precedence over reverence and rubrics.

It is on this very point that a clash of cultures plays out. The
liturgy of the Mass is one of the most obvious outward manifesta-
tions of the Catholic faith for the fledgling seminarian. When the
orthodox student brings to the seminary a correct understanding of
what should happen during the liturgy, and then faces a perversion
of that liturgy, he feels at best compromised. For instance, many
seminarians, such as von Deinim, expressed their discomfort at being
told they are required to receive Communion in the hand as opposed
to “on the tongue.” These young men, because they understand that
Communion on the tongue is a legitimate option—the case could
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even be made that it is the “preferred” option of the Church’>—are
taken aback. The same is to be said of the seminarian who is in-
structed that he must zot kneel. As Carmody mentioned regarding
Mundelein, the kneeling seminarian is observed to be “suspicious,”
and invariably “rigid.”

'The heart of this suspicion is actually ideological, not liturgical.
The seminarian who kneels and receives Communion on the tongue
is guilty of three things: respect, reverence, and piety, which are in-
dicators that the seminarian has an “outdated” understanding of the
Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist. Accordingly, the liturgist
is offended that the seminarian does not share his progressive view
of the Real Presence—one that, it must be said, is at odds with what
the Church teaches. Again, this is another issue that is politicized in-
side the seminary and now in the wider Church.

It must be admitted too that the seminary powers that be some-
times do not see the liturgy as a divisive issue in the seminary, but
simply an issue about which the orthodox seminarian is wrong. Sister
Katarina Schuth of St. Paul’s Seminary in Minnesota explains that
“students may accuse faculty of not supporting their devotions or
loving the Blessed Sacrament, to which faculty respond that they are
simply asking students also to see Christ in others and serve accord-
ingly.”* Schuth’s obvious illogic is well understood by seminarians
across the United States and will be treated in more depth in a later
chapter, but suffice it to say for now that the orthodox seminarian is
puzzled when told that his devotion to the Blessed Sacrament
somehow prevents his ability to “see Christ in others and serve ac-
cordingly,” when he understands that such devotion, as well as all
properly ordered devotion, will foster “seeing Christ in others and
serving accordingly.” Father Andrew Walter of Bridgeport compared
Schuth’s illogic to asking Catholics not to pray because it may inter-
fere with their relationship with their neighbors.

“Some seminarians were very reverent and pious toward the Eu-
charist,” Walter explained of his time at St. Mary’s Seminary in Balt-
more, “and one day at Mass, after Communion had been distributed,
a faculty priest blew on the paten when there were fingernail-size
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pieces of the Eucharist on it. He did this to make a point to the guys
who were pious, who believed in the teaching of the Church that Jesus
is really present in the Host. He was asking the seminarians, ‘Why are
you so rigid?’ I'm not going to say this is verging on the demonic. That
is demonic,” he said of the seminary priest’s actions, “and it is con-
nected with so many other things in the life of the Church. It’s a sac-
rilege of the worst kind.”

Walter also pointed out that reverence and irreverence in the
Mass accords to belief or lack of belief in one of the fundamental
teachings of the Catholic Church, a teaching which is, in fact,
uniquely Catholic:

The mode of Christ’s presence under the Eucharistic
species is unique. It raises the Eucharist above all the
sacraments as “the perfection of the spiritual life and the
end to which all the sacraments tend.” In the most
blessed sacrament of the Eucharist “the body and blood,
together with the soul and divinity, of our Lord Jesus
Christ and, therefore, the whole Christ is truly, really, and
substantially contained.” This presence is called “real”—
by which [it] is not intended to exclude the other types
of presence as if they could not be “real” too, but be-
cause it is [a] presence in the fullest sense: that is to say,
it is a substantial presence by which Christ, God and
man, makes himself wholly and entirely present [em-
phasis in the original].*

Thus, based on the teaching of the Catholic Church it would
seem that Walter’s assessment of the priest’s action at St. Mary’s as
“sacrilege” would be justified. Such mockery of the Mass is invari-
ably detrimental to a young man’s vocation, whether he is aware of
it or not. It erodes the orthodox seminarian’s confidence in his
seminary. “If they can’t get something this basic right, something
that indicates obedience to the Church and belief in one of the fun-
damental doctrines of the Church, a young guy is naturally going
to become suspicious of other ways he’s being ‘formed’ in [the sem-
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inary],” explained Walter, who was sent to psychological coun-
seling for his perceived “rigidness” when he was a seminarian at
Baltimore’s St. Mary’s.

Another effect of liturgical abuse and mockery is driving the
seminarian away from proper devotion to the Mass, as the Mass
comes to be dreaded—not for what it is but because of how it is
abused and mocked.

Father Eduard Perrone recalled the liturgies during his seminary
days at Detroit’s St. John’s in the late 1970s as “awful.”

“I remember the day one of the faculty priests came in wearing a
pink biretta. It was a mockery. The whole Mass was a mockery that
day. [The faculty priests] were so liberal that they didn’t care if you
came to Mass or not.

“There was a little glass window on the large doors that opened
into the chapel. I used to look into the chapel through the peep glass
from the vestibule just before Mass and sometimes say, ‘Oh no, not
today.” I would see something set up like electric guitars or bongo
drums, and I’d just skip Mass that day. We had a lot of things wrong
with the Mass.”

Father Bob Oravetz of Pittsburgh said he received excellent
training in the liturgy at Mount St. Mary’s Seminary in Emmitts-
burg, Maryland, but as a board member for the Serra Club, an inter-
national vocations-promoting group, he traveled to many different
seminaries when he was a student. During his previous career as an
international businessman, he made eighty-two flights to China, ac-
cruing a great many frequent-flier miles that paid his airfare for these
Visits.

“Even though my contact with seminarians and faculty at these
schools was casual,” he explained, “I could get a fairly good under-
standing for the spiritual life or prayer life there in just a short stay.”

Attending the seminaries’ Masses, he said, was the most indica-
tive. His most memorable stay, he recalled, was at St. Patrick’s in
Menlo Park, California. “I looked all around to find the liturgical
schedule because I wanted to go to Mass in the morning. I finally
found a small notice on one of the bulletin boards indicating that
Mass was at 7:30 the next morning. When I went to the main chapel,
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no one was around and the doors to the chapel were locked. A man
dressed in shorts and walking his dog came into the hallway and I
asked him about Mass. He said that’s where he was going at the mo-
ment, and he would show the way. It turned out that Mass was not
offered in the main chapel, but in the nun’s convent in another
building. This was the only Mass offered at the seminary each day.
went in and there were no seminarians at Mass except myself. There
were only nuns present. The man who was walking the dog came out
vested and celebrated the Mass, with his dog sitting in the corner.
After Mass I went to the dining hall for breakfast, and I noted that
the seminarians didn’t fail to show up there.”

Oravetz, who is a priest of the Byzantine rite but also has faculties
to celebrate the Latin rite Mass, believes that one of the problems
with seminarians seeing liturgical abuses or liturgical mockery in the
seminary is that such abuses “will probably not lessen later.”

“There are always ways to break the orthodox young man,” he ex-
plained. “For instance, if he has a spiritual year or a pastoral year
serving in a parish, he may well be assigned to a pastor who is very
liberal and consequently abuses the Mass’s liturgy. Even if he gets or-
dained, the process continues; he may continue to be assigned only
to serve liberal pastors until he has forgotten any liturgical ideals, i.e.,
legitimate practices, he may have had about liturgy that he may want
to follow.”

At many seminaries over the past thirty-some years, alternative
celebrations, known properly as quasi-liturgies, have been intro-
duced. Many, in the name of “diversity” or “multicultural aware-
ness,” introduce popular New Age themes that are blatantly opposed
to Christianity. Others, in the name of “gender inclusivism,” have in-
corporated feminist themes.

Father Edward Tressilian* laments the quasi-liturgies he experi-
enced while a seminarian at the Washington Theological Union in
D.C., which he attended for a year while he was studying for a mis-
sionary religious order. “They were a mockery of the Mass, really,”
he commented, “all in order to satisfy the feminist nuns’ lust for
power and domination in the Church.”
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Father John Rattery” recalled an Indian liturgy he attended while
at a West Coast seminary in the early 1990s. The quasi-liturgical rite
began: “We greet you, Great Spirit of the Earth. It was from you we
came as from a Mother. You nourish us and give us shelter,” and in-
cluded the following prayer:

All is a circle and a hoop within me.
If I speak in the language you taught me
I am all but one.

Look inside the circle and the hoop,
You will see your relation and nations.
Your relation to the four-legged

And two-legged

And the winged ones

And the Mother Earth

The Grandfather Sun

The Grandmother Moon

The Direction and the Sacred Seasons.
And the Universe

You will find love for your relation.
Look further inside the Sacred Circle
And the Sacred Hoop.

In the center of the circle and hoop
You will feel the Spirit of the Great Creator,
He is the center of everything

Learn about what you are

By observing what you are not.

A circle and a Hoop within me.

The Indian liturgical rite was explained in a handout distributed
to the seminarians and others present:

We begin our worship with the Prayer to the Four
Winds, a prayer expressive of Native American spiritu-
ality. As we gather, we face the North to proclaim this
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prayer and after a brief pause turn and face each new
direction.

The symbol of the golden corn is used as we pray to-
ward the North. The gold represents light which is es-
sential of life and protection symbolized by corn. Since
light (sunbeams, warmth) is a necessary element of gen-
eration, the pollen, a masculine symbol, is the symbol of
fructification, vivification, and continuity of life and
safety. As we pray toward the East, the fire of the incense,
another masculine symbol, represents the rising Sun.
The bowl of earth, a feminine symbol, is raised as a
symbol of Creation as we pray towards the South. The
final prayer is toward the West towards the great waters
of the Pacific Ocean. The symbol of water, a feminine
symbol, also represents the rains that renew Creation.’

In sum, while Indian prayers are suitable for Indian tribal rituals,
one must soberly assess the seminarians’ situation: who they are;
whom they’ll serve; how relatively little time they have to learn an
incredible amount of uniquely Catholic knowledge and wisdom.

Praying the rosary has been another flashpoint of “inappropriate and
misdirected piety.” Countless seminarians tell the same story: They
wanted to pray the rosary, meditating on the mysteries of the life of
Christ, yet they were looked upon with a suspicious eye. Sometimes,
when public rosary prayer was permitted at the seminary, students
who participated regularly in the Marian devotions were given poor
evaluations by their formation team, who claimed that praying the
rosary somehow showed a deficiency in personality and was an indi-
cation that the seminarian may not be suitable for the priesthood. At
other times, public rosary prayer was simply disallowed.

“I formed a rosary group, which met daily in my room for evening
rosary,” explained Father Norm Weslin. “The authorities told me to
stop. I asked why. They answered that the floor may cave in. It was
a sturdy new building so I seriously doubted their explanation.”®
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Speaking of the attitude toward the rosary at St. Mary Seminary
in Baltimore, Father Andrew Walter said the devotion was discour-
aged. “They said it was divisive. Then they banned the public
recitation of the rosary.”

When Father Ted Ramsey* attended the Josephinum in Colum-
bus, Ohio, during the early 1990s, a group of seminarians “got
together to pray the rosary, and it was noted by the faculty who was
doing this,” he explained. “There were about eight of us. It became
a ‘formation issue.’” It got brought up in our evaluations. They made
it sound like we were trying to be better than the rest of them.”

When Andrew McWhirter* first started at Oregon’s Mount Angel
Seminary, he was careful about being seen publicly praying the
rosary. He and a fellow student got together regularly for the devo-
tion. After they noticed another two seminarians were also getting
together to pray the rosary, they all gathered together for a group
rosary prayer and later began inviting other seminarians to join them
each evening. It was finally settled into a routine where they would
meet in the chapel after dinner.

“We grew to about thirty guys, which is just about unheard of,”
explained McWhirter.

And on special feast days we would put out notices
inviting the whole student body. We’d get about fifty
guys on those days, sometimes up to two-thirds of the
seminarians. But the rector never came even though we
invited him not only in writing but verbally, in person.

And then pretty soon we were labeled as “Pharisees,”
and we were said to be “divisive.” Then our numbers
just plummeted immediately. These guys were running
scared. They said they no longer wanted to be associ-
ated with praying the rosary. Pretty soon we were down
to ten or twelve guys each night.

We were giving the seminary staff exactly what they
wanted: It was “multi-cultural”; we prayed the rosary in
five different languages every night—in English,
Spanish, Vietnamese, Samoan, and Latin. So we were
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“diverse,” “tolerant,” “embracing,” all the stuff that
they wanted, but we were praying the rosary, which it-
self was politically incorrect.

My relationship with my formation director started
out okay. I knew I had to play the game and get along
and get through. But things started to come up that
were “formation issues” or “potential formation issues,”
like this rosary group. When this subject came up with
him one day, he said: “Well, there is one issue that
we’ve got to talk about. This rosary group....”

And I said, “What about it?”

“Well we’re hearing things like you guys are doing
this and that.” He was planting a little seed in my for-

mation report.

In other words, McWhirter’s participation in publicly praying the
rosary, one of the oldest devotions in the Catholic Church, amounted
to black marks for the aspiring priest.

Because the public liturgy and public and private devotions are some
of the most obvious expressions of the Catholic faith in seminaries,
the perversion or prevention of proper and legitimate devotions is
one of the leading causes for the orthodox seminarian to leave his
seminary. The effects of liturgy on a man are profound: Consistently,
improper celebration of the Mass and suspicion cast upon those who
practice time-honored devotions (e.g., adoration of the Blessed
Sacrament and praying the rosary) naturally have a deleterious effect
on a seminarian’s spirituality. Owing to these facts, many young men
are convinced that they cannot or will not remain in an environment
that is so unsupportive of their faith and devotion.



CHAPTER 7

Go See the Shrink!

How Psychological Counseling Is Used
to Expel the Good Man from His Seminary

If one or two years of psychelogical counseling on a fee for service basis is not

successful in alienating the man from bis faith in the Church, be is given a

negative recommendation from the psychologist which usually means an-
other dismissal and anotber lost vocation.

—Dr. Jobn Fraunces, psychologist and member of the

Catholic Medical Association

What happens to the orthodox seminarian when confronted by the
host of obstacles discussed thus far—the gay subculture, radical fem-
inism, heterodox professors and spiritual directors, bad liturgy, po-
litical correctness, and lack of spirituality? These very “exterior”
influences indeed have a profound effect on a young man in a con-
text where he expects himself to grow in holiness and commitment
as he makes his way toward ordination. After all, no man is imper-
vious to his environment, especially his spiritual environment. The
obstacles take their toll.

Father Amos Perry* of the Diocese of Austin put it this way: “One
of the classic dynamics at the seminary was that the young, and hence
in some ways immature, orthodox seminarian, hammered from all
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sides by a system inimical to his faith, his sexuality, and his sense of
mature human behavior, would be worn down to the point of ‘striking
back.” If necessary, this pressure could also be increased by advisors,
faculty evaluations, etc., especially when they attempted to rearrange
or force the manifestation of a candidate’s conscience. Once you
‘struck back’ you were dead. You were ‘insubordinate,’ ‘had problems
with authority figures,” or were ‘rigid.” It was sobering at the time to
realize how closely the dynamic paralleled the brainwashing strategies
of the Communist reeducation camps. Even the connotations of the
terms ‘rigid,” ‘preconciliar,” ‘anticommunity,” resonated with Com-
munist terms like ‘capitalist,” ‘bourgeois,” and ‘antidemocratic.” ”

Father John Trigilio of the Harrisburg diocese made the same
comparison: “The one book that helped me persevere through my
twelve years of seminary,” he said, “was Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s
Gulag Archipelago. His imprisonment and constant surveillance was
in many ways identical to my seminary life, in which cultural revo-
lutionaries sought to ‘rehabilitate’ the orthodox into becoming full-
fledged party members of the new dissidence. As in the former
USSR, if you opposed the ‘party line,” which in the case of the sem-
inary was their particular brand of heterodoxy, then you were labeled
as mentally unfit and kept under close scrutiny ‘for your own safety.’
The mind games, spying, and hidden agenda, as well as the vast bu-
reaucracy of the KGB, were cloned in the seminaries across America.
Fellow seminarians spy on one another; blackmail, intimidation,
slander, threats, and even violence are employed to protect the status
quo. Quote the pope and you are an archconservative, John Birch,
KKK, Neo-Nazi; quote Gore Vidal and you are an intellectual
Renaissance man.”

Sadly, he added, many of his classmates never made it through to
ordination in this type of environment. “I actually saw vocations tor-
tured and killed by those who were supposedly there to promote and
foster vocations.” What Trigilio witnessed, he said, can only be de-
scribed as “a real persecution and systematic extermination of or-
thodoxy and manly piety so as to artificially create a climate for
married and women clergy.”
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It an orthodox man gets past the seminary gatekeepers and is later
found to be loyal to the papacy and the teachings of the Church,
commented former seminarian Charles Enderby, “liberal churchmen
will seek to break the orthodox person. They will play with a man’s
vocation and with his life.”

Many of the seminarians, former seminarians, and priests inter-
viewed described what they consistently called “intimidation tech-
niques” to weed them out of the seminary, first by making the
orthodox seminarian leave the school of his own volition, and, failing
that, getting him to “strike back,” as Father Perry described it, so
that the administration had a “reason,” however illegitimate it might
be, to expel him and ultimately destroy his vocation.

The most common of these intimidation techniques is the use of
psychological counseling, what seminarians and others commonly
call “getting your head shrunk.”

“Psychological abuse happens,” is the way Jason Dull described
his years at Sacred Heart College Seminary in Detroit. “Every or-
thodox seminarian that I knew while I was at the seminary was sent
to a shrink or was going to be sent to a shrink, myself included,” he
explained. They were sent to ongoing psychological counseling for
what Dull calls “rigorism,” which he believes was merely a “stout-
heartedness in the faith.”

“These seminarians had faith; they had humility,” he said. “If a
seminarian missed one of his counseling sessions, then the seminary
would know about it immediately. There was nothing more strictly
mandated than going to your counseling sessions. You were to
comply, and if you didn’t, you were out, no two ways about it.”

When the orthodox seminarian is sent to a psychologist, he is not
only embarrassed by this turn of events, he begins naturally to
wonder, “Am I nuts?” Although the young man likely considered
himself perfectly sane without qualification before he arrived on
campus, in the seminary he begins to question his sanity, or if he is
still perfectly convinced of his sound mind, he is upset and resentful
of being a grown man who is made to undergo psychological coun-
seling that he feels is wholly unnecessary.
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Greg Hamilton, now an attorney practicing in Iowa, attended
seminary at St. Ambrose University in the Diocese of Davenport,
Iowa, in the early 1990s. “For all the talk about openness and dia-
logue,” he attested, “too often those who questioned the most—if
they had concerns about orthodoxy—were ‘answered’ through the
formation process, rather than in the classroom. There seemed to be
a pretty heavy reliance on psychology to bring the troublemakers
into line. Such an approach would never have been tolerated in my
law school training, for instance, but it seemed pretty routine in sem-
inary. It struck me as an anti-intellectual abuse of power.”

Father Lou Ellis,* who was a seminarian at the Pontifical College
Josephinum in the early 1990s, was sent to a psychologist on four
separate occasions before his vocations director finally stepped in
and said “enough.”

“If they don’t like you and can’t find a reason to kick you out of
seminary,” remarked Ellis, “then they accuse you of being nuts. They
always want to send seminarians to a psychologist.”

“Most guys aren’t willing to talk about this in the open,” he ex-
plained, noting the embarrassing nature of being sent to a “shrink.”

“The problem at the Josephinum at the time was that we had so
little substantive contact with the formation team. The college was
across the street, and sometimes we had a faculty member from the
college who really wouldn’t know us. In my experience, they usually
did not have any basis for the accusations they leveled against semi-
narians to send us to psychological counseling. This counseling is de-
signed to do one of two things. You might start to wonder: Do I really
have a vocation? Some guys are really just looking for an excuse to say,
‘I tried, God. I tested my vocation, but these guys say I don’t have a
vocation.” It’s an easy way out for them because they have a legitimate
authority telling them they don’t belong. The other reason is that
counseling is used as a baseball bat to beat down the orthodox semi-
narian, to make him submit, or to get rid of him. There’s no re-
deeming value to any of it. I think spiritual direction wins out every
time. I don’t think psychological evaluations have any place in the
Church. With good spiritual direction you won’t need a psychologist.”
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Thomas Royde,* who has taught courses at several Catholic sem-
inaries, confirmed the attitude of which Ellis spoke. According to
Royde, the vice rector of a U.S. seminary confided in him that he,
the vice rector, was hostile toward the young, orthodox crowd at his
seminary. Royde explained that several students at this seminary ap-
proached the bishop of their diocese, asking that he encourage the
seminary administration to offer them some time each week for Eu-
charistic adoration. “The vice rector told me that he thinks these
seminarians are dysfunctional,” he added. “He said we’re going to
send them away; we’re going to force them to do therapy. He con-
sidered it ‘anomalous and toxic behavior’ for these guys to insist
upon Eucharistic adoration. He thinks that the young, conservative
guys are all part of an evil conspiracy, that they’re in touch with some
order group or confraternity, and that they’re out to sabotage the
New Church. He believes their problems stem from repressed sex-
uality—he scoffs at their belief in celibacy in the priesthood—or that
they have some other fundamental emotional or psychological
problem. This vice rector is all for psychological therapies. There
was one kid, for example, whom he removed from the seminary and
sent out to a parish while he was receiving psychological counseling.
He said that he hoped the guy would then decide to drop out on his
own. Not surprisingly, this was one of the guys who was interested
in Eucharistic devotion. The vice rector really doesn’t understand
why these young guys want to be so prayerful, why they want to
dress in clerics, and so forth. To him, they’re all nuts.”

Paul Sinsigalli from Boston’s St. John Seminary College explained
the situation in similar terms:

We’d get these evaluations and they wouldn’t make any
sense. We had to go to a meeting with the faculty mem-
bers in order to discuss our evaluations. They would al-
ways give us a little positive stuff before coming to the
negative. They told me I am “prayerful and punctual
and a nice guy but...” and then they would lower the

boom. Then they called me “intrusive,” “abrasive,” and
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“rigid.” My last evaluation said I lack intellectual ability,
emotional maturity, and leadership. For every one of
my evaluations I would go in there and say: This is not
true. And I can prove it to you. I'd state my case and
they would always respond with their catch-all for
everything: “It’s the consensus of the faculty.” And once
they say that, forget it. Case closed. And of course it
doesn’t matter what the evaluation says, if you argue
with them then you might as well write “belligerent”
on the evaluation too.

They were evaluating us, yet they only see us one or
two hours a week. They said, oh, but we observed you
at dinnertime. I asked, “Well, what exactly did you ob-
serve that brings you to these conclusions?” And they
can’t come up with anything. It would have been okay
if they had. At least I would have known I wasn’t being
unjustly targeted for elimination.

Sinsigalli also said that he felt some of the seminarians were being
“baited” so they would betray their ideological allegiance. “One fac-
ulty member,” Sinsigalli explained by way of example, “teaches phi-
losophy. At the lunch table I've seen and heard her talking about how
there will be women priests before too long, and the Church will fi-
nally let priests get married. It’s one thing to have those opinions,
but she is broadcasting them and daring the seminarians to go
against her, to have a different opinion.”

Sinsigalli was sent to psychological counseling beginning in his
first year at St. John’s.

I was in therapy for three years. I was feeling depressed
by events at the seminary after I was labeled a “homo-
phobe,” and when I told that to my spiritual director he
insisted I go see a psychologist.

I thought, “What the heck, it’s free and maybe it’ll
help me.” I would talk about things that were going
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on at the seminary, and many times I felt like he
turned it around on me as if I were the problem. I re-
member one time specifically I said I believe what the
Church teaches about homosexuals, and that homo-
sexual acts are wrong and intrinsically evil. I don’t
think of it as anything personal. It’s just objective
truth. He was all over me for that. He said, “How can
you say that’s not personal?”

A lot of the guys went to him and I don’t know what
he reported to the faculty about me. He said that there
was confidentiality, but I wonder about that. I just can’t
believe that the priests at the seminary didn’t get infor-
mation from the psychologist. It seemed like things
were going hand-in-hand. There was a similarity to
what I was being told in the seminary which was re-
iterated again and again by the psychologist in order
that [ might understand well that I was the one who was
out of whack, not my superiors or my liberal peers back
at the seminary.

After Sinsigalli was dismissed from St. John’s—he graduated from
the college but was not approved to continue in the graduate theol-
ogy program that prepares men for ordination—it took him two
months of recuperation, he said, to get back on his feet again, emo-
tionally and physically. “I was in bad shape. Very depressed, con-
fused. I just figured that once I got to theology things would be
better, that I wouldn’t be under such a microscope. But when I got
booted, it just blew me out of the water.”

The following year, another Massachusetts diocese agreed to eval-
uate Sinsigalli’s suitability despite the fact that Boston had dismissed
him out of hand. “I talked with the vocations director there,” he ex-
plained, “and found this diocese to be very different from Boston. It
seemed orthodox. I told their vocation director I didn’t want to get
into another problem like I did with the homosexual atmosphere at
St. John’s, and end up getting sent to counseling for allegedly being
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a ‘rigid homophobe.” He told me his diocese purposefully does not
send their men to St. John’s. They are apparently aware of some of
the problems there.”

During the summer, however, Sinsigalli began to have misgivings
about returning to seminary life, but not because he thought he no
longer had a vocation to the priesthood. “As I started to think about
it, trying to mentally prepare to go,” he explained, “I started having
flashbacks. It was crazy. I had anxiety. [ had a hard time sleeping be-
cause I was so tense. I just knew that if I had gone I would not have
done so well because I was so uptight. I still needed time to recover
from the trauma of St. John’s. The vocations director wanted me to do
one more year of undergraduate work at the local Catholic college so
he could get to know me. I couldn’t get any financial aid because I al-
ready had a bachelor’s degree. I would have had to go $20,000 into
debt. After what I had been through at St. John’s I was just scared. I
wasn'’t ready to return to seminary. I was too demoralized.”

Instead he was accepted into the graduate theology program at
Franciscan University of Steubenville, which he has found both an
orthodox and a very positive educational experience, and a place
where no one has suggested that he is psychologically ill.

George Mayhew also became depressed once he experienced life
as a seminarian in an East Coast religious order. “I was asked to seek
personal counseling by a priest-psychologist,” he explained, “because
they feared I was becoming depressed. I went without much objec-
tion not because I was clinically depressed, but because they were in-
deed depressing me. I then had to attend a weekly ‘support group’
run by an ex-priest, now therapist. It was crap, just emotivism.”

Mayhew, who holds a Ph.D. in psychology himself, is a critic of
modern psychology. He agrees with William Coulson that it’s based
too much on subjective humanist theories. Mayhew, who is presently
penning a book that critiques human psychology from a Thomistic
perspective, believes that the kind of counseling he received was con-
trary to the Church’s teaching on the human person.

“Much of the psychology we get here at the seminary,” he said, “is
very humanistic. It’s all about emotions, and emotions that are not
guided by the intellect.”
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In addition to personal counseling, many seminaries use group
therapy techniques like the “support group” meeting mentioned by
Mayhew. Many seminarians described similar experiences in such
group therapy programs.

“One of the most degrading things the facilitator—they like to be
called by this title—attempts to do is to dig up all past sins through
group discussion sessions,” explained Father Stephen Grant,* who
attended a West Coast seminary. “You are expected to reveal all of
your past hurts, all the past abuses heaped on you by whomever from
any period of your life. The more, the better.”

“This may all sound a little cynical,” he continued, “but it is very
real and potentially damaging psychologically. This kind of probing
touches upon the conscience. It enters an area of the human person
where no one has a right to go unless invited. This includes the con-
tessor and spiritual director.

“In my experience, this group therapy attempts to batter down the
door of conscience. And when resisted, the individual is labeled as a
nonconformer or as being uncooperative. This, of course, gets back
to his bishop and vocations director by way of an unflattering eval-
uation. Just to give one example of how deeply people can be af-
fected by this program: I have a good friend who was a doctor in the
air force, and he is now a priest in a diocese in the Southwest. He
told me that when this program was relatively new, the air force
adopted it on an experimental basis. He said that in his group, two
men hanged themselves after a number of these group sessions in
which they broke down and sobbed out their story, revealing the
most intimate details of their lives. In the judgment of this priest, he
feels strongly that these men were affected traumatically by the psy-
chological mind-bending of the group sessions.”

"To many priests and seminarians, psychological counseling—“go see
the shrink”—appears to be a form of punishment for not towing the
politically correct line at seminary. In many cases the poor psycho-
logical evaluations are used as an excuse, as previously suggested, to
expel the orthodox student from the seminary system.
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Father Andrew Walter spent fourteen years making his way
through the seminary system. Psychological counseling and evalua-
tion played a significant part in his seminary career. In February of
1995, after having consistently defended Church teaching against
faculty at St. Mary’s Seminary in Baltimore, Walter was sent to the
New Life Center in Middleburg, Virginia, for a two-day psycho-
logical evaluation. He was sent there, he said, because of alleged “be-
havioral problems.”

Shortly after the evaluation, Walter was expelled from St. Mary’s.

“I wasn’t the only one either,” he explained. “A good friend of
mine at seminary went through the exact same experience. He was
accused of having all kinds of psychological problems, sent out to a
shrink, and then expelled.”

Both Walter and his friend, exiled from St. Mary’s and dismissed
by their respective bishops, sought out new dioceses to sponsor them.
It was then that they made the acquaintance of Dr. John Fraunces, a
Philadelphia-area psychologist. A 1997 article in Catholic World Re-
port by Leslie Payne relates the story of how Walter, with the help of
Fraunces, obtained a copy of his psychological evaluation from the
New Life Center. He discovered that he had been diagnosed by ther-
apist Thomas Drummond with “severe sexual dysfunction,” “histri-
onic personality disorder,” and “narcissistic personality disorder.”

“This evaluation,” said Walter, “was based on two written per-
sonality tests and a twenty-minute interview. That’s how long it took
to make that diagnosis.”

However, when Fraunces evaluated the test data that Drummond
had collected from Walter, it was obvious to him that the tests could
not have justified such a diagnosis. That’s when Andrew Walter began
assembling a lawsuit against Drummond and St. Mary’s Seminary. As
the evidence was gathered, it became clearer and clearer to Walter that
the seminary had sent him to the New Life Center, a place where
pedophile priests are sent, in order to receive a phony evaluation that
would make it look as if he was a potential sex offender.

Walter said that when he contacted Drummond to get a copy of
his evaluation, Drummond refused, saying he doesn’t write them for
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laypeople. But when Fraunces contacted him, Drummond released
the evaluation, thinking that Fraunces was evaluating Walter for an-
other diocese. “Drummond thought that when Dr. Fraunces read
my report from the New Life Center, he would immediately rec-
ommend against me,” said Walter.

Fraunces explained to Catholic World Report that Drummond’s
evaluation insinuated that Walter was “homophobic” because he was
a “homosexual in denial.” Drummond concluded that “Andrew was
intolerant of homosexuals, that he experiences his heterosexuality in
the negative sense of not being homosexual, and that homosexuality
is an aspect of this one personality that Andrew did not have the op-
portunity to explore growing up.”

Fraunces added: “Drummond included on the list of Walter’s
problems ‘a distorted negative reaction to homosexual behavior in
others’ and complained that ‘Andrew believes that his careful dis-
tinction between homosexual orientation, which he thinks is fine,
and homosexual attitudes and behavior, which he disapproves,
should be respected and he cannot understand why others think him
homophobic.” He fails Walter for ‘his anger at and rejection of values
and behaviors with which he does not agree.” In his summary, Drum-
mond cites Walter’s ‘lack of important intimate relationships among
his peers’ at the seminary as evidence of developmental delay.”!

(It is important to recall that St. Mary’s Seminary in Baltimore has
long been nicknamed the “Pink Palace” for its alleged acceptance
and even promotion of the gay subculture in the seminary.)

According to Fraunces, “Drummond stressed that Walter’s pri-
mary problem was ‘tweaking the nose of authority, which prompted
the seminary’s request for an evaluation.” ” But Dr. Fraunces dis-
agreed, saying that Walter’s “hostility” to the seminary faculty was
prompted by “the authority figure pretending to be Catholic, while
in effect violating basic rules of Catholicism—permitting homo-
sexual behavior between faculty and students or adulterous liaisons
between faculty members. These people deny the Church’s au-
thority, yet demand deference to themselves. Andrew does not have
a problem with legitimate authority.”
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Fraunces subsequently readministered the psychological test that
Walter had taken at the New Life Center and found no evidence of
personality disorders. He characterized Drummond’s report as “a vi-
olation of ethics” and said that a report like that would be “the kiss
of death for anyone who is a heterosexual and wants to be a priest.”

Upon recommendation from Dr. Fraunces, Andrew Walter was
accepted as a candidate for the priesthood by the Diocese of Bridge-
port, then under the leadership of Bishop Edward Egan, who would
later become cardinal archbishop of New York. Walter was sent to
St. Joseph Seminary (Dunwoodie) in Yonkers, New York, where he
said he received “a decent education.” After graduating magna cum
laude, he was ordained by Egan in May 2000.

Fraunces also helped Walter’s friend Anthony,* who was accepted by
a midwestern diocese and ordained in 1999. Six years earlier, during his
first year at Baltimore’s St. Mary’s, Anthony was told by his formation
director that he acted like “an old-fashioned monsignor who is stuck in
the 1950s. We don’t need a s— like you in the Church.”

Anthony complained to his diocese about the seminary,
but was warned, “If you want to be ordained for this
diocese, you’d better learn how to play the game.”
Anthony says his second year at St. Mary’s was worse
than the first. A woman who taught a course on pas-
toral counseling was very vocal in her dissent from
Church teaching on subjects like abortion and homo-
sexuality. She opened her first class with a complaint
about women’s role in the Church and an admonition
that the men were “wasting their time” studying to be
priests, when they should become social workers or
psychologists instead.

In April of 1995, officials learned that Anthony had
looked into switching to another diocese. He was soon
sent to the New Life Center for a weekend evaluation
because of this “inappropriate behavior.”
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After an interview with New Life Center Associate
Director Sister Carla Przybilla, OSF, and several writ-
ten tests, Anthony met with Dr. Thomas Drummond,
who declared that the tests showed he had “substance-
abuse tendencies” and was “homophobic.” Drummond
predicted, “In five years, you will be an angry drunk
who alienates the whole parish council.” Anthony says
that he replied, “Dr. Drummond, I don’t know much
about psychology, but I do know that it is common for -
people who have dysfunctions to project them onto
others.” Anthony pointed out that he had left a suc-
cessful career in the business world to enter the semi-
nary; he had earned an MBA degree, become a financial
analyst, and was pulling in a $60,000 annual salary.
“And then to be treated like an idiot by this guy,” he
complains.’

Both Anthony and Andrew Walter had nearly identical experiences
at the New Life Center, and both concluded that they were being dis-
criminated against for going against the political flow at St. Mary’s.

When they met up with Dr. Fraunces and Dr. Richard Fitzgib-
bons, a Philadelphia psychiatrist, they “joined an informal network,
small but rapidly growing, of priests and seminarians who say they
have been subjected to a Church-run psychiatric gulag, usually op-
erated by theological liberals, often by men who are openly and ac-
tively homosexuals,” reported the Catholic World Report.6

Fitzgibbons related that many of his patients, both seminarians
and priests, have told him about “clashes with therapists whom they
described as openly homosexual, who urged them to ‘come out of
the closet’ and who claimed that opposition to the ordination of
women was evidence of a personality disorder. They reported cen-
ters where trysts between homosexual patients were permitted or
condoned, and where patients who supported Church teaching on
sexuality were ridiculed in group-therapy sessions.”
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Fraunces became so concerned about the abuse of psychology in
evaluating seminarians that he penned a compelling article in 1997
for Homiletic and Pastoral Review. Based on his experiences with sem-
inarians, he charged that “even in the seminary, the irrational process
of eliminating men from ordination continues.” He described how
orthodox seminarians are routinely sent to psychologists for “growth
counseling,” in order to reform the man. “But if one or two years of
psychological counseling on a fee for service basis is not successful
in alienating the man from his faith in the Church, he is given-a neg-
ative recommendation from the psychologist which usually means
another dismissal and another lost vocation.””

He added, “For those men who are exclusively heterosexual in
orientation and devoutly orthodox in faith, the difficulty of be-
coming a priest at the present time must be faced in an objective and
dispassionate manner.”®

The numerous questions that have been raised about psychological
evaluations and counseling therapy for seminarians led the Catholic
Medical Association (CMA) to form a task force composed of eight
physicians (four of whom are psychiatrists), a consulting psychologist,
and a moral theologian to evaluate the situation. The group’s conclu-
sion resulted in a position statement (partially discussed in Chapter 3)
that practically begged for corrections on the part of bishops and sem-
inary administration. Its findings are revealing.

The position statement explained that many reports have been
made to the CMA that seminarians “who in the course of their
studies expressed support for the teaching of the Magisterium, the
Catechism, and Sacred Scripture, particularly on issues of sexuality
and homosexuality, were told they were rigid and divisive and needed
new psychological evaluations.” In providing background, the CMA
paper explained that many of these orthodox seminarians were sent
to Church-related treatment centers for psychological evaluation de-
spite the fact that no more than a few years earlier these same semi-
narians had passed their psychological testing. Only when retested,
after exhibiting signs of orthodoxy, were they diagnosed with having
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serious psychological problems which led to their dismissal from
seminary.

Explaining the standard practice in the profession, the CMA po-
sition paper stated that “unless there are signs of a severe mental
breakdown, there should be no need to retest a person who has been
evaluated within the past five years” because “the basic personality
structure does not change.”

The CMA recommended that seminary faculty should be clearly
informed “that adherence to the teaching of the Church on sexuality
and particularly on homosexuality is not a sign of rigidity or mental
illness, but of mental health.” No seminarian, the recommendation
continued, “should be referred for retesting because he supports
Catholic teaching. No seminarian should be retested unless he shows
clinically significant evidence of a serious mental disorder.”






CHAPTER 8

The Vocational
Inquisition

How the Orthodox Seminarian
Is Identified and Persecuted

I feel that I have been deliberately singled out for such [onerous] treatment
because of my traditional, classic concepts in some areas—concepts which are
the authoritative teaching of the Church today.
—Fatber William H. Hinds, in a letter to his vocations divector
regarding bis treatment at Cincinnati’s Athenaeum seminary

Although many times psychological “intimidation” comes in the
form of personal or group counseling, it often takes other, more
comprehensive and insidious forms in the everyday experience of the
student at seminary. The case of Father William H. Hinds, a priest
of the Diocese of Covington, Kentucky, ordained in 1987, illustrates
well what many seminarians and priests call the “vocational inquisi-
tion.” Fortunately, Hinds had the prescience to save hundreds of
pages of documentary evidence from his seminary days. They serve
now to document his inquisitorial nightmare.

In the case of William Hinds, his vocation survived the gauntlet
of seminary rector, formation team, and vocations office, which

145
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hundreds of seminarians—particularly the younger ones—do not
survive.

Hinds entered seminary at the Athenaeum of Ohio in Cincinnati
during the fall of 1983, at the age of thirty-nine. Although the
Athenaeum program is typically a five-year commitment, Hinds was
able to complete the program in four. The first two years consisted
of academic preparation, the third year was served out in a parish in-
ternship, and during the fourth year he completed his coursework,
earning two advanced degrees, the standard Master of Divinity
(M.Div.) as well as the Master of Arts in Biblical Studies (M.A.B.).

Cincinnati’s seminary holds to a pattern of student evaluation in
which the seminarian is evaluated by a formation team after the com-
pletion of his first year. The second evaluation comes at the end of
the second year and is taken as a “standard” of evaluation for the re-
mainder of his time in the program. During the third year the semi-
narian is evaluated at the parish where he completes his year-long
internship. It is not supposed to be an evaluation of the student’s
theological ideas but rather of his pastoral performance and aptitude.
If the seminarian receives a positive recommendation from the parish,
he’s ready for candidacy, which he’ll typically get during his fourth
year. A year later, in the fall of his fifth year, he will be ordained a
transitional deacon, and ordination to the priesthood normally fol-
lows the next spring.

At the end of Hinds’s first year of studies at the Athenaeum, he re-
ceived a largely positive evaluation from the formation team. In part,
the evaluation stated that Hinds “is a bright student who spends a
great deal of energy on his studies and is very interested in what he
can learn by way of inquiry.” And although the formation team felt
that “he can sometimes intimidate people by the strong positions he
takes,” it had no problem with recommending Hinds to continue his
preparation for the priesthood.

It was at the beginning of the second year of studies that Father
Richard Sweeney, head of the formation team, and later dean of the
seminary, caught wind of Hinds’s orthodox stance on issues of sexual
morality. One weekend evening Hinds attended a party in one of the
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seminary’s dormitory halls. The party, thrown by a fellow semi-
narian, was attended by faculty members such as the rector and the
seminary dean. One particular seminarian that night was giving out
“big, public, juicy kisses—pretty obvious and lasciviously,” to a male
friend he had invited up, Hinds remembered.

Hinds approached Sweeney about this, complaining that this kind
of sexual kissing was not by any stretch appropriate behavior for a
seminarian. Sweeney, however, dismissed the complaint, saying that
the seminarian was simply growing into his sexual identity and that
he seriously doubted whether the seminarian was truly a homo-
sexually oriented person. Even though Hinds made no more of this,
Sweeney watched Hinds closely for other signs of perceived “rigidity”
in sexual issues.

Hinds related that homosexuality was looked upon kindly at the
Athenaeum. “There was a group of seminarians,” he explained by
way of example, “who would be sitting around watching the televi-
sion show Falcon Crest, and every time one particular actress came on
camera they would whoop and shriek and do all this kind of stuff—
acting effeminate, imitating the woman.”

Thus, two questions Hinds posed to Sweeney were: “Is it appro-
priate for a seminarian to act in a gay manner in the seminary or later
as a priest?” and “Does a seminarian grow in his sexual identity by
‘acting out’?”

Hinds also recalled another incident: He complained about a
fellow seminarian hanging a large poster of transvestite pop singer
Boy George on the outside of the door to his dormitory room. “Any-
body who’s walking along the hallway would see this picture of Boy
George with the eye shadow and painted face,” he explained, “so I
brought it up one time in a meeting. How is everyone going to know
that is not the door to 72y room? Then, to make my point I said, why
don’t I take that poster and put it on the rector’s door? Would that
be appropriate, I asked? I got called to the carpet for that.”

In February 1984, the seminary made its stance on homosexual
seminarians clear in a letter sent out to all students. Endted “Celibacy
and Sexuality: Reflections of the Formation Team,” the letter stated
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that “Among the signs of adequate psychosexual development are the
following: An ability to feel comfortable, confident, and competent
with one’s body and sexuality. Specifically this entails comfort with
one’s gender identity and a satisfactory awareness and acceptance of
one’s sexual orientation. .. [and] reverence for the uniqueness and the
developmental process of other persons. This reverence will enable
one to respect the uniqueness of other persons and refrain from
forcing them to undesired self-disclosures or behaviors.” The forma-
tion team also stated that “the [seminarian’s] sexual orientation in and
of itself does not determine his suitability for priesthood or capacity
for celibate chastity,” and further: “One’s awareness and understanding
of his sexual orientation develops gradually and may shift as one pro-
ceeds through various psychosexual stages. Hence [seminarians] are
urged to guard against any hasty or rigid foreclosure of their sexual
orientation.”

Although Hinds took up the positions of the Church with enthu-
siasm and was prepared to defend them, Sweeney was most dis-
tressed not by Hinds’s concern about the campy behavior of some
seminarians, but by a comment that Hinds soon thereafter made
about masturbation. Hinds merely voiced the Church’s teaching on
masturbation, that it is a “gravely disordered action.”” Sweeney chal-
lenged; masturbation, said the priest, appealing to current opinions
put forth by various schools of psychology, can be a “positive good.”
But Hinds continued to disagree.

“If you can’t say with certainty that masturbation is a positive
good, then you are not suitable for ordination to the Catholic priest-
hood,” Sweeney finally told Hinds. Thus began an aggressive two-
and-a-half-year effort by Sweeney, and later others on the faculty, to
block the ordination of William H. Hinds.

By way of background, Hinds was a former Jesuit novice who left the
order in the 1960s. While drawn very much to the spirituality of St.
Ignatius, the founder of the Society of Jesus, he could not reconcile
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what he experienced in the order with the charism of its founder. He
later went on to teach at Catholic secondary schools and to study
human developmental psychology.

During the 1970s he continued to contemplate how to properly
answer his call to the priesthood. Although Hinds was born and
reared across the river in Cincinnati, Hinds had been working for a
number of years in northern Kentucky. He decided then to approach
Father Roger Kriege, the vocations director in Covington. In April
of 1983 he explained where he stood regarding Church teaching. “I
will gladly serve this diocese as a priest,” he told Kriege, “but I hold
orthodox views on sexual matters. If you’re not going to back me up
on that down the road, tell me now and I won'’t tell anyone you ad-
mitted that, and I won’t come back and bother you again. If you ac-
cept me as a man and a priest, then you have to accept that I hold
positions that are the Church’s positions. I can tell you now that T am
going to be attacked.”

Kriege, himself not known for particularly traditional views, acted
like a “prince,” judged Hinds; the vocations director consented to
back him up on his orthodoxy. Hinds’s prediction turned out to be
correct. When he would not agree to concede to Sweeney that mas-
turbation was a “positive good,” Sweeney launched into what
amounted to an inquisitorial campaign to discredit Hinds’s suitability
for ordination, at least in Hinds’s view. The campaign would last over
two years.

Hinds had no qualms about expressing the Church’s point of view
when students and faculty put forth theological opinions to the con-
trary during classes. But complaints began to trickle in, charging
Hinds with an “excessively critical attitude.” A few months later
Sweeney called Hinds into his office to discuss the matter. He rec-
ommended that Hinds temper his criticism and respect the opinions
of others, whether or not they agreed with what the Church teaches
or even squared with sound reasoning or common sense. Hinds ex-
plained that these complaints were often lodged by those who made
no effort to understand him, and further, that he was never given the
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chance to articulate his views fully, which both he and Sweeney rec-
ognized as traditional viewpoints carefully defined by the official
teaching of the Church.

Responding to his complaint, Sweeney directed that Hinds enroll
in a special “Independent Study” course in which he could articulate
his theological views and method. He did so under the tutelage of
Sweeney and Sister Terry Koernke, another member of the forma-
tion team who was employed by the Athenaeum at that time as a
professor of liturgy. Koernke, in fact, had been one of Hinds’s vocal
critics. She considered him to be “rigid” in his theological outlook
and, according to Hinds, seemed to view this special course as an op-
portunity to use his own words against him. Thus began what Hinds
believed was a formal campaign to either bring him into line or send
him packing.

His first assignment was to compose a term paper on his “anthro-
pological reflections.” He completed this first exercise in April of
1985, turning in an eighteen-page explanation that was to help con-
textualize his responses to the method and content of his seminary
education. It was a very personal reflection that revealed incidents
from his early childhood, as well as his education and later teaching
experiences. He concluded in the reflection that he had “learned to
live in the presence of error and deception without getting bent out
of shape in unproductive ways.”

“I have learned to gauge my responses for effectiveness,” he
wrote, “rather than simply as responses to evil behavior. It does little
good to rant about some awful truth, if people are not going to be
changed by such behavior.”

His second assignment, completed a month later, was a paper on
Humanae Vitae, Pope Paul VI’s 1968 watershed encyclical on the
question of artificial contraception. Hinds outlined the main ideas of
the pope’s letter, listed some of the frequent objections made con-
cerning the document, and then offered his own response to each of
these objections in a systematic fashion.? He concluded by offering
a summary statement of his own thoughts taken directly from the
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Vatican’s Declaration on Sexual Ethics: “The traditional doctrine must
be studied more deeply. It must be handed on in a way capable of
properly enlightening the consciences of those confronted with new
situations and it must be enriched with a discernment of all the ele-
ments which can truthfully and usefully be brought forward about
the meaning and value of human sexuality.”

When Hinds completed the first term paper on his anthropological
reflectons, he thought that would satisfy the independent study course
requirement, but Sweeney and Koernke asked for an additional paper
on Humanae Vitae. When Hinds was nearly certain that these two pa-
pers would make for satisfactory coursework, they assigned him yet
another paper. With only one week left in the semester, Sweeney and
Koernke informed him that this one was to be his reflections on the
natural law with particular respect to masturbation.

Hinds requested an extension into the summer for completion of
this final paper. Besides, requiring this of one particular seminarian
who supported the Church’s teaching on sexual morality seemed a
bit suspicious to him. Hinds believed that Sweeney was looking for
a reason to dismiss him from the seminary, if he could not succeed
in converting Hinds to his political views.

During the month of June, while attending to his new duties as an
intern seminarian, he completed the paper and mailed it in to both
Sweeney and Koernke. Later that summer Hinds was surprised to
find that Sweeney had mailed him comments on his masturbation
paper, hinting that this “inquisitorial process,” as Hinds described it,
would continue the following year. He even called into question
Hinds’s appeal to the authority of the Church, writing that this au-
thority “must be analyzed and perhaps critiqued itself.” For the most
part, Sweeney’s comments on this third paper indicated the nature
of his criticism, which can best be described as an ideological assess-
ment. In other words, “Does Hinds agree with 7ze on the topic at
hand?” In some spots, Sweeney commented in his own hand,
“agreed!” or “yes,” while in others he added his own perspective, for
example, writing that masturbation “may at times be ‘healthy’ when
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seen within a developmental perspective.” Sweeney also notably
commented at the end of Hinds’s paper that he’d “be interested in
hearing” about his own masturbation experiences.

Hinds then appealed to his vocations director. In a letter on
September 9, 1985, Hinds wrote to Kriege regarding the mastur-
bation paper:

In August I received the paper back with comments.
Sweeney informs me that he will set up an appointment
with Sr. Terry, himself and myself in September. The
tone of his comments and the nature of his suggestions
that this inquisitorial process might continue seem to
me to be onerous treatment. I feel that I have been de-
liberately singled out for such treatment because of my
traditional, classic concepts in some areas—concepts
which are the authoritative teaching of the Church
today. I resent being repeatedly forced into an extreme
revisionist position by means of burdensome question-
ings, “fishing expeditions,” etc. I have copies of the pa-
pers from this last course in self-justification and will
share them with you if you like. My plans are to ride
out the process a bit further, hoping that it winds down
under the burden of its own inappropriateness.

Both Koernke and Sweeney had related several complaints about
Hinds’s papers to his priest supervisor, who was also the dean of stu-
dents at the time. In a written memo, they lodged four basic con-
cerns about Hinds. The first concern was that he was not open
enough to the position that masturbation was sometimes healthy
psychologically and psychosexually. Aside from the fact that Hinds
had clearly demonstrated an acquaintance with the “experts” in the
field of psychology who expressed such a position, he wrote at length
on the matter, studied it, and made an informed decision that what
the Church teaches on the subject is the truth, especially when con-
sidered from the point of view of natural law. Nevertheless, Koernke
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was concerned that Hinds was using the authority and teaching of
the Church as one of the sources that formed his belief.

“How can I answer such a complaint?” Hinds asked his priest su-
pervisor when they discussed this. “I don’t think I'm blindly and stu-
pidly following questionable Church statements,” Hinds said later in
a written defense. “I’ve given the matter my greatest attention and I
find the Church presenting a considered, contemporary opinion and
asking Catholics for support. I support the position because the
Church says it and because it seems logically, philosophically true, and
because it seems to me to fit the phenomena. My obedience to the
teaching authority of the Church is not, I think, absurd and infantile.
I don’t understand why this position is being challenged by faculty.”

According to the priest supervisor, further concern was expressed
that Hinds was “arrogant and unfair” in his masturbation paper
when he stated that the other opinions on the subject must be re-
garded as based in ignorance or not of good will. What Hinds had
written, however, was that he believed the Church’s position was ob-
jectively true and that positions to the contrary could not also be
true, a classic illustration of the principle of noncontradiction.

The third concern, expressed mainly by Koernke, was that Hinds’s
masturbation paper was “hard to follow and understand.” She told
his priest supervisor that she would have preferred the style of the
second paper, the one he prepared on Humanae Vitae. In response,
Hinds explained that he was assigned the writing project one week
before the end of the term. Not only was he rushed, even with the
extension he was granted into the month of June, his summer in-
ternship duties took up much of his time. Hinds felt that he demon-
strated adequately in his first two papers that he could research a
topic and present his thoughts and findings coherently. Of Koernke’s
criticism in this regard, said Hinds, “I felt like the high school kid
who reveals himself in an essay and is thoroughly criticized and re-
buked for grammatical or format inadequacies.”

The last complaint, also lodged by Koernke, was Hinds’s use of
the word man used to mean a human being, either male or female.
Koernke said that she was “deeply hurt and offended” by his use of
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what she considered “sexist and chauvinist” language. Hinds had
employed the common and accepted use of the word man in the
English language as his guide. He had never been told by any fac-
ulty member that he was obliged to use “inclusive language” that
ran counter to proper English grammar. Hinds emphasized to them
that he had intended no slight to women and that he would be
happy to follow a school-wide policy in this regard should the sem-
inary issue one.?

It was clear to everyone involved at this point that Hinds’s-predic-
tion to Father Kreige had been fulfilled. Hinds wrote to his priest su-
pervisor, asking for his intervention: “I am sorry that Sister Terry is
unconvinced about certain things in my character or belief. I think I
have been thoroughly and exhaustively criticized and probed con-
cerning my position on masturbation. I would like the matter to end.”

That same summer, the administration at the Athenaeum pro-
ceeded with Hinds’s vocational inquisition from another direction.
Knowing that Hinds held to traditional Church teaching and ac-
cepted Church norms, he was assigned to what was commonly con-
sidered “the most liberal parish in the diocese.”

Despite the liberal atmosphere, Hinds was well liked by most in
the parish. In his “Supervisor’s Evaluation” of the internship, the
pastor spoke of Hinds in glowing terms, describing him as “a pray-
erful person...compassionate...a good educator...relating well to
others... generous both with his time and energy... faithful ... happy
with ministry,” and remarked that “he did an excellent job of
teaching. ... His homilies were generally good, somewhat intellectual
and heavy on exegesis.” In this overwhelmingly positive review, the
only negative comment from the pastor was that Hinds sometimes
articulated an opposing view from his at parish meetings. In conclu-
sion, however, the pastor wrote, “I would have no hesitancy recom-
mending him for ordination.”

The parish’s director of religious education, a nun who also
worked closely with Hinds throughout his year internship, also
spoke highly of him in her “Pastoral Staff Report” to the seminary.
She concluded her evaluation by stating that she believed Hinds was
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ready to proceed to ordination, and that she “enjoyed working with
Bill as a person and as a professional.”

Others who evaluated Hinds’s performance on his internship,
such as the “music minister,” the school principal, and the associate
pastor, spoke of him in equally positive terms. But the seminary ad-
ministration was not satisfied. The internship supervisor, a faculty
priest, went back to Hinds’s pastor after he submitted his evaluation
and asked him to tell him more about what was “wrong” with
William Hinds, but was unsuccessful in soliciting any ammunition
that could be used as grounds for dismissing him from the seminary.

“The papers they made me write didn’t work; they tried to get me
through my internship, but that didn’t work either,” said Hinds.
Then came the “letter of all letters”: On April 23, 1986, Sweeney
wrote a memorandum to Father James Walsh, the newly arrived
rector, regarding his “personal reflections concerning admission to
candidacy of Bill Hinds.” In his letter, Sweeney stated: “Through the
years by virtue of personal study and life experience, Bill has formed
very firm convictions about human personality, theology and Chris-
tian faith. Many of these convictions represent what some would
consider a more traditional viewpoint.” Sweeney recounted that he
had required Hinds to articulate his theology in an independent
study course, adding that Hinds’s most “controversial” positions
were those pertaining to sexual morality.

He continued: “Having read the essays that Bill submitted in this
independent study course, I can verify that his positions are quite or-
thodox. ... At the same time, Bill’s thinking in sexual matters is not
representative of what I would consider to be the mainstream of
Roman Catholic moral theology today. Nor are they representative
of the most recent insights offered in the field of psychology. Obvi-
ously, the entire issue of sexual morality remains a controversial
theological issue in the Church today. In general, Bill seems to me
to be suspicious of much of contemporary moral theology. He is
even more suspect of modern psychology.”

Sweeney reiterated again that Hinds was “clearly orthodox,” but
added that he was too adamant in maintaining his beliefs and
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keeping them in line with the Church’s teachings. He also testified
that “several times in the last couple of years I have heard a faculty
member, a fellow student of Bill’s, or a former work associate of his
use the term ‘bizarre’ in referring to some of his ideas and the con-
viction with which he held them....In fact, one often gets the sense
that Bill feels a need to stand against those who are unwittingly per-
petrators of evil.” (Hinds recalled that the times his ideas were con-
sidered “bizarre” were when he was simply stating authentic Church
tradition on issues such as the Virgin Birth.)

The overall intention of the memorandum seemed to be to give
some grounds for questioning Hinds’s suitability for ordination, even
after he had successfully completed three years of coursework with
nearly a 4.0 grade point average and a successful year-long intern-
ship. Sweeney concluded his critique of Hinds by writing, “I frankly
do not believe that people will find him an easy person with whom
to work when he occupies a leadership position....I believe that
anyone calling Bill to ordination would need to be aware of all these
factors in making an appropriate assessment.”

Sweeney’s recommendation was that, failing outright dismissal of
Hinds, he would do well to “explore some of these issues more at
length in an intensive spiritual and psychological counseling rela-
tionship with a competent professional.”

A copy of Sweeney’s memorandum was also sent to Kriege at the
Diocese of Covington. Hinds believed that the implication of the
memorandum was that he should not be recommended for ordina-
tion. “The upshot of the letter,” explained Hinds, “is that the rector
required me to see a psychologist.” From May 29 until August 7,
1986, Hinds went through ten sessions of psychotherapy with Dr.
Joseph F. Wicker. (Wicker was the “Worshipful Master” of the local
Masonic Lodge, see Chapter 3.)

“Had I been twenty-four years old instead of forty-four, I would
have been intimidated by these counseling sessions,” admitted
Hinds. “I would not have been able to go in there and deal with a
psychologist like that. However, at my age, I knew that I wasn’t
screwed up, and T wasn’t intimidated by my failures and shortcom-
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ings. This type of intimidation by psychological pressure or by a guy
like Sweeney who is a Ph.D. in all this kind of stuff, very few semi-
narians can survive.”

In an August 28 report to Kriege, Wicker wrote that, after ten ses-
sions with Hinds, “I did not discover any serious psychopathology,”
but that Hinds “seems to have become rather ego-involved with
some ideas, values, and moral positions, and may hold to some of
them quite tenaciously.””

In Hinds’s case, he made it through the vocational inquisition to
ordination. But, as Hinds noted, most seminarians, especially those
in their twenties, would not have the wherewithal to endure such an
inquisition. Thus, the result is that many good men are dismissed.
In seminaries that see no problem with seminarians kissing other
men with their tongues in the dormitory or hanging posters of trans-
vestites on their doors, the orthodox seminarian can be singled out
for “vocational inquisition” if only for defending Church teaching,
especially in the controversial area of sexual morality.

One interesting aside to the Hinds saga is that after being pro-
moted to dean of Cincinnati’s seminary, Father Richard Sweeney left
the priesthood to marry.






CHAPTER 9

Confronting
the Obstacles

One Good Man Traces His
Tortuous Route to Ordination

If you wore a cassock, you were a reactionary “daughter of Trent.” If you

wore women’s underwear, they’d make you seminarian of the year.
—Father Jobn Trigilio, former seminarian, Mary Immaculate
Seminary, Northampton, Pennsylvania

Some priests have such harrowing tales of a “vocations inquisition” it
seems no less than an act of God that they were ever ordained. Father
John Trigilio, who cohosts Web of Faith, a popular apologetics program
on Mother Angelica’s EWTN television network, recounted his sem-
inary days as an “overly circuitous route to ordination,” spanning three
seminaries, three dioceses, and a host of rejections from others. Be-
cause he overtly supported the teachings of the Church, he was tar-
geted as an “orthodox” candidate as early as his high school seminary
years when he was just fourteen years old.

Beginning in the fall of 1976, Trigilio attended St. Mark’s High
School Seminary in Erie, Pennsylvania. During his first year approx-
imately one hundred students were enrolled in grades nine through
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twelve. By the time he graduated in 1981, fewer than half that number
were enrolled and only eleven students graduated with him in his class.
It was a time of rapid decline, and in fact just a few years later St.
Mark’s High School Seminary would close its doors forever.

His first week at St. Mark’s set the tone for his experience there.
“I was going into the seminary from a fairly conservative parish in
Erie,” Trigilio recalled. “At Blessed Sacrament parish we still had the
communion rail, for example, and the pastor was very Eucharistic
and Marian. So I was entering my first year of seminary quite naive,
not having any idea what it would be like.”

During his first week he was accosted by a faculty priest in the
hallway, a priest that he had not yet met. He startled Trigilio by
saying, “I hear you don’t want women priests.”

“I was just fourteen years old,” explained Trigilio, “so I said,
‘Father, what are you talking about?’ He said, ‘I heard you were
talking about that at the dinner table last night.” And I said, ‘Yeah,
some crazy guy was talking about married priests and women
priests.” And then the priest warned me that if I wanted to get or-
dained, I'd better get those ‘old’ and ‘outmoded’ ideas out of my
head. There was a clear ideological threat from week one.” Inci-
dentally, Trigilio added, this same priest left the active priesthood
several years after making his threat.

Trigilio’s cousin was an elderly priest for the Diocese of Erie, and
when he heard that Trigilio was entering St. Mark’s, he gave him a
cassock and a Latin breviary set! as a present. Trigilio made the “mis-
take” of taking the gifts to the seminary with him. Trigilio recalls
that he was the only seminarian in the entire school who owned his
own cassock, which he wore only while serving Mass. When another
faculty priest discovered the cassock hanging in the closet of his
dorm room, Trigilio was chastised and even told that he was “mad in
the head.”

“So in my first year,” he remembered, “they were telling me there
was something wrong with me because I had my own cassock. I
didn’t wear the cassock around school; I just had it hanging in my
closet. Little did I know that the idea about owning cassocks had
gone down the toilet.”
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His Latin breviary set got him in trouble too.

“Sometimes I’d get a knock on the door of my room late at night,
and one of the upperclassmen would slide a copy of Playboy under my
door. This was the common way to circulate these magazines, but I
would slide it right back out. A few days later one of my high school
teachers, a priest, asked me why I had a copy of the Latin breviary
and the 1917 Code of Canon Law?’ in Latin. He asked me how I could
read all this if I just started taking Latin this year, and followed that
up by instructing me that fourteen-year-old boys shouldn’t be
praying in Latin and reading the Code of Canon Law. He told me that
I ought to be ‘reading’ Playboys like the other guys. I was aghast.
Here I was a freshman in high school seminary, and one of my
teachers, a priest no less, was advising me to delve into pornography!
He actually thought there was something wrong with e because I
was interested in learning Latin in order to actually read in Latin.”

These incidents were indicative of a larger problem, that of the
mission of the seminary. One day during his first year Trigilio com-
plained to the vice rector about the military-style hazing the fresh-
men had to endure for weeks on end. “I told him, “This is a seminary,
so why do I have to worry about waking up at two in the morning to
find that someone’s trying to set my underwear on fire?’ ”

The vice rector, said Trigilio, surprised him by his response. “He
actually denied that St. Mark’s was a seminary. He said it was just a
prep school. I had a lot of gumption that day so I told him he should
go outside and take down the sign that reads ‘St. Mark’s Seminary’
because it’s false advertising. My parents paid money so that I could
go there because it was a seminary. And this priest was not joking. In
their minds, many of the faculty at St. Mark’s Minor Seminary
thought of it more as a college preparatory school than as a real sem-
inary concerned with the education of future priests.”

This attitude had its effects on the students. Trigilio remembers
that on a retreat the seminarians were asked how many of them knew
they had a vocation to the priesthood. Out of the hundred students,
Trigilio was the only one who raised his hand that day. “None of the
other guys in the seminary would admit that he definitely wanted to
be a priest. It was either ‘I don’t know’ or ‘I don’t believe in God’ or ‘1
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don’t even know if the Church is real.’” I stood up and looked at them
and said, “Then what are you people doing here? 'This is a seminary.” ”

Trigilio explained that he knew there were indeed others at St.
Mark’s who were interested in becoming priests and some who were
testing vocations. “But those vocations got destroyed,” he said, “be-
cause of the terrible example given by some of the priests who ran
the seminary. Living with them we could see how human they
were—yes, and that they made mistakes. That was fine. But some of
the priests in that seminary—and they certainly were not represen-
tative of the diocesan clergy in Erie at the time—had a lot of prob-
lems. They were exclusively there at the seminary and had no parish
experience. They were full-time academics, more or less. Maybe one
or two would help out at a parish on the weekend, but they were ba-
sically at the seminary most of their careers.” There were also a few
“kind, holy, prayerful, and orthodox” priests on the faculty, Trigilio
admitted, but they were in the minority and did not seem to be
aware of the scandalous behavior behind the scenes.

Trigilio said that when he tried to tell his parents and his pastor
about some of the strange and unorthodox things he was being
taught at seminary, they wouldn’t believe him, but merely thought
that he must be hearing wrong or misinterpreting the facts. During
his four years at St. Mark’s, Trigilio faced head-on all the obstacles
that are commonly placed in the way of an orthodox vocation.
Looking back upon his experience now he understands that a serious
spiritual battle was taking place around him.

“It became evident that there was a diabolical element at the sem-
inary,” Trigilio explained. “There were nights when I couldn’t even
sleep because I was so scared. I could almost feel the presence of evil
in that place. The way the priests had so much disdain for the Eu-
charist and for Mary, for example, was outright hostility. I remember
being humiliated, for instance, because I wanted to pray the rosary.”

Even worse than the obvious heresies that were taught, and the
overt disdain for students who showed signs of being interested in
the priesthood, was the rampant promiscuity. Technically, explained
Trigilio, seminarians were not supposed to have girlfriends, “but one
or two guys definitely did.”
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“One of the guys was mixed up intimately with a cheerleader
every day there was a basketball game. They got together in the sem-
inary parlor, and every time ‘Bunny the cheerleader’ came up, every-
body knew and looked the other way,” he recalled.

But this sort of “girlfriend activity” was insignificant compared to
the homosexual activity that went on there. One of the biggest prob-
lems, he said, was that the younger students were “preyed upon” by
the upperclassmen and especially by the college seminarians. There
was even some questionable activity (imprudent at best and scan-
dalous at worst) among a few of the faculty, he said, many of whom
obviously had their favorite students. “I think a lot of the younger
students were sucked in and brainwashed by the gay subculture
there. They most certainly didn’t start attending seminary thinking
they had homosexual inclinations. I knew some of the guys, and they
seemed normal enough. But if they had blonde hair or they were
cute or something, then you’d know that Father So-and-so would
want them to be one of his little friends. Each priest had his own pri-
vate quarters, and they’d have their favorite seminarians in there
with them until ten or eleven at night—high school kids. Even
though most of the time there may not have been anything immoral
going on, nevertheless, the appearance of impropriety was there, and
it ‘just didn’t look good’ to a prudent person.”

None of these priests was ever “called to the mat” for this kind of
inappropriate and potentially scandalous behavior, said Trigilio. “At
that time nobody would believe you if you told them. In the late
1970s it was a time that even if you had photographs, they would
have burned them and not believed you. No one felt he could come
forward with that sort of information, because, if you did come for-
ward, it would be used against you, and you could forget about
becoming a priest.”

The students were actively coached to keep quiet about the semi-
nary’s strange goings-on. Irigilio remembered that when two semi-
narians were expelled for smoking marijuana, “the rector threatened
that if we were to go and tell our pastors about this, he would deny it,
and we wouldn’t be at St. Mark’s much longer. We were clearly
threatened. We were told that whatever we see and hear at the
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seminary we are to keep to ourselves. We felt like we were ata POW
camp, always being watched. The stuff that was going on there was
so bad it was almost an invitation for the devil to pop up at any time.
I made the mistake of mentioning this to my spiritual director once,
and all he could say was that everything is just fine here at the semi-
nary, and besides, there is no such thing as the devil anyway.”

Because Trigilio refused to submit to the decadent moral life
there and what he calls “the party line of innovative and dissident
theology” promoted by the faculty at St. Mark’s, the formation
team searched in vain for a legitimate reason to expel him from
the program.

“It got so bad that in my last year of high school, I ran for student
council president, and one of the priests tried to get the other stu-
dents to vote against me,” Trigilio recalled. “He said to me, ‘Don’t
think that if you become student council president you’re going to
make this place into a haven for orthodoxy or something.’ ”

When the faculty failed to find a legitimate reason to expel him
from the seminary program, they took a different approach. First,
they got some of his classmates to turn on him. “They were spying
on me, reading my mail, going through my room. They were
looking for anything they could turn me in on,” he said. The faculty
even tried to set his own parents against him by telling them that
their sixteen-year-old son was practicing the black arts. “They said
that’s why he’s into Latin, because he wants to do the Black Mass.
They called my parents, who were devastated because they believed
whatever any priest told them, no matter what,” he said.

Further, because of his public support for Ronald Reagan’s cam-
paign for the presidency in 1980, the college formation director tried
to convince his parents that he needed serious psychiatric help. “I
didn’t exactly wear politics on my sleeve, but they made it sound like
I was in the John Birch Society. They said I was having ‘authority
problems’ and gravitating too much to the ‘Old Church model’ ever
since John Paul II was elected pope.”

‘The net result of Trigilio’s high school seminary education was
that he almost lost his vocation because nobody supported him in his
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orthodox outlook—love of Christ and His Church. Yet Trigilio never
did get kicked out of St. Mark’s because, as he said, he “never broke
the rules.”

“By the time I was getting ready for college seminary, I had just
had enough of the blatant heresy in the homilies, liturgical abuses
you could not even dream of, and the promiscuity had reached an
all-time high. I finally went to the bishop and begged him to send
me to St. Charles Borromeo in Philadelphia for my college seminary
years,” explained Trigilio, who noted that Philadelphia’s seminary
was known to be of a much more conservative mentality.

But Bishop Michael Murphy® would hear nothing of it. “I don’t
send anybody to St. Charles, and I have a problem with anybody who
wants to go to St. Charles,” he told Trigilio in no uncertain terms.

“Along with a couple of fellow seminarians from another diocese,
I was telling the bishop all the things that were going on at the minor
seminary,” Trigilio said, “and he merely looked at me and said, ‘I
haven’t heard any of this before, and if something were going on at
the seminary, don’t you think I would know about it?’ Instead of
saying that he was sorry to hear of my bad experience—that priests
are telling me that Mary wasn’t a virgin, that Jesus didn’t know he
was God, that he had brothers and sisters—he didn’t blink an eye. I
told him of the apparent promiscuity, that some seminarians were
sleeping with one another, that a few faculty members were allegedly
preying on the younger students, and so forth. But these were the
‘pre-lawsuit’ days when no publicity had yet been given to any of
these abuses. Since I had no physical evidence and no witnesses
willing to come forward, I feared that nothing could be done. The
bishop looked at us but said nothing. He didn’t deny nor confirm our
perceptions; perhaps it was too terrible to believe. How could the ac-
cusations of nineteen- and twenty-year-olds weigh more than the
reputations of several men ordained longer than these boys were
alive? Whether or not an investigation ever occurred, I don’t know.
In the end, it was our word against theirs. Without proof, there is
little that can be done unless someone initiates a full-scale examina-
tion of all the facts, testimony, and involved persons.”
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Subsequently Trigilio started college seminary at St. Mark’s,
where he received his spiritual formation. For classes, the college
seminarians were bused to nearby Gannon College in downtown
Erie. It was there that Trigilio met his first “orthodox” priests. The
formation team at St. Mark’s had warned the seminarians not to take
classes from several professors, including a couple of priests, because,
they said, “they were bad news; avoid them like the plague.” That
was enough to pique Trigilio’s interest. He headed immediately to
the office of Father Robert Levis at Gannon to ask him why the St.
Mark’s formation team had warned the seminarians to stay away
from him. He found out it was because Levis had a strong reputa-
tion for orthodoxy, a love for the traditions of the Church, and great
respect for the papacy.

Life at Gannon was good, Trigilio recalled, but still each day he
had to return to the situation at St. Mark’s. During these years, he
found that he was watched even more closely for his “gravitation to
the ‘Old Church model’ promoted by John Paul II.” He and his
classmates were constantly reminded by the formation team that
they had to “toe the line” since the priests on the team would be rec-
ommending whether they could continue on to theology studies.
The formation priests constantly insinuated, Trigilio said, that even
if he were approved for major seminary studies, they would “make
life hell” for him by sending him to the most liberal institution they
could manage.

One of the most memorable moments for Trigilio came during a
rare benediction of the Blessed Sacrament* prayer service in the
chapel. “The priest took the monstrance,” Trigilio recounted, “and
held it at waist level, walked over to the tabernacle, and replaced the
Blessed Sacrament. Then he took a clay pot that looked like a Gre-
cian urn, holding it much higher than he had held the monstrance,
carried it over to the altar, and placed it in the spot where the Blessed
Sacrament had been; he then incensed the pot and knelt before it,
saying, ‘Abba, you are the potter, we are the clay.” There was nothing
in the pot, but the priest was incensing it, and praying to it, so I
slammed down my prayer book and headed up to my room. About
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twenty minutes later this same priest came up to my room screaming
at me, wanting to know just who the hell I thought I was to be so dis-
respectful and sacrilegious during a prayer service. The only way I
could think to respond to him was by saying that ‘maybe on a bad
day, and with a golden calf perhaps, but never with a crock pot!” ”
This, said Trigilio, was the attitude of many of the formation team
at St. Mark’s: in short, idolatrous.

After five years of minor seminary (four years of high school and
one year of college) studying for the Diocese of Erie, Trigilio de-
cided to make a second request for transfer to St. Charles Borromeo
Seminary in Overbrook (Archdiocese of Philadelphia) or to simply
sever all ties and leave the diocese to join another one. The bishop
again refused to let him go to Philadelphia and suggested that per-
haps he would be better off in another diocese altogether. Ready for
such a contingency, Trigilio immediately asked to be released to
apply for the Diocese of Arlington.

Without much hassle, he found a home with the Diocese of Ar-
lington and completed his studies at Gannon College under the spir-
itual direction of Father Levis, with whom he had become well
acquainted. He no longer had to wrestle with the powers that be at
St. Mark’s; instead, Arlington’s bishop Thomas J. Welsh® allowed
him to live at home and report to Levis for his formation. This
would be the most valuable part of Trigilio’s twelve years of seminary
education.

Once ready to graduate from college, Trigilio was delighted to
find that Bishop Welsh had decided to send him to theology studies
at Mount St. Mary’s Seminary in Emmitsburg, Maryland, one of the
few American seminaries with a robust reputation for orthodoxy at
that time. That summer, however, Welsh was named bishop of Al-
lentown, and with no bishop in Arlington, Trigilio’s vocation di-
rector, who was “in cahoots,” he said, with St. Mark’s Seminary, sent
him a terse letter informing him that he was no longer a seminarian
for the Arlington diocese. The letter read: “Dear John, I am sorry to
inform you that Mount St. Mary’s will not accept you. I will be on
the road for the next three weeks. God bless you!” So with only a few
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months left before the new school year would begin, John Trigilio
was a man without a diocese. (Trigilio later found out that the voca-
tions director had lied and that, without a bishop in Arlington, he
had sent a similar letter to other seminarians he thought were too
conservative.)®

Trigilio literally had his bags packed and was ready to move to
Mount St. Mary’s when he received the news that he had been
ousted from the Arlington diocese. “There was never any indication
to me,” he said, “that there was any problem. I was getting great
grades, so this really blew me out of the water.”

After this abrupt turn of events, his pastor in Erie insisted he
reapply to his native diocese, and he was surprised when the voca-
tions director in Erie so readily accepted him. He was told he would
begin his studies in the fall at Christ the King Seminary near Buf-
falo. But when Trigilio finally talked himself into the idea of being a
seminarian again for his home diocese, he received another call from
the vocations director. Trigilio was then told that the bishop had ve-
toed the decision to accept him as a seminarian.

“I was told that he threw up my file and allegedly said ‘over my
dead body,” ” related Trigilio. With only weeks left before the fall
semester, the vocations director advised him to take a few years off
from seminary and work as a truck driver—then they might consider
him for the permanent diaconate. He was told that since he had been
turned down twice by Erie and once by Arlington that the “will of
the Holy Spirit” was revealing that Trigilio did not have a vocation
to the priesthood.

Trigilio, however, disagreed. He had felt called to the priesthood
since he was a boy. He had never been more certain of anything, so
he decided to apply to other dioceses, but since he had been rejected
by Erie and Arlington, none would accept him. He then enrolled in
Holy Apostles Seminary in Connecticut. It was the only major sem-
inary that would accept candidates who were not yet sponsored by a
diocese. He had to take out loans to complete his first year of theol-
ogy, but he found that the Holy Apostles faculty was orthodox, the
classes were very beneficial, and all in all it was a good year.
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The following spring, in 1984, Trigilio applied to the Diocese of
Harrisburg. As was required of all candidates, he had to meet with
Bishop William H. Keeler” and the vocations admissions team.

“I drove down to Harrisburg for the appointment,” Trigilio re-
counted. “There were about ten applicants there at the time, and we
were taken up, one by one, to this huge table with the bishop and
five priests seated on either side of him. Three guys went in before
me, taking about twenty minutes apiece. They came out and said,
“Thhis is easy.” They said they were asked if they believe in God, if
they pray, and so forth. So I thought it would be a pretty easygoing
interview. But when I went in there Bishop Keeler looked at me, and
the first thing he said was, ‘Can you quote for me—verbatim prefer-
ably, but paraphrase if you must—in Presbyterorum Ordinis,® para-
graph four, what do the council fathers say about the primary duty
of the priest?’” And I’'m thinking, “They didn’t tell me these were
going to be comprehensive exams.” The bishop asked me five more
very specific, very technical questions focusing on sections of Vat-
ican IT documents. I thought I gave them pretty good answers, but I
wasn’t prepared to quote anything verbatim at that point. When he
asked what was the primary duty of the priest, I said the priest is sup-
posed to offer the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass and forgive sins and so
forth, and Keeler said, “That’s true, but the paragraph says the pri-
mary duty of the priestis to preach the Gospel.” And I responded by
saying that one translator of the pertinent text (primum officium) says
‘primary duty’ whereas another translator says ‘first task.” It seems to
me that one is a matter of precedence (‘primary’ meaning most im-
portant) and the other a priority of time (‘first’ meaning the logical
precursor to other things)—hence the question: is preaching the
Gospel the most important task a priest does or is it the first task he
does before the most important, i.e., offering the Holy Sacrifice of the
Mass? So how do we know what the council fathers intended? The
bishop looked at me and said, ‘I was there!” meaning at the council
when they drafted the document.

“So after the technical questions, the rest of them had a file the
size of the New York phone directory and they asked me questions
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about my past seminary life at St. Mark’s. It was like a feeding
frenzy—question after question. And one priest finally asked, ‘Why
should we take you? Erie rejected you twice; Arlington said no.’

“I said, ‘Look, Father, I just want to be a priest, and I'll go any-
where God wants me to go. So if it’s God’s will that I'm not going to
be here, then I’ll go elsewhere.” And another asked, “What makes
you think you are going to be a priest?” And I said, ‘For the same
reason you thought so.’

“So then it was goodbye. I went home thinking that was over. I'd
never get accepted. That was in April, and I didn’t hear until July.
They did say they would take me, but the proviso was that I would
have to take my first year of theology over, even though I had a 4.0
average at Holy Apostles. Thus, despite the interrogation, Bishop
Keeler was kind enough to give me a chance to prove myself rather
than just taking the word of my former superiors. He did in fact ac-
cept me as a seminarian for the Diocese of Harrisburg and would
eventually ordain me a priest in 1988, for which I am most grateful.”

Trigilio was sent to Mary Immaculate Seminary,’ nicknamed
“Mary Inaccurate,” in Northampton, Pennsylvania, known as one of
the most liberal institutions in the country at that time (1984), for
the full four years of what Trigilio considered “indoctrination.” At
Mary Immaculate, Trigilio experienced more of the same heterodox
education and formation as during his St. Mark’s years. He was even
subjected to the same techniques of harassment. Yet he was now
more tightly watched because the student body (for five years of
study, including pretheology) numbered only twenty, fewer than the
number of faculty members! “It was so small,” he said, “that they
knew when we went to the bathroom, how long we were in there,
and if we blew our nose.”

There was a “siege mentality” at Mary Immaculate, he said, due
to a big push to identify the conservatives and purge them from the
seminary. By then the liberal faculty was “sick and tired” of John
Paul II. “If you had a picture of the pope in your room,” he ex-
plained, “they kept a close eye on you. If you wore black socks you
were considered ‘clerical,” even though we were required to wear the
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Roman collar for Mass, class, and apostolate.” Those who bucked
the “party line” were labeled as mentally unbalanced. After enduring
what Trigilio recognized as dissident theology for four years, he fi-
nally graduated, unlike many of his orthodox classmates who were
either kicked out or driven out for being “too Catholic.”

Trigilio’s experience at Mary Immaculate was the complete oppo-
site of his experience at Holy Apostles Seminary. “My only com-
plaint about Holy Apostles was some of the ‘old men’ down the
hallway who complained we were making too much noise.'” At Mary
Immaculate [MIS] I was the one complaining that others were
making too much noise because they were giggling and laughing and
fooling around too much,” Trigilio lamented, hinting at the campy
subculture that permeated the seminary atmosphere.

“We used to say, if you wore a cassock you were a reactionary
‘daughter of Trent.” If you wore women’s underwear, they’d make
you seminarian of the year. We had a few guys who sometimes wore
women’s clothing, lingerie, makeup, etc., and some who were as ef-
feminate as could be. These were guys who were into all kinds of
funny stuff. The campy ones at MIS would call each other by female
names—Ilike Mary, Sally, or Hazel—or use the feminine pronoun to
refer to one another—she, her, etc. As is common in other semi-
naries, the ‘ladies’” at MIS would organize themselves, confident that
the faculty was either ignorant, apathetic, or supportive of them.”

At the same time, he noted, out of the dozen or so seminarians he
witnessed being driven away from or kicked out of MIS, rarely were
any of them dismissed for immorality or impropriety. “Most of the
time,” Trigilio commented, “when a guy was expelled from the sem-
inary it was because he was too Catholic. Of course, that wasn’t the
reason the seminary or vocations director told the bishops. All too
often, academic and psychological reasons were given to dismiss a
student who was too ‘conservative’ or ‘traditional’ as well as being
completely orthodox. But the seminarians who were immoral or het-
erodox had no problem getting ordained, as their faculty and peer
evaluations were as sterling as canonization briefs. And more often
than not these same [dissident] guys would leave the priesthood after



172 GOODBYE, GOOD MEN

a few years. Many bishops and religious superiors are totally unaware
of the doublespeak, propaganda, and deception that is used to iden-
tify, isolate, and remove seminarians deemed ‘too Catholic.””

There was one notable exception to the pattern of dismissal he
witnessed at MIS: “We had the state police come in and arrest one
of my classmates because he allegedly went to some fifteen-year-old
kid’s house during the afternoon and took pictures of him in his un-
derwear. The rest of us never found out how he knew this poor kid,
but we were having an evening class when the trooper arrived with
a warrant for his arrest, cuffed him, and took him right then and
there in front of everybody. The next day in the local newspaper ran
a full story on a Catholic seminarian charged with corruption of the
morals of a minor and other things.”

Trigilio pointed out that up to the moment of that seminarian’s
arrest, the suspect was getting excellent evaluations because he was
“‘tolerant, flexible, and liberal-minded’—i.e., he went along with the
faculty on everything.”

“I can say this,” he explained, “but it’s not an absolute: If a guy
through his seminary career at MIS had never had any opposition
from the faculty, there was something wrong with him. If you were
anything near orthodox, you had to fight tooth and nail to keep your
sanity and your faith, and it wasn’t easy for us to remain there, let alone
actually get ordained. The formation team would tell my bishop that
‘He’s having trouble adjusting to contemporary theology; he’s clinging
to archaic descriptions; he remains very rigid.” But for those who were
openly homosexual, their bishops were not informed.”

Almost as bad as the sexual improprieties at MIS were the blatant
heretical teachings the seminarians received. Trigilio explained that
by the time he started at Mary Immaculate, 80 percent of the semi-
narians were coming into seminary with virtually no background in
philosophy or theology. “They were like clean slates,” he said. “A lot
of them hadn’t even attended a Catholic high school, and almost no
one had been at a high school seminary. So they were coming in
there blank, and whatever the priests told them was, for the most
part, uncritically accepted. If they came to Mary Immaculate for pre-
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theology, and the priest-professor taught them there were only six
sacraments, then they believed him because they didn’t know other-
wise. But my friends and I who had been in seminary previously were
seen as a threat because we knew something about authentic Church
teaching and discipline coming in.”

‘Trigilio estimated that the proclaimed heresy at Mary Immaculate
was bolder and more overt than at most seminaries: “At MIS they
would come right out in the classroom and at the pulpit and deny
dogmas of the Catholic faith or at least sow the seeds of doubt and
dissent—from the divine personhood of Christ to inerrancy of Scrip-
ture to the infallibility of the ordinary magisterium and so on—
whereas at other seminaries the heterodoxy would be much more
subtle and covert, and spoken in a less obvious manner.

“All the classes were horrible from the standpoint of orthodoxy
except our courses on canon law, which were taught by priests from
Philadelphia. All the other theology courses were unbelievable. The
Catechism was not yet published at that time, but almost everything
they said contradicted the Carechism.

“We all got the new Bible theology that none of the Scriptures
was really inspired, that Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John did not
write anything themselves, that the Gospels were actually written
centuries later by the ‘Christian community,” that all the miracles at-
tributed to Jesus in the New Testament were fabrications, and so
forth. We also had a nun who taught us liturgy. She maintained that
sacrifice is a pagan idea that needed to be expunged from the Mass.
She also taught us that the Church has only six sacraments since she
cannot receive [the Sacrament of Holy Orders].”

The orthodox seminarians, he said, were ridiculed and humiliated
in front of the entire class when they would voice a traditional view-
point, such as quoting St. Thomas Aquinas. “One day,” Trigilio re-
called, “in a moral theology course the priest was extolling O’Connell’s
principle of ‘Do as little evil and as much good as possible.” T re-
sponded by pointing out that it seems to contradict natural law, where
St. Thomas says we must ‘do good and avoid evil.” Instead of an-
swering my objection, the priest just said, ‘Don’t quote Thomas
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Aquinas to me because all you're doing is quoting stuff you learned
years ago, and now you’re showing off to your classmates that you
know something old, but you're really just too lazy to study anything
new.” This was a typical response: They rarely, if ever, answered the
points I brought forth, but would simply dismiss them in the name of
exploring the latest novelty, however much that might contradict
Church teaching.”

The highlight of each year for Trigilio was attendance at an annual
conference for seminarians sponsored by Opus Dei offered during
Easter week. It attracted around 150 orthodox seminarians from all
over the country. “We would get top-notch orthodox speakers for a
whole week of unadulterated Catholicism,” Trigilio explained.

It was also a chance for him and the few other orthodox seminar-
ians from MIS to exchange “war stories” with other aspiring priests
who were in much the same situation. “We found that guys at most
of the other seminaries had to put up with the same,” he said. “And
we all got to hear teaching at this conference that we would never
get in the seminary, not in our wildest dreams.”

Each year, however, there was a bit of resentment in returning to
Mary Immaculate Seminary, Trigilio admitted. The seminarians who
had attended the conference would invariably ask themselves why
they couldn’t receive the inspiration they got at the conference, why
they couldn’t get the support for their vocations that they received
from those whom they met there, and why they had to feel like they
were returning to the “underground,” as if they were living in Eliz-
abethan England, just in order that their vocation could survive an-
other year.

“Despite the fierce witch-hunt to ferret out orthodox seminarians
and the bold campaign to indoctrinate the rest in heterodox theol-
ogy,” Trigilio reflected, “there were at both minor and major semi-
naries a few good men still left. Despite overwhelming odds, many
orthodox seminarians were able to ‘play the game’ and get ordained.
More ironic is that at almost every seminary there are some very
good, holy, devout, orthodox, and extremely spiritual priests on the
faculty who help you get through as best they can. Like the French
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resistance movement during World War I1, there was some clandes-
tine underground support to preserve tradition, piety, and orthodox
teaching. Regrettably, the bad ones stand out and get the attention,
but there were some fantastic priests at St. Mark’s and at Mary Im-
maculate who put the others to shame. Their kindness, support, and
fidelity should not be eclipsed even by the vocal majority who sought
to remake the Catholic Church in their own image and likeness.
More frustrating is that many good, devout, and orthodox bishops
are too often shielded from the truth by certain faculty members,
administrators, or vocation directors, or diocesan bureaucrats. The
good guys don’t know, the mediocre don’t care, and the bad ones are
calling the shots.”

Although Father John Trigilio’s experience may seem so sensational
as to be an anomaly, unfortunately, it is not. Every year dozens of
men are subjected to the same tactics in order to undermine their vo-
cations. The ideal candidate for the priesthood in the eyes of many
who are charged with forming them is the man, young or old, who
comes to them as a blank slate, knowing little of substance about the
Catholic faith. Obviously, these men are much easier to mold in the
faculty’s own image. Those who do understand the Catholic faith as
taught by the magisterium of the Church are seen as a threat to the
status quo of confusion and religious and moral liberalism.

Relatively few educated young men are willing or even able to en-
dure the kind of unsupportive atmosphere found too often at certain
seminaries in order to advance to the ordained priesthood. The vo-
cational inquisition game can be brutal, say many orthodox priests
and ex-seminarians. The younger and less mature the seminarian,
the more difficult it is to take up the cross of white martyrdom for
the purpose of living out one’s calling.!!






C1iAPTER 10

Heads in the Sand

How Complaints about the Poor State of Seminaries
Have Gone Unanswered

Complaints about doctrinal evvor, liturgical abuse and even personal mis-

conduct in U.S. seminaries ave now so commion as to be routine.
—Francis X. Maier, former editor
of the National Catholic Register

If something is so obviously wrong with Catholic seminaries and the
education of future priests, a logical question might be: Are the
powers that be aware of this unjust and unorthodox situation, and if
so, what is being done about it? The answer isn’t as easy or direct as
the question, but suffice it to say that many in positions of authority
in the Catholic Church have long been aware that a self-inflicted
pattern of ideological discrimination has taken root in Catholic sem-
inaries. Others would rather not know too much or have taken an al-
most pathological approach to denial.

More than two decades ago Pope John Paul II seemed already to
understand well the crisis of the seminaries in the United States. It
is well known that as Karol Cardinal Wojtyla, he visited North
American seminaries, purely out of concern for the formation of fu-
ture priests, during a trip abroad just a little more than a year before
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he was elected to the See of Peter. Even so, it came as much of a
shock to seminary incumbents that in September of 1981 John Paul
ordered studies of the seminaries in the United States. At that time,
only in the third year of his pontificate, the pope had already re-
peatedly emphasized the necessity for doctrinal conformity among
Catholic theologians. During the previous year in a highly publicized
case, the pope censured Swiss theologian Father Hans Kiing for un-
dermining certain dogmas of the Catholic faith, including papal in-
fallibility. Thus, when Archbishop John R. Roach,! then president of
the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, announced the Vat-
ican investigation of American seminaries, the New York Times re-
ported that the plan “alarmed some seminary heads who believe the
study could result in an attempt to root out dissent and stifle aca-
demic freedom.” According to the Times, none of the critics of the
Vatican’s plan would permit his name to be used. But one seminary
educator called the study a “witch-hunt,” saying that U.S. seminary
officials had not requested such an examination. Another anonymous
critic predicted that the study would be used to coerce “doctrinal or-
thodoxy” and to “scare the hell out of everyone.” If the New York
Times report revealed anything, it was that U.S. seminary educators
were admitting they were doing whatever they pleased with willful
disregard to orthodoxy and loyalty to the Church universal. And they
did not want to be bothered by anyone from Rome.

The Vatican appointed Bishop John Marshall* of Burlington,
Vermont, to coordinate the project in the United States, assisted by
forty bishops, nineteen religious superiors, and fifty-seven priests
who had worked as seminary educators. Reflecting years later, Arch-
bishop Edwin O’Brien’ offered an explanation for the planned visi-
tations: “In the wake of Vatican Il, greater emphasis was placed on
the pastoral side of formation, on how effective a communicator the
priest would be; whether he could reach people in their psychologi-
cal needs; and whether he was aware of the social gospel of the
Church.”® Consequently, he said, some men were being ordained
without being ready “for the long haul as priests.””

Many faithful Catholics had been furnishing conclusive evidence
of heterodox thinking and poor liturgical training among newly or-
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dained priests—products of the 1970s seminaries. In an October 1981
editorial in the National Catholic Register; Francis X. Maier explained
that the study demonstrated growing concern by the Vatican that all
was not well in American seminaries. “This will surprise no one,” he
wrote. “Complaints about doctrinal error, liturgical abuse and even
personal misconduct in U.S. seminaries are now so common as to be
routine.”® Father Kenneth Baker, editor of Homiletic and Pastoral Re-
view, also attested to the situation as perceived by Catholics in the
early 1980s. “It is obvious to many priests and concerned lay people,”
he wrote, “that many seminaries have serious problems.” For years,
he added, priests and concerned members of the laity had been
writing to Rome and requesting that something be done about the
sad state of affairs in U.S. seminaries. But Baker went further, identi-
fying the connection between this poor state of affairs and the voca-
tions crisis. Referring to an editorial he penned in 1973, he related
that he had quizzed priests all over the country as to whether or not
they encouraged young men to enter the seminary. What he found
was startling: most priests, in fact, did not. The reasons, he explained,
were: “1) the breakdown of discipline and morals in the seminary, and
2) the absence of solid Catholic teaching (not to mention the com-
plaints about doctrinal errors, heresy and situation ethics).” In 1982,
said Baker, he had no reason to change that view. “I am convinced
that it was correct then and that it is still correct,” he wrote.!°

Maier, former editor of the Register; predicted that the result of the
Vatican’s study would be the closing of many seminaries, since in 1981
there were far too few seminarians for the number of such institutions.
That would leave some of these worrying educators without a job.
Thus, believing that orthodoxy would be the primary criteria for eval-
uation, naturally the dissidents fretted. With a hopeful outlook, the
Register; as well as many American Catholics who had become fed up
with the poor quality of priests coming out of the seminaries, viewed
the Vatican initiative as an opportunity to purify the American semi-
naries that had fallen into ecclesiastical disrepair.

The visitation team, popularly called the Marshall Committee,
drew up guidelines and questions to be asked. The preface of the 103-
page study pointed out that “questions have been raised in various
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quarters concerning proper adherence to magisterial teaching with
special reference to such subjects as the nature of the priesthood,
celibacy, non-ordained ministry, social justice, formation of con-
science and the like.”!! Each seminary first had a chance at “self-
evaluation,” an advanced written report in response to an extensive
questionnaire. Then a five-man evaluation committee, including one
bishop and a major religious superior, visited each seminary for three
days, after which they gave an oral report to the seminary adminis-
tration and local bishop. The committee then reported their findings
to Bishop Marshall, who in turn reported back to Rome after con-
sulting with the seminary in question.

“A lot of seminaries,” admitted Archbishop O’Brien, “realized that
they hadn’t been giving spirituality and the interior life the emphasis
that they should have.”'? Although O’Brien and other American
bishops felt that the review process was very successful, in the end,
others thought it was a whitewash.

Father John Trigilio said when he first heard that Marshall would
be commandeering the visitation team, he held out much hope that
the Vatican might finally do something about the serious problems
besetting U.S. seminaries. Marshall was considered a “conservative”
bishop, and Trigilio knew him as a guest speaker each year at an an-
nual retreat and conference for seminarians run by Opus Dei near
Boston. “A number of us seminarians went to him and we said,
‘Bishop, if you want any information, we can give you some.” ”
Trigilio, however, was surprised by Marshall’s response. “He said,
‘Look, boys, this is not a witch-hunt. We’re just going to visit the
seminaries to find out what they’re teaching,’” ” apparently in refer-
ence to the New York Times article. “The Vermont bishop was effec-
tively saying, “‘We don’t want to find out teo much,”” Trigilio
lamented. He was also struck by the bishop’s use of the term “witch-
hunt,” which he said was ironic considering that “seminaries and
dioceses had instigated an all-out witch-hunt to identify, discredit,
and remove orthodox seminarians who threatened the status quo of
dissent.” Looking back on the lack of results generated by the sem-
inary visitations across the country, he regarded the Marshall Com-
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mittee “as being analogous to the tobacco industry conducting its
own medical tests on whether or not smoking causes cancer.”

When the Vatican team came to Mary Immaculate, Trigilio’s sem-
inary in Northampton, Pennsylvania, “papal encyclicals mysteriously
appeared,” he said, “as if we were actually taught from them.”
Things that they never did, like benediction of the Blessed Sacra-
ment, were all of a sudden done. It was a big show. And as soon as
the delegation left, the encyclicals got placed back onto remote
shelves; rosaries were put back into drawers; and clerics were stashed
away in chiffoniers. “Like the be/la figura the Nazis put on when the
Red Cross visited their POW camps, seminary officials ‘walked the
walk and talked the talk’ only while the committee was present,” he
said. “I went through four years of graduate study at Mary Immacu-
late and at no time were we ever exposed to papal encyclicals, the six-
teen documents of Vatican II, or the Summa Theologica. In fact, 99
percent of my classmates and colleagues never heard of, nor did they
ever use, Denzinger’s Enchiridion Symbolorum," despite the fact that
even the Catechism today uses Denzinger references all over the
place.”

Father Eduard Perrone, a priest of the Detroit archdiocese, re-
membered when the Marshall Committee came to St. John’s Semi-
nary in Plymouth, Michigan. He was already several years ordained
at the time but was still familiar with the school’s major shortcom-
ings. The seminary had run aground under the rectorship of Ken-
neth Untener, who was made bishop of Saginaw in 1980 at the age
of forty-three. Some Detroit-area Catholics believe the main prob-
lem was rampant homosexuality among faculty and seminarians, he
said, which led to a Pandora’s box of other difficulties in line with the
adage that “all heresy begins below the belt.”

Former seminarians there report that the gay cliques would en-
tertain themselves in the shadows of the seminary golf course, while
everyone in the building knew what they were doing. This contin-
uing nocturnal drama was dubbed “Spectrum Under the Stars.”** A
few weeks before the evaluation team was due to arrive, Perrone
convinced two of his friends who were seminarians there to dictate
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to him the whole story of the moral and theological decadence that
was strangling the school. Since seminary officials cleverly worked
to minimize contact between the students and the visiting bishops,
Perrone drew up an exposé document based on their story. “I wrote
on the courses that were being taught, the faculty, the student life,
liturgical shenanigans. It was very carefully outlined,” he said.

Archbishop Ignatius J. Strecker’® of Kansas City, Kansas, led the
Vatican team to St. John’s. One night at around 3 A.M., as the arch-
bishop slept, Perrone entered the seminary building and slipped the
document under Strecker’s door. “I know he read it,” recalled Per-
rone, “because Cardinal Szoka'® was very upset that I had made this
intervention. I had put my name to it.

“I also know that when the Vatican team came, St. John’s tried to
clean up and make everything look good. One of the professors
hadn’t worn a Roman collar in that seminary since before the
council, and here he showed up to class during the evaluation
wearing his clerics, collar and all. A number of the priest professors
did the same. It was all show.”"’

Father Justice Wargrave* was a seminarian at the time of the four-
day Vatican visit to St. John’s. He too commented that it was strange
to see the faculty wearing Roman collars.

Some of the concerned seminarians, he said, pushed hard for per-
sonal interviews with the visitation team, and some were held pri-
vately. Then, on the last day of the visit, apparently in response to
the resounding complaints the visitors were hearing from seminar-
ians, an “unplanned open forum” was held for about ninety minutes,
recalled Wargrave. “About thirty attended, and there were no fac-
ulty present. The queens tried to defend the status quo,” he said.

Jesuit Father Paul Mankowski, a lecturer in Old Testament Lan-
guages at the Pontifical Biblical Institute in Rome, was studying at
the Weston School of Theology in Cambridge, Massachusetts, when
the evaluation team came to the United States. “Some of us were
hoping to see the visitors in private and give them the real story of
what was going on there,” he said. “They met two or three lapdog
students preselected by the school and then announced they weren'’t
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giving any more interviews. And, of course, Weston got an ab-
solutely glowing report,” he added, explaining that Weston deserved
not accolades but a strong rebuke.

Charles Wilson, founder and director of the St. Joseph Foundation,
also remembers the Marshall Committee. He was working toward his
Masters of Theological Studies degree at the Oblate School of Theol-
ogy in San Antonio, Texas, at the time. Judging from the glowing re-
port that Oblate received from the visitation, he too concluded that
“the thing was a total sham.” Aside from an obvious lack of attention
to orthodoxy in classes, he said, Oblate’s problems stemmed from the
majority of its students being laity. In fact, the master of divinity de-
gree, usually reserved for those being ordained to the priesthood, was
offered to lay men and women.

Anthony Gonzales was a seminarian studying for the Diocese of
Santa Rosa when the Marshall Committee team arrived at St.
Patrick’s in Menlo Park, California. “The faculty changed many
things to prepare for it,” he remembered. They replaced heterodox
books with orthodox titles. The seminarians were made to dress in
clerics, which was never done, and the classes were “toned down to
give the impression that the seminary was orthodox when we defi-
nitely were not.”

When the Vatican team visited Cincinnati’s seminary at the Ath-
enaeum of Ohio, Father William H. Hinds recalled hoping that they
would “ride in on their white horses and save the seminary from it-
self.” But, he said, it was more like they were riding mules. He also
remembered that seminary officials made it difficult to speak per-
sonally with the visiting bishops. “We had to go to the office to sign
up for an appointment, and then we were told that we’d get to speak
to one of the bishops ‘if there was enough time.” ” Most of the sem-
inarians who wanted to speak their minds to the evaluation team
about the “deplorable” conditions of the moral and spiritual climate
there were intimidated. If you signed up, he explained, it would be
frowned upon by seminary officials, and they’d ask why you wanted
a secret meeting and “were you going to tell them your own sins or
the seminary’s?”
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Hinds did get to meet with a bishop. Hoping he would be greeted
by a Savonarola type who would make some heads roll, he met in-
stead with a soft-spoken elderly bishop from Pennsylvania. “He
seemed just like an average priest who was checking out something
that didn’t really need to be checked on,” Hinds recalled. The whole
visitation was highly bureaucratic and perfunctory, he said. “When
the bishop found out that I could speak Latin, he conducted the
whole interview in Latin,” which Hinds said was bizarre and com-
ical. “I was as blunt as I could be in Latin,” he joked. In the end, he
could tell that the visitors would not be able to figure out what was
really going on at the seminary and probably didn’t really want to.
“They asked the seminary officials how they were doing, and they
said ‘great,” and the evaluation team was glad to hear it.”

When Father Norman Weslin heard a Vatican visitation team
would be visiting Sacred Heart Seminary in Hales Corner, Wis-
consin, he held out similar hope that the bishops would take some
interest in seeing some major problems resolved. While a semi-
narian there, Weslin had a reputation of being outspoken. He
openly challenged professors who were at odds with the magis-
terium. Other seminarians, he related in his autobiography, were
surreptitious about their own orthodoxy: “I asked them, that, if they
planned to stay submerged, then document information on the
heretical teachings to me with dates, times, places, and teacher. I
told them that I would then write a report for the pope’s Seminary
Investigation Team.”!®

When the visitation team arrived, said Weslin, the seminary offi-
cials “had spotters, most of them homosexuals, watching the corridors
to determine who went in to see the pope’s investigation team.”"
Weslin first went to see the seminary rector and told him that he in-
tended to expose the teachings of the seminary to the team as well as
the fake syllabi used in deceiving the team, giving them the false im-
pression that the theology they were teaching was of the orthodox
stripe. The fake syllabi for the year listed sound Catholic textbooks
and other references, but, wrote Weslin, the seminarians were given
photocopies of the works of Andrew Greeley”’ and other well-known
dissenters. “The orthodox material was rarely, if ever, used.”
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At the conclusion of the protracted process of gathering infor-
mation from all of the nation’s seminaries, the Vatican issued sev-
eral guarded reports that expressed general satisfaction with the
state of most U.S. seminaries, yet expressing a faint hope that cer-
tain failings or oversights would be corrected in short order. The
study, however, was never made public. In October of 1986,
William Cardinal Baum,?! the prefect for the Vatican’s Congrega-
tion for Catholic Education—an American—issued a statement that
a few seminaries “have one or more serious deficiencies,” but of-
fered no details other than to say he was concerned about “weaker
scholarship,” the use of lay men and women as spiritual directors,
and the presence of nonseminarians in all too many courses. His
deepest concern was for the proper development of the identity of
the priest in the seminary. In his statement, he wrote:

Our most serious recommendations have been about
the need to develop a clear concept of the ordained
priesthood, to promote the specialized nature of the
priestly formation in accordance with Vatican Coun-
cil I’s affirmation of seminaries, to deepen the acad-
emic formation so that it becomes more properly and
adequately theological (with more convinced and con-
vincing attention to the magisterium in some courses),
and to ensure that the seminarians develop a good
grasp of the specific contribution that the priest has to
make to each pastoral situation.

In 1988, Bishop Marshall delivered the most comprehensive re-
port on the Vatican-commissioned investigation to the U.S. bishops.
Although he cited that the study revealed some glaring deficiencies,
including dissent from key Church teachings, the American bishops
ultimately interpreted the Vatican’s findings as a vindication of the
American-style approach to educating Catholic priests in postcon-
ciliar times.

What was thought of as a “Vatican investigation” had precious
little to do with the Vatican, it seems. Although the Holy See had
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commissioned the visitation project, those chosen to do the snooping
appeared to be working more to satisfy the American bishops than
to furnish facts to Rome. Ralph McInerny, a philosophy professor at
the University of Notre Dame, summed up the process well:

For decades we have been hearing stories about priestly
training and religious houses that would have made
Boccaccio blush. And yet a task force formed by the
U.S. bishops during the 1980s to look into the semi-
naries found that everything was just fine. Here indeed
was a failure, and by churchmen, who had to make a
determined effort not to acquaint themselves with the
facts they were supposedly investigating.?

One possible positive outcome of the Marshall Committee find-
ings—whatever they were—was that they may have led to the 1990
Synod of Bishops. That year Pope John Paul II devoted the theme
to “The Formation of Priests in Circumstances of the Present Day.”
The proceedings from the Synod eventually led to the publication
of the Directory of the Life and Ministry of Priests and Pope John Paul’s
Pastores Dabo Vobis, both of which provided concrete direction for
authentic reform of the seminaries of the world.

The 1980s—the years of the Vatican-commissioned seminary
evaluation—were arguably the worst of times for most American
seminaries. During the confusion of the 1970s, the progressive
theologies and experimental approaches to liturgy were at least
sometimes balanced by intelligent and conservative “holdovers”
who were trained before the Council. But by 1980, the revolution
had completely taken hold in most of the seminaries.” The 1980s
were the crest of a wave of the liberals’ rise to power. By then, litur-
gical experimentation was systematized into a series of abuses that
had become “norms” in the seminaries; moral theology had been
confused, and was reflected practically in the moral lives of faculty
and students.

One of the most important points, however, was that by the
1980s, career seminary officials had worked out—independently of
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one another perhaps—ways of identifying and weeding out semi-
narians with whom they disagreed. These men who were unjustly
discriminated against were seminarians, as Archbishop Curtiss would
point out a decade later, who accept and defend Church teachings,
especially on sexual morality and the priesthood.

Despite the liberals’ efforts, in the early 1990s somewhat more
conservative priests emerged from the seminary. Historian James
Hitchcock theorizes that since many of these priests ordained in the
1990s saw firsthand the destruction wrought by the crisis of the
priesthood that followed the council, they desired a priesthood re-
grounded in the authentic tradition of the Church.

“While many older priests continue to insist that everything
which has happened since 1965 is true renewal, as they continue to
rail against the forces of orthodoxy, younger men see with a clear eye
the destruction done in renewal’s name and that the path to a healthy
and vibrant Church lies in quite a different direction,” he wrote in
1999.* A sort of inverted generation gap began to widen throughout
the Clinton years: the younger, more conservative men who seek to
live the priestly life as the Church defines the ministry versus the
middle-aged, “radical” priests of days past who seek to reenvision the
priesthood and the entire Church based on a misguided sense of re-
newal. Hitchcock describes these old radicals:

The clergy whose lives now seem blighted, and who
kick back almost compulsively against all signs of re-
newed orthodoxy, were mostly victims of a process they
did not begin to understand, swept along by cultural
forces they had in no way anticipated. ... But this is the
generation of priests which now controls many dioceses
and most religious orders, and they are often ruthless.
Having successfully rebelled thirty years ago, having
destroyed the traditional system of authority, they now
often employ tactics of control and intimidation which
preconciliar religious superiors, carefully following the
rules, would never have dreamed of using. In all but a
few blessed places, orthodox younger clergy will now
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have to endure varying degrees of suffering until the
day comes—if it does—when they are finally in a posi-
tion to shape the direction of their communities.”

Part of their “ruthlessness” has been long evidenced in seminary
formation programs. These tactics of control and intimidation are
used systematically in seminaries and vocations offices to identify and
root out the orthodox vocations, precisely so that the young conser-
vative can’t take root in their diocese or religious order. Hitchcock
compared this state of affairs with the conditions of the Counter-
Reformation years. Authentic reform, he said, was not achieved by
the older clergy, whose memories stretched back before the emer-
gence of Protestantism, “many of whom were confused, passive, and
locked into patterns of immoral living.”?¢ It fell to a new generation
of priests, those with no memory of life before Protestantism, to
bring about genuine reform. And so one pities the aging radicals who
thought they offered such progress but are living to see that Holy
Mother Church still knows best, and that younger generations of
priests aren’t interested in their dated ideas and agendas.

Slowly, as the 1990s progressed, Catholics saw more and more
genuine reform in the Church, a shift away from the experimental
“spirit of Vatican I1” to a practical regrounding of Catholic faith and
culture. Likewise, certain pockets of the United States, as mentioned
in Chapter 1, began seeing a significant increase in vocations to the
priesthood and a healthy number of ordinations each year. The
newest vocations in fact are often products of new or revitalized
Catholic colleges such as Ave Maria, Christendom, Franciscan Uni-
versity of Steubenville, and Thomas Aquinas College. They often
come from countercultural families that homeschool or that are in-
volved in the many orthodox “movements” that place an emphasis
on the dynamic faithfulness of the lay vocation.

Another related phenomenon that emerged in the 1990s was a
sort of “brain drain” away from liberal dioceses toward orthodox
ones. In part because of a growing awareness of the culture wars
being played out in the Church, some young men, often guided by
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orthodox parents or priests, began to seek out dioceses that would
support their vocations instead of discouraging them or burying
them. Speaking to this point, the late Jesuit theologian Father John
Hardon identified the primary cause of the vocations crisis as a lack
of authentic Catholic life. Hardon, who worked for the Holy See for
decades, said, “In dioceses and religious orders where young men can
witness authentic Catholic life, vocations will flourish. In others, vo-
cations to the priesthood and religious life will languish.”?” Hardon’s
“survival of the fittest” theory explains why orthodox dioceses have
a disproportionately higher number of vocations and priests than
others. It is a natural and logical process.






CHAPTER 11

A Self-Fulfilling
Prophecy

How a Death Wish for the Male, Celibate Priesthood
Created an Artificial Priest Shortage

First, many of [our present seminarians] have had multiple sex experiences.

Their backgrounds are different from ours. I'm also surprised at the frank-

ness with which they discuss their personal lives. This is great.
—Rembert Weakland, Archbishop of Milwaukee

I have in earlier chapters referred more than a few times to the de-
sire on the part of many well-placed priests and nuns, as well as
others, to “reenvision” the Catholic priesthood. This reenvisioning
plays a crucial role in the crisis of ideological discrimination,
whereby good men, orthodox and loyal to the Catholic Church, are
dismissed as unfit for the priesthood. It is important to understand
this “reenvisioned” role: who is promoting such an idea, and why?
As Archbishop Caurtiss wrote, “the vocations ‘crisis’ is precipitated
by people who want to change the Church’s agenda”; they therefore
strive to eliminate candidates to the priesthood who do not support
their political views, views which, it is instructive to note, are not
those of the Church. Curtiss specifically mentioned those directly
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responsible for promoting and fostering vocations as having a “death
wish” for the male, celibate priesthood.

These “death wishers” also happen to be the doomsayers who have
been predicting a dire priest shortage for decades. At the same time
they’ve viewed the priest shortage and vocations crisis as a prophetic
call to institute widespread change in the Church. Dominican Father
Frank Norris, for example, writing in Ligourian magazine in 1997, be-
lieved the vocations situation to be so bleak at that time that he asked,
“Should we weather the storm, or is it time to abandon ship and reen-
vision our perspective on vocations to the priesthood?”! Norris ad-
mits that the doomsayers have “discerned” that the present dearth of
vocations “represents a movement of the Holy Spirit to expand the
pool of candidates” for priestly ministry.” Many, a majority of whom
are priests and nuns, surmise that the priest shortage is not a crisis of
faith but rather an institutional crisis fueled by the Church’ strictures
on celibacy. Predictably, they call for an end to such a discipline; they
request that priests be allowed to marry and that resigned priests be
fully reinstated in order to solve the crisis. The same crowd also be-
lieves that the Church’ ability to attract vocations is hampered by the
fallout from the unhealthy sexual repression that results from “im-
posed” celibacy: pedophilia scandals and a priesthood that is said to
be dominated by homosexuals.

Many of those who promote the fulfillment of this death wish for
the male, celibate priesthood have long appealed to the “spirit of
Vatican II,” despite the glaring contradiction the council itself pro-
vides. In fact, the Second Vatican Council clearly reiterated the
importance of priestly celibacy in the Latin rite. According to Pres-
byterorum Ordinis,

Through virginity or celibacy observed for the sake of
the kingdom of heaven, priests are consecrated to Christ
in a new and distinguished way. They more easily hold
fast to Him with undivided heart. They more freely de-
vote themselves in Him and through Him to the service
of God and men. They more readily minister to His
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kingdom and to the work of heavenly regeneration, and
thus become more apt to exercise paternity in Christ,
and do so to a greater extent.’

Nevertheless, the male, celibate priesthood turned into one of the
most controversial issues facing the Church in the late twentieth
century. Before the Second Vatican Council, the role of celibacy in
the life of the priest was not often questioned or dwelt upon by
Catholics. It was not an issue that concerned the laity; it was not seen
as a deterrent to attracting priestly vocations. Yet, since the 1960s,
celibacy has evolved into a complicated issue linked to the issues of
homosexuality and the ordination of women.

Those pushing for opening priestly ordination to married men
rely heavily upon the assumption that dispensing with the Church’s
discipline of clerical celibacy would greatly increase the number and
quality of those men who would serve the Church as priests. With
the severe shortage of priests and seminarians in certain parts of the
U.S. over the past three decades, this argument becomes all the more
attractive. Some, such as sociologist and ex-priest Richard Schoen-
herr, author of Full Pews, Empty Altars, argue that “mandatory
celibacy” is the driving force behind the priest shortage, despite the
fact that our seminaries were filled beyond capacity forty years ago
when the discipline of celibacy was exactly the same as it is today. “To
be authentically religious,” he maintains, “Catholic ministry must
open itself to the charismatic transformative power of marriages as
well as celibacy.” One could argue—indeed, many do—that or-
daining women would also help swell the ranks of the priesthood.
For the feminist contingent the priest shortage promises to pave the
way for women’s ordination. The restriction of the priesthood to
celibate men is seen as the last vestige of patriarchy, a system of
power, control, and sexism that must inevitably collapse—they hope.

The link between celibacy and women’s ordination is consistently
drawn by national organizations such as the Women’s Ordination
Conference, Call to Action, and Catholics Speak Out. They see or-
dination as a right rather than a privilege. Celibacy, however, sets
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apart a certain class of people as “different,” and to the mind of those
agitating for such things as the ordination of women to the priest-
hood and diaconate, such a class of people is unjust and patriarchal.

Much of the sting has been taken out of the rhetoric surrounding
the issue of women’s ordination since Pope John Paul II issued the
apostolic exhortation Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, which declared that “the
Church has no authority whatsoever to confer priestly ordination
on women,” and that this judgment is “to be definitively held by all
the Church’s faithful.” Nevertheless, certain elements in the
Church—including in seminaries and vocations offices—continue
to champion the cause.

It has also been popular to suggest, as Father Norris pointed out,
that since countries like the United States have experienced dwin-
dling numbers of priests, “maybe the Holy Spirit is telling us some-
thing.” Catholic News Service columnist Father Peter Daly, for
instance, wrote:

Whenever I have a conversation with young men about
the possibility of priesthood, I hear the same remark:
“Father, I would think about it except for the require-
ment of celibacy.” Over the years I have been a de-
fender of celibacy as a spiritually valuable discipline and
an important witness. But the Eucharist and preaching
the Gospel are more valuable.

Then the often repeated suggestion comes: “It could be that the
Holy Spirit is telling us something....”” Daly then suggests the
Church should allow married men to be ordained to serve as parish
priests.! The same reasoning has been applied by other prominent
Catholic columnists such as Father Richard McBrien, Sister Joan
Chittister, and Tim Unsworth.

Even some U.S. bishops have expressed these sentiments. Bishop
Raymond Lucker® of New Ulm, Minnesota, wrote in an October
1998 issue of his diocesan newspaper that, considering the shortage
of priests and seminarians, he strongly endorsed married priests.
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The celibacy requirement for priests, he wrote, is an obstruction “in
the way of our fulfilling the law of God.” Celibacy, he reassured, is
not a doctrinal issue, but a matter of Church discipline suited per-
haps for the Middle Ages but not for our post-Sexual Revolution
culture. Again, he is assuming that the discipline of celibacy is zhe
cause of the priest shortage, and therefore that its elimination would
eliminate the vocations crisis. Lucker’s sentiments again seem to
confirm Archbishop Curtiss’s claim that vocations directors and
others, even bishops, have a “death wish” for the male, celibate
priesthood. Not coincidentally, the Diocese of New Ulm had one
of the lowest rates of ordination during the years Lucker served as
its shepherd. His diocese also “boasts” the highest percentage of
parishes without a priest-pastor.

Milwaukee’s archbishop, Rembert Weakland,'° also believes that
the Holy Spirit is telling us that the male, celibate priesthood is un-
workable. In a 1996 editorial published in the Milwaukee Fournal-
Sentinel, Weakland sang the praises of a married priesthood,
suggesting that an end to celibacy would solve the problem of lonely
priests and ultimately the priest shortage.

In a follow-up editorial in the same venue, Catholic lay-activist
Margo Szews asked if it were not the ultimate in hypocrisy for the
archbishop to “promote and implement policies that have resulted
in the current priest shortage, and then deplore the problem as
though he had no hand in it?” The problem is not celibacy, wrote
Szews, but rather the archbishop’s own policies, which deter young
men from serving as priests in the Milwaukee archdiocese, known as
one of the most liberal areas of the nation. Szews rhetorically asked:

Isn’t it the archbishop who has allowed/encouraged
priests to move out of the rectories and into apartments,
thus causing the loneliness he laments? Isn’t it the arch-
bishop who has allowed potential seminarians, whose
loyalty to Church teaching is viewed as “rigid and in-
flexible,” to be rejected? Isn’t it the archbishop who has
permitted/encouraged the use of altar girls, when it is
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known that service as altar boys has inspired many
priestly vocations? Isn’t it the archbishop who has en-
couraged women to attend the seminary, a place for
priestly formation, where they have outnumbered men
for years? Isn’t it the archbishop who has, through forced
early retirement, rejected the services of able-bodied
priests who are also seen as “rigid and inflexible”?!!

In a Green Bay Press-Gazette article in 2000, Weakland confirmed
his sympathies on the issue of priestly celibacy. He sees signs of hope
in the younger generation coming into the priesthood, he said. “First,
many of them have had multiple sex experiences. Their backgrounds
are different from ours. I'm also surprised at the frankness with which
they discuss their personal lives. This is great,” he added.'?

The Milwaukee archbishop’s comment brings up another aspect
of the celibacy cause-and-effect theory: Celibacy, especially during
the 1990s, has been linked to various scandals in the priesthood,
mainly those relating to pedophilia and homosexuality, but also to
old-fashioned heterosexual adultery. Public opinion maker Father
Andrew Greeley, for instance, made the point that the image of the
priesthood has been dealt a savage blow by well-publicized resigna-
tions, by the pedophile crisis, and by the fact that the priesthood is
increasingly becoming a gay group, a gay occupation—all of which
may be true. Yet Greeley consistently claims that the celibate priest-
hood is what led to a clergy depleted by such scandals. In short, he
claims that the primary cause of all this scandal is the Church’s dis-
cipline of priestly celibacy. However correct Greeley is to say that
the image of the priesthood has been tainted by certain scandals, the
link between celibacy and sexual misconduct remains unsubstan-
tiated. But then Greeley has long been a publicly outspoken propo-
nent of a married priesthood.

In a 1999 editorial, the National Catholic Reporter (NCR) identified,
also without substantiation, the same link between celibacy and
sexual scandal, essentially concluding that celibacy is killing Catholi-
cism. NCR editor Tom Fox wrote: “Mandatory celibacy has. .. cor-
rosive effects. In the past 15 years, the U.S. Church has spent an
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estimated $1 billion to cover court costs, attorney fees, settlements
and victim/survivor awards in clergy sexual abuse cases. Again, this
is a complex phenomenon, but surely one factor in the crisis of sexual
misconduct within the clergy is the inability of priests to form open,
healthy sexual relationships.””® In other words, according to NCR,
obligatory priestly celibacy for the Latin rite is the chief enemy of a
healthy priesthood and a thriving Church.

Pulitzer Prize-winning author Garry Wills made a similar claim
in his book Papal Sin: Structures of Deceit. Wills boldly asserts.that
Pope John Paul IT’s determination to maintain the Latin Church’s
discipline on clerical celibacy is a “ludicrous and compromising ar-
gument.” He even claims that John Paul’s real legacy to the Church,
despite all the pope’s outstanding accomplishments, is a gay priest-
hood. This, he implies in his book, is a direct result of the pope’s
maintaining the practice of clerical celibacy amid all the clamor to
cave in to the sexual revolution. Wills, it seems, bases his conclusion
on the argument, again without substantiation, that most of the het-
erosexual men want to marry, while the homosexuals are virtually the
only men drawn to the priesthood. Like many people, Wills is sus-
picious of celibacy and does not seem to understand the intense na-
ture of the consecration to the priesthood upon which the whole idea
of celibacy rests.

Anglican author Elizabeth Abbott exemplifies this same thinking
in her study on celibacy published in 2000 as The History of Celibacy.
Abbott, dean of women at Trinity College at the University of
"Toronto, has a mocking attitude toward celibacy in Catholicism. The
revelation of sexual abuse of children by the Christian Brothers in
Ontario was one of the events that prompted Abbott to begin her re-
search into celibacy. Abbott essentially implies that the Christian
Brothers (a Catholic religious order), driven to madness by “im-
posed” celibacy,'* victimized children under their institutional care.
According to Abbott’s line of reasoning, the brothers were just as
much victims as the children. That is, the Christian Brothers were
victims of the Catholic Church and her discipline of clerical celibacy.
She, of course, fails to recognize the thousands of Catholic celi-
bates—nuns as well as priests and religious brothers—who have
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made extraordinary contributions to the Western world. Nor does
she recognize that it was the Catholic Church that has upheld
human rights throughout history by opposing sexual aberrations
such as polygamy, castration, female genital mutilation, pederasty,
and prostitution. Nor does Abbott examine the evidence that sug-
gests that bad philosophy, not celibacy, is the cause of such heinous
crimes. This is a point that commentators such as Wills, Fox, and
Greeley fail even to consider. This “bad philosophy”—which un-
dermines both the Catholic priesthood and the mission of the
Church—can be traced to the experimentation with humanistic psy-
chology by well-placed Church leaders.

Around the time of the Second Vatican Council, humanistic psy-
chology had already become popular, and on top of that a philosophy
of personal development and interpersonal relationships called the
“human potentials movement” was flowering. Its pioneers were psy-
chologists Abraham Maslow and Carl Rogers. The latter is consid-
ered the father of the “encounter group,” otherwise known as “group
sensitivity training.” In 1970, Dr. William Coulson, a disciple and
coworker of Carl Rogers, began to see the destruction wrought by
Rogerian psychology both in the Catholic Church and in society in
general. Coulson, now director of the Research Council on Ethno-
psychology in California, realized that a “self-fulfillment” model was
replacing the traditional “self-sacrifice” model in the priesthood and
religious life, and humanistic psychology played a large role in this.
Catholics in the late 1960s were led to believe that truth no longer
rested in the Catholic Church, but rather in experience, he said, and
the Church was a suppressor or preventer of “experience” as pro-
pounded by John Dewey."* This was the beginning of the “religion
of the self” which was picked up quickly by seminary educators and
applied to their coursework and formation programs.

Coulson worked to train “facilitators” at the Western Behavioral
Science Institute (WBSI) in La Jolla, California, during the late
1960s, and this work continued without him throughout the 1970s.
The purpose of the workshops was to train others to conduct en-
counter groups. “Our biggest single vocational group coming for fa-
cilitator training for a number of years, into the late 1970s,” he
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explained, “was Catholic priests and nuns and teaching brothers, all
of whom thought that Rogers’s methods of nondirective therapy ap-
plied to group work would be a very useful vehicle for making deeper
contact with their students, and for helping them to become better
Catholics.” What it helped them do in actuality, he added, was to be-
come non-Catholics. In fact, most of the priests, in his recollection,
who came to the program, later dropped out of the priesthood.
These nuns and priests, who were among the “experts” who would
later wreak havoc in seminaries, colleges, and novitiates, were trained
to lead sessions of truth-telling and ice-breaking group exercises that
broke down social inhibition, fostered an illusory sense of intimacy,
and opened the way for the engineering of consent through small
group peer pressure.'®

In a 1994 address at the Franciscan University of Steubenville,
Coulson explained how the Rogerian theories destroyed St. Anthony
Seminary,” run by the Franciscans in Santa Barbara. The Franciscan
province in California had recently concluded an inquiry into a
major sex scandal at the seminary, one that warranted front-page
treatment in the New York Times on December 1, 1993. The runover
headline on page A-12 sums up the story: “Friars Sexually Molested
Boys at California Seminary, Church Inquiry Says.” The Franciscans
had requested and paid for the inquiry, and their provincial superior
called the findings “horrific.” Eerily similar to the Christian Brothers
pedophilia scandal in Ontario, thirty-four high-school-age boys were
said to have been molested over a twenty-three-year period, in-
volving nearly one-fourth of faculty members.

Coulson was at the WBSI when the California Franciscans invited
him to deliver a series of programs on the human potentials move-
ment at their seminary. In 1968, shortly after the presentations,
Coulson received a letter from one of the Franciscan friars. The
priest-professor noted that his vocation had changed direction after
hearing about human potentials and participating in the sensitivity
training of the encounter group. “I am behaving like mad,” he wrote,
“with true self blossoming all over the place. Killing me.” Coulson
took his remarks as tongue-in-cheek at the time, but later realized
that the friar had spoken more truth than he could bear to face. “Was
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the behaving-like-mad friar one of the notorious eleven child-abusers
reported in the New York Times?” he wondered. We’ll probably never
know. Except for the two who have gone to jail, the names of the men
are being held secret. “Something was wrong with the very idea of
huggy-kissy priests in the first place, something wrong with applying
heavy-duty human potentials lessons to religion.”’8

Coulson explained to his audience how the destruction was
wrought at St. Anthony’s Seminary:

For years there had been catalogues of rules in friaries.
Some were designed to make the exchange of intima-
cies unlikely. That the rules were of “long standing”
made them eo ipso invalid from a human potentials per-
spective. The protective framework got set aside at St.
Anthony’s. It seems to have been seen as a form of
oppression. Among the unspoken corollaries of the dis-
carding of old-time rules were that everybody could
now have sex. Or if they didn’t feel like having sex, at
least they could practice acceptance, understanding,
and permissiveness about other people having sex.
According to the investigative report of the situation at
St. Anthony’s: “The board of inquiry was assured that
no student was ever allowed into the private rooms of
the friars. But time and again in the course of the in-
vestigation, we learned that the opposite was actually
true. Doors and rules were intended as physical and
psychological barriers. But they were ignored. The per-
petrators often brought students into their private
rooms to molest them there. One offender had taken a
private room in a house next to the seminary. There he
had children in his room overnight. The board of in-
quiry learned that on several occasions, two young boys
who were not seminarians, were brought by him to the
table occupied by the friars in the refectory. They were
there for dinner and they were there for breakfast the

next morning.”?
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The independent report concluded that “a cancerous evil existed
in the institution which exerted, and continues to exert, its perni-
cious effects in the lives of those who were abused and in the life of
the province.”?® Out of the eleven offending priests or brothers, re-
lated Coulson, only two of these were evaluated as certifiable pedo-
philes. The others, he said, were not under the influence of a mental
illness but of bad philosophy—specifically, an application of human-
istic psychology.

By 1970 Coulson came to the realization that the human poten-
tials movement, and especially the encounter groups, were destroying
long-standing institutions in the Church—seminaries, convents, and
the like. He was distressed by the number of priests and nuns who
were losing their faith, dispensing with sexual mores, and abandoning
their vocations after being introduced to the theories of humanistic
psychology. Thus, in Coulson’s informed opinion, it is not celibacy
that drives priests and religious to pedophilia and other sexual per-
versions, but “bad philosophy,” a philosophy that dispensed with
chastity. Celibacy was a casualty, not a cause.

This point is highly relevant to the controversy surrounding the
male, celibate priesthood. But unfortunately it is too often over-
looked or dismissed in order to keep the focus on celibacy as the cul-
prit. Indeed, most proponents of dispensing with clerical celibacy fail
to see certain essential points that do not support their cause.

It is neither celibacy nor the Church’s teaching on human sexu-
ality that leads to sexual scandal among priests. Rather, it is loss of
faith and lack of a prayer life. What is the source of this loss of faith
or lack of prayer life that leads to sexual aberration? Those who con-
tend that celibacy is the cause of all the ills in the priesthood do not
often consider the actions of bishops and others in positions of au-
thority in Catholic dioceses that potentially lead to destructive be-
haviors among their priests.

Consider someone such as Archbishop Weakland. As we read
earlier, Weakland believes that one of the great assets of his semi-
narians today—the few that he has—is that they have had “multple
sex experiences” before they even enter the seminary. This might
easily be construed as indicative of his contempt for priestly
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celibacy. Also consider that the archbishop routinely allowed semi-
nary students to view what any normal person would consider a
pornographic program, entitled Sexual Attitude Reassessment, so sem-
inarians could “rethink” their views on sexuality to conform with
what the archbishop considered to be his more positive attitude.
The program’s registration form promised to examine “how we
were trained (or not trained) to hold restricting attitudes about our
sexuality.””! For at least ten years (1978-88), seminarians and many
others attending the sex workshops viewed a series of explicit
movies produced by Multi-Focus, Inc. (a distributor of other “edu-
cational movies” such as Plain and Fancy Penises, Hookers, and Women
in Love: Strategies of Black Lesbians), in San Francisco. These show-
cased on the big screen male and female masturbation, heterosexual
and homosexual intercourse, and variations in oral sex. One partic-
ular film, entitled A Ripple of Time, depicted a fifty-six-year-old
woman and a sixty-three-year-old man engaging in sexual games
with a vibrator. The program was protested for years, but it was not
until 1988, when a local Christian television station exposed the
program during Milwaukee’s prime time, that the court of public
opinion forced the archdiocese to shut it down.

Weakland also endorsed and permitted, at least since 1980, a four-
week series titled “Homosexuality and Its Impact on the Family,” to
be taught in his archdiocese for many years, even after being repeat-
edly asked to cancel the program, which did not at all reflect a
Catholic understanding or response to the issues of homosexuality.
This sex workshop was taught by Milwaukee priest Father James
Arimond, who also served as the chaplain of the Milwaukee Dig-
nity*? chapter and was a regular columnist for Wisconsin Light, a
member publication of the Gay and Lesbian Press Association. A
two-page promotional flyer coauthored by Arimond and Leon
Konieczny stated that the Catholic Church’s moral theologians held
“ditfering viewpoints on the morality of homosexual acts. When
making a moral decision . .. ultimately it is the individual’s conscience
which must be his or her guide. A Catholic may in good conscience
make a decision not in total agreement with Church teaching and
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still remain within the Church if they do not deny any point of di-
vine and Catholic faith and do not reject the teaching authority of
the Church. An example of this is the millions of American Catholics
who have decided on a moral stance different from the teaching of
the Church and use artificial means of birth control, yet remain
Catholics in good standing.”?

Then, in 1990, Arimond?** pleaded no contest to charges that he
had molested a teenage boy.” Was the offending priest victimized by
the Church’s teaching on celibacy, or was he so immersed in homo-
sexual propaganda that he thought more about sex and perversion
than about God? The Archdiocese of Milwaukee’s nonjudgmental,
amoral sexual education programs clearly deadened the conscience
to chastity. In fact, during Weakland’s tenure, sexual abuse lawsuits
resulting from Milwaukee priests abusing teenage boys cost the dio-
cese at least $5.5 million, in addition to countless vocations. By 1993,
there were seven known priests involved in sex abuse scandals in the
Milwaukee archdiocese with over a hundred young victims. By 1997,
even more cases of priest pedophilia had surfaced. Celibacy was not
the cause.

The problem of “sexual reassessment” (or desensitizing) of semi-
narians was unfortunately not limited to Weakland’s archdiocese, nor
was he the first to introduce such degrading sex workshops. In the late
1970s the same type of pornographic films were shown at St. John
Provincial Seminary in Plymouth, Michigan, when Fathers Kenneth
Untener and Robert Rose were seminary administrators. Untener was
named bishop of Saginaw in 1980 and Rose was named bishop of Gay-
lord in 1981, and later bishop of Grand Rapids. Shortly after the Vat-
ican announced that Untener was going to lead the Saginaw diocese,
the Detroit Free Press and the National Catholic Register reported that he
was summoned to Rome to “explain” his sex desensitization program.
With the help of Detroit’s John Cardinal Dearden, he apparently ar-
gued successfully in defense of the seminary porno program.

According to Detroit priest Father Eduard Perrone, the “porno
flicks” were shown at the seminary as part of a class on morality.
“They showed a man masturbating, a woman masturbating, couples



204 (GOODBYE, GOOD MEN

copulating, homosexuals humping,” he recalled. The crudely pro-
duced films, he said, were supposedly put together by doctors who
worked for clinical sex-study institutes. “There were ladies in the
class t00,” explained Perrone, “because at that time they were al-
ready teaching seminarians and laity together.”

He also remembered a controversial sex-ed textbook being used
in classes. Human Sexuality: New Directions in American Catholic
Thought, authored by Detroit priests Ronald Modras?® and Anthony
Kosnik,?” was first published by Paulist Press in 1976. Billed as a
“handbook for confessors,” the textbook took the same desensitizing
approach to sexual morality. In sum, it amounted to a broad attack
on Catholic Church teaching. It even incurred the wrath of the Vat-
ican, which formally denounced it in a rare statement issued by the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Of the countless criti-
cisms of the book, perhaps the pithiest came from Monsignor Hu-
bert Maino, former editor of the Michigan Catholic, who said on a
local radio talk show that it was “soft on bestiality.”?

This is not at all unlike the “sex text” scandal at Mount Angel Sem-
inary in Oregon, brought to light by Father John Lewandowski. The
entire course presentation on human sexuality, said Lewandowski, was
an offense against chastity. Neither the professor nor his chosen text-
book spoke positively about celibacy, nor were seminarians by any
means encouraged to remain chaste. Quite the contrary.

The often repeated contention that young men take no interest in
the priesthood because of the celibacy requirement is put to rest by
the fact that so many men who enter the seminary (or at least apply)
do so with the understanding that celibacy is an integral part of the
priestly life. What many of these men have found, however, when
they enter the seminary, is that the role of celibacy is not taken seri-
ously, or it is undermined, as in the case of Mount Angel or St. John’.
In 2000, Dominican Father Brian Mullady explained that “seminar-
ians in the recent past had to contend with the popular but mistaken
notion that the Church was probably going to change this discipline,
and so they were practically expected to oppose celibacy.”? This is
not nearly so much the case at the dawn of the twenty-first century
as it was in the 1970s and 1980s. According to a nationwide survey of
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priests by the National Opinion Research Center in Chicago, the
youngest and oldest priests share similar views supporting celibacy in
the priesthood and rejecting the cause of women’s ordination. But the
generation in the middle—those who are in positions of authority in
most dioceses now—is still much more in favor of dispensing with
celibacy and ordaining priestesses. The popular opinion, truly a con-
jured myth, that Rome was going to dispense with celibacy in the
wake of Vatican II was mainly propagated via theologians and semi-
nary educators, many of whom have since left the priesthood and the
Church. Most Catholics in the pews never expected a married priest-
hood and still do not.

Once these theologians and seminary educators realized that the
Vatican was not going to capitulate on this issue, they soon got the
idea—how conscious it was, we will never know—that if seminarians
were put into positions where priestly celibacy was undermined and
their own chastity was jeopardized, they could “prove” that celibacy
was a deterrent to priestly vocations. First, in many instances, semi-
narians were not provided with examples of chastity by men in the
seminary who showed balance, self-mastery, and affective maturity.
Second, the teaching many seminarians received in courses did not
support celibacy, or even chastity of any sort. Third, many seminar-
ians were actually encouraged to date and carry on sexual relation-
ships. One wise man once said, “If you can get a seminarian into bed
with a woman, you’ll destroy his vocation.” In fact, many, many vo-
cations were destroyed through the undermining of chastity. Once
desensitized in sex workshops or by poring through sexually explicit
material in seminary textbooks, the prospect of dating and carrying
on a straightforward sexual relationship with a woman (as opposed
to a perverted sexual relationship) probably struck many seminarians
as rather reasonable. Be that as it may, the saints have repeatedly
taught that it is difficult to remain faithful to the Church if one
cannot remain chaste.

What happened to the Seminary of St. Pius X in the Diocese of
Covington, Kentucky, provides an illustrative example of how voca-
tions were systematically undermined in one diocese. In 1979,
Bishop William Hughes?® succeeded conservative prelate Richard
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Ackerman.’' The seminary was still flourishing in Covington. In fact,
it was one of the few seminaries in the country that had maintained
orthodoxy, discipline, and high numbers of seminarians. The young
men still wore cassocks or clericals to classes until 1982. By that year
the new bishop had decided that he did not like what he called the
“monastic environment” there and, according to Father Joseph
Jenkins, president of the student body for the seminary’s last gradu-
ating class there, Hughes told the seminarians point-blank that he
wanted them out of clericals and dating girls on a co-ed campus.
Hughes, however, told the public that he sought to close the semi-
nary for economic reasons. He claimed it was costing the Diocese of
Covington $25,000 in subsidies for each man at the school, which
Jenkins believed was not the case. “Money was not an issue. In fact,
Bishop Glennon Flavin®? of Lincoln, Nebraska, offered Hughes a
blank check, if only he would leave the seminary undisturbed.”*
Hughes would not, added Jenkins. Since Roman guidelines required
him to get another bishop to concur with his decision to close the
school, he enlisted Bishop Walter Sullivan of Richmond, Virginia,
who did not even send students to St. Pius X. “Sullivan arrived at the
seminary wearing shorts, an undershirt and sandals, badmouthing
the school while looking for dirt,” wrote Jenkins.

When Jenkins, as class president in 1982, tried to get a graduation
speaker, Bishop Hughes rejected three in a row. “We had selected
men orthodox in faith and loyal to the pope,” said Jenkins. “He
wanted none of them. He even turned down Bishop Ackerman, the
former shepherd of Covington.” The rector of the seminary, Father
William Brown, however, convinced Hughes to reconsider the choice
of Ackerman. The latter had been informed of the snub and was fu-
rious. At the graduation ceremony, Ackerman spoke of his love for
the seminary and how integral it was in the life of the diocese. Nev-
ertheless, Hughes had his way. The thriving seminary of St. Pius X
was closed and the seminarians were sent to co-ed Thomas More
College to date and “gain life experiences.” Numbers went from
more than 140 seminarians to about eighteen men in the 1982-83
academic year.
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But even before some men make it to the seminary, they are able
to sense that their diocese or religious order does not take the role
of clerical celibacy too seriously. John Horton, for instance, remem-
bers attending a vocations conference for prospective seminarians in
the Archdiocese of Seattle in 1996. One question at the meeting with
Archbishop Thomas Murphy** was posed by the youngest prospect,
a senior in high school. “Should I be dating?” he asked. Murphy an-
swered that seminarians were expected to be involved in “serious re-
lationships” with women and that seminarians who were not would
be considered unsuitable for the priesthood—unfortunate wording.
Even if Murphy did not mean “sexual” by the term “serious rela-
tionships,” “the words ‘chastity’ and ‘celibacy’ were never mentioned
during the course of the evening conference,” recalled Horton, who
believed that is exactly what the high school senior wanted to hear
about. The other prospective candidates looked dumbfounded. The
four other priests present added nothing. They all remained silent,
even as everyone else in the room looked perplexed. (It is worth
noting that the “Program of Priestly Formation” published by the
National Conference of Catholic Bishops specifically states that
prospective seminarians and seminarians should have a commitment
to celibacy and the observance of perfect chastity, which would pre-
clude any romantic or sexual relationships.)

A few years earlier, in 1990, Horton applied to enter the seminary
for the Archdiocese of Seattle. At that time, Archbishop Raymond G.
Hunthausen,* an outspoken proponent of women’s ordination, was
still head of the archdiocese. The vocations director said that Horton
would have to participate in the “Channel Program” for one year in
order to be eligible for admission as a candidate for the priesthood.
The program was the diocese’s version of the Peace Corps. As in-
structed, he met with the directress of the program in an old house in
the neighborhood of the University of Washington. They talked for
a few minutes, said Horton, “about ‘diversity’ and ‘inclusiveness’ and
all the old mantras of the liberal feminist establishment.” The di-
rector showed him photographs of the participants for the previous
three years of the program, and he was surprised to find that there



208 GOODBYE, (GOOD MEN

were around twenty college-age women participating each year, and
only one man during the entire three-year period. He was also stu-
pefied by the homogeneity of the archdiocese’s “diversity” program.
They all looked like “rich suburban white girls,” remembered
Horton, a Hispanic who grew up in modest surroundings.

He was more surprised, however, to find that he was expected to
live under the same roof with the twenty young females over the
course of the one-year program. When Horton asked the directress
how this sort of arrangement was supposed to be preparing him for
a life of celibacy in the priesthood, she told him she didn’t think
celibacy was all that important, especially before he was ordained.

Horton objected. The interview lasted just twenty minutes, and
by the time Horton left the house, the Channel Program directress
was thoroughly displeased with him. A month later, he contacted the
Seattle vocations director about the status of his application and was
informed that he had received a bad review from the Channel Pro-
gram directress; she did not find him worthy of her program. The
vocations director had no choice then, he said, but to reject Horton’s
application to the seminary—purely on the basis that he objected to
living for a year in co-ed quarters.

As Horton reflected, he believes the Channel Program and the at-
titude of the vocations office at the time were reflections of Hunt-
hausen’s feminist viewpoint. “Although he talked a lot about diversity
and inclusiveness, he seemed to try to pack diocesan offices and pro-
grams with nearly 100 percent white females.”

In fact, in March of 1990, Hunthausen discontinued the archdio-
cese’s deacon training program until, as he explained to Seattle
priests, the Church further addressed the role of women.*¢ Hunt-
hausen, who wanted to ordain priestesses and deaconesses, defended
his decision by saying that “the diaconate creates another all-male
clerical caste that excludes women.”*” In a December 1989 letter to
his priests, Hunthausen, along with Murphy, suggested that discus-
sion about the role of women in the Church should include dis-
cussing issues such as “women’s ordination, optional celibacy for
priests and creation of a more positive environment for vocations to

the priesthood.”®
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The logical result of this advocacy in Seattle is that, first, very few
healthy men are going to apply to serve an archdiocese whose leaders
believe that the priesthood is nothing more than an “all-male cler-
ical caste that excludes women.” And second, when such men do
apply to the seminary, it would not be hard to believe that the “re-
cruiting” staff would expect applicants to be open to women’s ordi-
nation and optional celibacy. Such a scenario again harks back to
Archbishop Curtiss’s contention that many of those who are directly
responsible for promoting vocations actually have a death wish for
the male, celibate priesthood.

Not all bishops are as direct and self-incriminating as Hunt-
hausen. But many have supported similar campaigns in order to
“create facts” so that they might in turn present Rome with a fait ac-
compli: “Since we are not getting vocations, the Church needs to
open priestly orders up to everyone, male or female, single or mar-
ried, heterosexual or homosexual”—so the reasoning goes.* In other
words, in many places applicants or seminarians who embraced the
male, celibate priesthood were rejected from the seminary program.
Countless others, as has been stated, simply would not answer the
call to the priesthood at all.

Another group sees the vocations crisis as “presaging a revolution and
the demise of the hierarchical structure of the Church.”* This is the
contingent that has long been promoting “lay ecclesial ministry,” the
laicization of the clergy, and the clericalization of the laity. Simply
put, they would like to see the laity take over the leadership of the
Church at the parish level and beyond, from teaching and preaching
to administering the sacraments. This program would effectively en-
tail eliminating the priesthood rather than just “reenvisioning” it.
Indeed, in many places, the lack of priestly vocations is embraced
as a way to promote a new vocation to “lay ecclesial ministry,” that
is, nonordained, paid church professionals. Some bishops, priests,
and other diocesan and seminary authorities actually seem to rejoice
over decreasing priestly vocations as an opportunity for creating a
“new model of Church” in which the laity can “take their rightful
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place.” In a pastoral letter released in April 2000, for instance,
Roger Cardinal Mahony* of Los Angeles described the drop in or-
dinations since 1970 as “one of the fruits of the Second Vatican
Council.” It has taken “the shortage of priestly and religious vo-
cations,” Mahony wrote, “to awaken in us an appreciation of a
broadly based shared ministry and a realization that it is in the na-
ture of the Church as the Body of Christ to be endowed with many
gifts, ministries and offices.”®

Archbishop Daniel E. Pilarczyk* of Cincinnad has similar senti-
ments. In a 1997 presentation on Church authority, he emphasized
what he calls the “upside” of the priest shortage: lay ministry. “We
have learned that a lot of other people can do a lot of other things,”
he said. In the “good old days” a large parish might have had as many
as four or five priests, he explained, but now one priest is sufficient
when he is supported by dozens of lay parish employees. Although
Pilarczyk admitted that we still need priests, he said “we probably
don’t need as many as we think we need. We certainly don’t need as
many as we used to have.”¥

This philosophy, drawn out by many over the last decade of the
twentieth century, betrays a peculiar attitude—the priesthood as a
barrier to the emergence of the laity in their own dignity and mis-
sion. After Bishop Robert Muench,* then of Covington, Kentucky,
met Pope John Paul IT during the 1998 ad limina® visit in Rome, the
Kentucky prelate explained that the visit was an opportunity for him
to explain what a “vibrant” church he had in Covington. “I bragged
about our local Church,” he said. “I told the Holy Father that God
has blessed us and the people of this diocese have been very respon-
sive.” Muench mentioned specifically that the pope asked him about
vocations in his diocese. “I talked to him about the programs we have
in place,” explained Muench. “We are so fortunate with the explo-
sion of vocations within the laity to service in the Church. We don’t
want to isolate one aspect—both are very important.”* Was this the
bishop’s way of sidestepping the pope’s question, since the Holy Fa-
ther was obviously inquiring about priestly and religious vocations,
not vocations to the newly arrived “lay ecclesial ministry”? Or was
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he more honestly propounding his own philosophy—that lay min-
istry vocations were as important as priestly vocations?

Father Marty Heinz of Rockford, Illinois, who was rejected by the
Milwaukee archdiocese, is one of the most successful vocations di-
rectors in the country. While he thinks lay ministry is important, he
wondered if sometimes a parish or diocese trains the laity for eccle-
sial roles to substitute for a shortage of priests. Such a solution to the
priest shortage, he observed, ends up becoming a “self-fulfilling
prophecy.”*
the priesthood becomes devalued. Priests are reduced to sacramental

In other words, where lay ministry is overemphasized,

ministers, their ministry defined (alongside so-called music minis-
ters, youth ministers, hospitality ministers, et al.) by what they do
rather than what they are—an alter Christus. Such a devaluation of
the priestly ministry further discourages priestly vocations. In fact,
this devaluation is part of a vicious circle that looks like this:
Catholics in key positions of authority (bishop, vocations director,
or pastor, for example) actively discourage vocations to the priest-
hood in order to promote lay ministry. Yet at the same time, lay ec-
clesial ministry is proposed as the answer to the dearth of priestly
vocations, as if this were a permanent and perhaps ideal situation.
Parishes run by lay ministers are likely to foster little, if any, interest
in vocations to the priesthood. The result is that the number of
priests will continue to decline further, necessitating more lay min-
isters to fill their places. This is the obvious self-fulfilling prophecy
that Heinz mentioned—a vicious circle perpetuated by a few who
have a death wish for the male, celibate priesthood.

This self-fulfilling prophecy evidences itself in the “task force” com-
mittee approach to learning to live without priests in a particular dio-
cese. Throughout the 1990s bishops issued reports warning of the
coming priest crunch in their dioceses. The problem, they said, was
that in the coming years there just wouldn’t be enough priests to
serve the number of parishes adequately. In November 2000, for in-
stance, Bishop Thomas V. Daily of Brooklyn issued a pastoral letter
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addressing this issue. Proclaiming the priest shortage in his diocese
“urgent and serious,” he called for an increased emphasis on the
parish “cluster” system through which neighboring churches shared
resources and personnel, including a pastor. Daily’s letter followed
up on recommendations he received in 1998 from a task force he ap-
pointed to study the effects of the vocations dearth.*

Citing “burnout” and health problems among his overworked
priests, Bishop James A. Griffin of Columbus, Ohio, issued guide-
lines that same year to cope with the present and projected priest
shortage in his diocese. He reluctantly acknowledged that in the near
future there might be no Mass on Sunday in a given parish. His
guidelines addressed ways in which laity should respond to situations
when no priest is available, including celebrating Sunday and holy
day liturgies without a priest.

In Green Bay, Wisconsin, Bishop Robert Banks projected that by
2005 only twenty to twenty-five of his 198 parishes would be “inde-
pendent,” that is, having a pastor who was not shared with other
parishes. These independent parishes are expected to have no fewer
than 4,000 households each. In 2000, 102 parishes were sharing pas-
tors and in some places a priest was pastor of as many as six parishes.
Mark Mogilka, the chairman of Green Bay’s diocesan planning com-
mittee, described the situation to the Green Bay Press-Gazette as a
“paradigm shift in terms of what is leadership in the Catholic
Church.”! Not surprisingly, the committee is focusing on forming
“lay ministry teams” to replace priests. Mogilka’s admission that his
committee’s work represents not a temporary solution to a tempo-
rary problem but a “paradigm shift” is important. The Diocese of
Green Bay, one assumes, is committed to the new paradigm of the
lay-run Church. In other words, it is more interested in learning to
live without priests than in attracting vocations to the priesthood.
The problem, again, is self-perpetuating.

The Diocese of Lexington, Kentucky, is of similar mind but is
perhaps even more committed to this new paradigm than most
American dioceses experiencing the ballyhooed vocation crisis. In
1998, Bishop J. Kendrick Williams concluded a similar task force
evaluation. Drawing from the information culled by the “New
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Faces of Ministry” task force, he produced a plan in which deacons,
nuns, and laypeople will function as the heads of parishes. These
“heads” will contract with priests for their “sacramental services.”
‘Thus, priests will normally serve various parishes run by non-
priests, even though the bishop, in order to comply with Canon
Law, will designate the priest as the official pastor. In initial pro-
posals published in the diocesan paper, Crossroads, the ordination of
women and married men was also considered. Yet, according to at
least one parish in the Lexington diocese, the task force simply dis-
carded ideas it did not agree with.

Even though the New Faces of Ministry task force claimed that
each parish would be listened to, parishioners at Sacred Heart
Church in Corbin, Kentucky, claimed their ideas were never pub-
lished alongside the push for lay ministry, women priests, and dis-
pensation from priestly celibacy. In a 1998 letter to Bishop Williams,
Sacred Heart’s pastor, Father Roger Arnsparger, expressed his regret
that his parish’s suggestions, representing a good number of active
Catholics, never made it to the printed and published draft report.
Nor did he believe that the published report reflected the wishes and
desires of common, working-class, grassroots Catholics of the dio-
cese. Instead, he suggested, the task force had its own ideas of a new
model of Church that it wanted to see promoted and eventually im-
plemented. Arnsparger wrote:

The process needed to include for discussion and plan-
ning the only permanent solution for leadership in a
Catholic parish: a priest in every parish and mission
with the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass in every parish or
mission. A program of recruitment as vast as New
Faces of Ministry would be good: manual, meetings,
and so forth. We were not permitted to look at various
options to attain the only permanent solution for the
goal....In this process we have restricted [the laity’s]
leadership to mimicking that of priests and in that way
have set the stage for a Protestant conception of the
priesthood and the exodus of our own men who think
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they have a vocation to the priesthood to other dioceses
and religious orders.

During the New Faces of Ministry process (the name alone sug-
gests that priests are the “old faces”), Sacred Heart Church deter-
mined that it would do all in its power to secure a priest-pastor. Its
committee concluded that it did not want to have a lay administrator
as its leader or have communion services in lieu of Mass. “It has been
strongly recommended,” wrote Arnsparger, “that in the eventuality
the Diocese of Lexington is unable to assign a priest pastor to Sacred
Heart Church, parishioners would form an Ad Hoc committee to se-
cure a priest pastor.” His parish drew up a list of ways they could re-
cruit a pastor: '

* Advertising outside the diocese
* Recruiting from religious orders
* Supporting a priest from a Third World country

In fact, the Sacred Heart committee concluded that “if there is not
regular Sunday Mass at Sacred Heart, the parish should not exist.”
Parishioners said they would rather travel to the nearest church that of-
fered Sunday Mass than attend communion services at Sacred Heart.*”

The most important part of Sacred Heart’s plan was that it was
predicated on the assumption that the only permanent solution for
leadership in a Catholic parish was a priest-pastor offering the Holy
Sacrifice of the Mass, at the very least each Sunday. The diocese,
however, did not share this assumption. Instead, the Lexington task
force revealed that it really didn’t want priests—at least not male,
celibate priests.*

One of the most aggressive moves toward the lay-run Church
came north of the border from Archbishop Marcel Gervais of Ot-
tawa. In December 2000, Gervais appointed lay men and women and
nuns to perform marriages, baptisms, and funerals in his diocese—
functions that are specifically reserved to priests and deacons. His ac-
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tion came after several years of appointing lay members and religious
as “pastoral coordinators” of parishes. The prelate, evidently be-
lieving that there can be a Catholic Church without a Catholic priest-
hood, vaunted his decision as “not just solving problems” arising from
a shortage of priests, but as “a new model of Church.”** Similar to
Green Bay’s emphatic embrace of a new paradigm in Church leader-
ship, Gervais also revealed that the lay-run Church was more than a
temporary solution, it was the wave of the future Church.

In the Archdiocese of Cincinnati during the late 1990s, each
deanery was charged with making recommendations to Archbishop
Daniel Pilarczyk regarding what to do about the diminishing num-
ber of priests. One deanery recommended that they canonically dis-
solve all twenty-three current parishes in the deanery and reestablish
nine new parishes, with the current parishes becoming “faith com-
munities” within each new parish. Each faith community would
maintain itself, but would have a nonresident parish administrative
staff and pastor. The proposal called for Mass to be celebrated in
every community on a rotating schedule to be worked out by each
of the new parishes, with prayer services held on Sundays in the
communities where a priest was not present.

Here too, then, is another example of a new model of Church
wherein priests serve as little more than as perfunctory sacramental
ministers. Priestless “faith communities™ over time are likely to be-
come simply congregational communities centered on the reading
of the Scriptures, the homily, and on sharing bread and wine—
devoid of the act of perfect worship, the Holy Sacrifice of the
Mass—based on the model of a Protestant community.

Likewise, many other American and Canadian bishops have ap-
pointed “task forces” and “planning commissions” to study the pro-
jected shortage of priests in the near future and to propose solutions
to deal with the crisis. Remarkably, solutions to solve the priest
shortage often center around reducing the number of parishes served
rather than increasing the number of priests. Much time and energy
is being expended on determining how Catholics will get along
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without priests. The results are closed parishes, parish mergers, and
cluster arrangements in which the parishes are largely run by nuns
and “lay pastoral associates.”

In short, the evidence suggests that some dioceses don’t want an in-
crease of priests. The so-called shortage suits them just fine, precisely
because they can use the crisis to justify radical changes in the local
Church—changes that will affect the Mass, the sacraments, the parish
structure, and Church leadership. In dioceses such as New Ulm, Min-
nesota, and Saginaw, Michigan, under the leadership of Bishops Ray-
mond Lucker and Kenneth Untener, respectively, parishes are already
commonly run by nuns and “lay pastors.”

"This “new model of Church” is not really about solving the priest
shortage. Prelates such as Archbishop Gervais see it as advancing
their agenda of a politically correct Church, one kowtowing to fem-
inism and the other sacred cows of liberalism. The results of these
task force proposals will only perpetuate the exodus of men who think
they have a vocation to the priesthood. They will naturally seek dio-
ceses that support the ministry of the priest as defined by the Church.
As mentioned earlier, such dioceses do exist. And it is instructive to
note that they are the ones that have been affected little, if at all, by
any vocations crisis or priest shortage. Nor are the bishops of such
dioceses issuing pastoral letters introducing parish “clusters” or in-
structions on how to celebrate Mass in the absence of a priest.

In summary, it is worth emphasizing that the vocations crisis and
the resultant priest shortage is exacerbated and exploited by
Catholics who do not accept the Church’s understanding of the or-
dained priesthood. Their ideologically inspired views on the male,
celibate model are a crucial part of the ferment that has been bub-
bling around the present and projected priest shortage. They have a
death wish for the male, celibate priesthood.



CHAPTER 12

The Right Stuff

How to Live Up to the Church'’s
Expectations for Seminary Life

Since the training of seminarians binges, to a very large extent, on wise
regulations and on suitable teachers, seminary divectors should be chosen
from among the best, and be painstakingly prepared by solid doctrine, ap-
propriate pastoral experience, and special spiritual and pedagogical training.

—Optatam Totius, Pope Paul VI, from Vatican 11

It is probably worth repeating that the “reenvisioned” priesthood
and a lay-run Church both run directly counter to the priesthood as
the Church defines the ordained ministry and the hierarchical struc-
ture of the Church. More to the point, however, is that when those
who have a “death wish” for the male, celibate priesthood run the
vocations offices and the seminary formation programs for future
priests, the seminaries cannot possibly discharge their proper duties.

What, then, is the precise function of a seminary? What purpose
ought it serve? To be sure, few Catholics really know very much
about the nature of the institutions upon which they depend to pro-
vide them with the leaders of their Church.

The seminary as it exists today—or, rather ought to exist—owes its
origins to the sixteenth-century Council of Trent (1543-63). That
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important council defined a seminary as “a fertile nursery for priests.”
The word “seminary” itself, derived from the Latin seminarium, de-
scribes a place where seedlings are prepared for eventual transplanting
into the ground. In ecclesiastical terms a seminary is a place where a
young man is prepared to live out his priestly vocation in fidelity and
holiness in service to the Church. Father Benedict Groeschel, founder
of the Franciscan Friars of the Renewal in the South Bronx, defines a
seminarian as “one studying for the priesthood, forming himself and
being formed, to one day be ordained to the service of God, his
Church and His people as a priest of Jesus Christ.”

Following the turmoil of the Protestant Reformation, the Catholic
bishops and priests were greatly concerned with the proper forma-
tion of priests. In 1563, the final year of the Council of Trent, Cum
Adulescentium Aetas decreed that specialized institutions of formation
for those aspiring to be priests be established in every diocese.? Car-
dinal Pallavicini, a prominent council father, called this the most im-
portant reform enacted by the Tridentine council. The new system
would rely more on discipline in spiritual and character formation
than past methods of training priests.” This system of discipline, char-
acterized by asceticism, was used in order to train the student’s will
and to develop habits of regularity, self-control, and self-sacrifice,
habits that would help him to grow in holiness of life. The seminar-
ians were to follow a rule of life which determined what they would
do throughout the course of each day: prayer, Mass, classes, study,
recreation, and devotion follow one another at regular intervals—
leaving nothing to caprice.

Two great saints led the way in the establishment of seminaries
during this period of the Catholic Counter-Reformation. St. Igna-
tius, the founder of the Jesuits, established the Collegium Ger-
manum in Rome for the education of German clergy. His model was
used to establish other national colleges in Rome exclusively for the
education and spiritual formation of diocesan priests. St. Charles
Borromeo, the cardinal archbishop of Milan, was also a key person-
ality in the development of the modern seminary system. Perhaps
the most renowned father of the Tridentine Council, he enthusias-
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tically enforced its decrees against determined opposition. He
quickly established three seminaries in his large archdiocese in
northern Italy. The first was founded to educate clergy who would
serve in urban parishes, and the second to form those who would be-
come country priests. The third was conceived as a sort of remedial
institution to provide courses and spiritual direction for priests who
were already ordained but needed to make up the deficiencies of
their previous training. St. Charles drafted a set of regulations for his
three seminaries, and these have provided inspiration to almost all
seminary founders since. His contribution to the foundation of sem-
inaries in Europe after the Council of Trent was so significant he is
often called the “father of the seminary.”

The model provided by St. Charles called for an eight- to ten-day
retreat at the start of each academic year. During this week of initia-
tion, the minds and hearts of the seminarians would be brought under
the influence of the great truths of the Christian faith. They would
participate in meditations, spiritual conferences, recitation of the Di-
vine Office,* visits to the Blessed Sacrament, and consultations with
their spiritual director. Once the normal routine of seminary life
began, the seminarians would spend their days in prayer, study, and
recreation primarily in the confines of the seminary environment. It
was deemed essential that in order to properly form a priest, espe-
cially in the spiritual life, the seminary needed to be removed from
the world. One day each week, however, was set apart for visiting
hospitals and other institutions, where the candidates were to gain
some experience of their future work among the poor and the sick.

An important part of the formation experience was that it was un-
dertaken in community with fellow students animated by the same
purpose and love of God; they each entered with the understanding
that they were being formed so that they might one day be capable of
bearing the burden of the priesthood with humility and perseverance.

Some nations faced serious obstacles to the full implementation of
the Tridentine ideal with respect to the establishment of seminaries.
War and the progress of heresy, for instance, hampered the German
bishops. In England and Ireland, religious persecution prevented the
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foundation of any kind of seminaries. English Catholics were trained
at Douai,’ a Flemish college in northern France, while the Irish left
for colleges in Paris, Louvain,® and Salamanca’ to receive their
priestly formation. In France, the French Revolution decimated the
seminaries St. Vincent de Paul and Father Jean Jacques Olier had suc-
cessfully established during the violent persecutions that killed off an
enormous number of the loyal French clergy. Even the theology fac-
ulty at Paris’s Sorbonne was wiped out by the Revolution, which had
essentially declared war on all things Christian.

In the United States, one of the chief concerns of John Carroll,
America’s first bishop (1790), was to provide the means for training
a native clergy. At that time, he had twenty-four priests, all of them
foreign-born, to serve a Catholic population of twenty-five thou-
sand—a priest-to-people ratio of roughly 1:1,000. The Order of St.
Sulpice (the Sulpicians), founded by Olier, sent four of its priests to
Baltimore to help Carroll open St. Mary’s Seminary, which still re-
mains today. Because of the lack of priestly candidates, the seminary
accepted lay students, including Protestants. In 1793, Carroll or-
dained Stephen Badin, his first priest in the New World. St. Mary’s
enrolled just sixteen students in its first dozen years.

According to Tim Unsworth, author of The Last Priests in America,
“the paucity of candidates stemmed from a deep-seated suspicion of
Irish candidates, who would someday account for 80 percent of the
American hierarchy. The Irish were viewed as crude and more inter-
ested in just getting an education and moving out. There was a decided
preference for candidates with a more refined background.”® This dis-
crimination against Irish vocations by the French- and English-born
clergy resulted in only 110 ordinations between 1793 and 1848. In
1829, there were 232 priests serving 500,000 Catholics. The priest-to-
people ratio had fallen to 1:2,150. In some areas of the country, the
priest shortage was even more severe. In New York, for instance, when
John Hughes became bishop of New York, he had only forty priests
ministering to 200,000 Catholics, a 1:5,000 ratio.

During the next century seminaries were established in the U.S.
as quickly as new dioceses were formed. By the end of the Civil War,
fifty seminaries enrolled nearly a thousand men studying to be
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priests. Just a few decades later, at the turn of the century, nearly one
hundred seminaries were educating five thousand candidates.’ Even-
tually the Irish were deemed acceptable candidates for the priest-
hood. Irish immigrants—and Germans less so—dominated the
American priesthood in the latter half of the nineteenth century. By
the twentieth century, Italian vocations were discriminated against,
and later the Poles were turned away from seminaries.

Many of the new U.S. seminaries met the Tridentine ideals, edu-
cating seminarians in the academic (high school), collegiate; and
theological courses. The earliest of these were St. Patrick’s in Menlo
Park, California, and St. Charles Borromeo near Philadelphia, both
of which exist today.

"The Third Council of Baltimore in 1884 established further stan-
dards for the operation of seminaries in the United States. These
would set the tone for seminary education until the Second Vatican
Council: Parents and parish priests were urged to encourage young
men “who by their intelligence and piety give hope that they are
called to the priesthood.” It was established that the seminarian was
to study Christian doctrine, Latin and Greek, rhetoric and elocution,
history and geography, math and science, Gregorian chant and
bookkeeping, Scripture and philosophy, dogmatic, moral, and pas-
toral theology, liturgy, and canon law. The Baltimore Council also
stipulated that students should learn the virtues by example of their
instructors and spiritual directors, who should be “conspicuous for
ability, learning, piety, and seriousness of life. They should devote
their life to study, bear cheerfully the burden of seminary rule and of
a busy life; by word and example teach the students the observance
of seminary discipline, humility, unworldliness, love of work and re-
tirement, and fidelity to prayer.”!* The importance of the council’s
decree was reiterated in Pope Pius Xs first encyclical, promulgated
in 1903. In E Supremi the Holy Father reminds bishops that their
first care, to which every other must yield, is “to form Christ in those
who are destined from the duty of their vocation to form Christ in
others. We speak of priests.”!

Here at the dawn of America’s “golden age” of the priesthood
(1900-60), the U.S. was experiencing rapid growth in the Catholic
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population. From 1880 to 1924"* more than twenty million immi-
grants stepped ashore. Most were Catholics from Italy and eastern
Europe. During the 1920s the number of priests grew by 28 percent,
twice the rate of the Catholic population. In the 1930s the number
of U.S. Catholics increased by just 6 percent while the number of
priests grew by 26 percent. The result was that by 1940 there were
36,000 priests ordained to serve a Catholic population of twenty-two
million. The priest-to-people ratio dropped to 1:630, the lowest in
U.S. history."? o

During the 1950s the Catholic population grew by an astounding
47 percent and the priest-to-people ratio climbed slightly to 1:711.
At the opening of the Second Vatican Council in 1962, the U.S.
Church was supporting 5,000 seminarians in graduate theology pro-
grams, 3,300 in philosophy studies, and more than 16,000 in minor
seminaries in high school and junior college programs.

Through the first half of the twentieth century the priesthood be-
came a well-respected and well-defined institution in the United
States. Addressing a meeting of the National Conference of Catholic
Bishops in 1986, Archbishop Daniel Pilarczyk recalled his image of
the priesthood in 1948 at the age of fourteen when he entered
Cincinnati’s St. Gregory’s Seminary: “To be a priest was the highest
life a boy could aspire to.”'* The priest had a clearly defined doc-
trinal role, authoritative leadership, personal esteem, and status. The
standards for ordination during those years were high and seminar-
ians were carefully selected and trained. Expectations were high and
priests generally had a strong following among faithful Catholics.
Such a clearly defined identity of the priest was one of the strengths
that attracted intelligent and pious young men to the seminary. The
Catholic priesthood was an elite group with clearly defined behavior.

During the years of Vatican I, the number of seminarians and priests
continued to increase and reached a peak in 1966. But in the fol-
lowing year, at the beginning of the “implementation” of revolu-
tionary changes that were not even a part of the council, the



THE RIGHT STUFF 223

seminarian population dropped by 878 students. At that time there
were some six hundred seminaries and religious houses of formation
in the United States that educated future priests. The steep decline
in vocation numbers began in 1967. That year more than three
thousand seminarians left their studies, and their places remained
unfilled. Consequently, thirty-two seminaries closed. By 1970, the
seminary population had dropped to 28,000, and seventy-four more
seminaries shut their doors. Within five years the decline had esca-
lated: 11,000 seminarians had left their studies, many of them con-
fused about the nature and purpose of the priesthood. Many of the
seminaries that closed during this period were high school semi-
naries, some of which had already devolved into college-prep high
schools that did not see their students as young men discerning a call
to the priesthood, but rather as teenagers preparing for college
studies. Others had merely sunk into decadence and killed them-
selves off. By 1999, the total number of seminarians dropped to
4,826, studying in 192 seminaries."

Although the steep decline began at the end of the council, “Vat-
ican II was intended to renew the priesthood, not lead to a denial of
the nature of the priesthood or the denigration of the priestly role.”*¢
As happened with other aspects of the council’s teachings, the media
and often Catholic theologians with a predetermined agenda em-
phasized their own interpretation of the council documents rather
than what the council fathers actually called for.

Optatam Totius, Vatican II’s document on priestly formation, was
no different. In keeping with the spirit of the times, interpreters re-
ported that the Church was calling for a dramatic renovation of the
priesthood and the system used to educate priests. Although the
wording of the document does suggest that some areas of priestly
formation needed refinement, it generally reiterated the principles
already laid out by the Trent and Baltimore councils. Optatam Totius
reiterated, for instance, the grave importance of having instructors
and directors of the highest repute: “Since the training of seminar-
ians hinges, to a very large extent, on wise regulations and on suit-
able teachers, seminary directors should be chosen from among the



224 GOODBYE, GOOD MEN

best, and be painstakingly prepared by solid doctrine, appropriate
pastoral experience, and special spiritual and pedagogical training.””
While calling for the same general course of studies, including the
study of Latin, it clearly emphasized Scripture as the foundation and
center of the theological curriculum. The decree also urged a “better
integration of philosophy and theology.”®

But these pronouncements were not exactly revolutionary or even
particularly controversial. In almost every way, Optatam Totius ratified
the existing structure and focus of the seminary, in order to safeguard
the institution from the capricious whims of those tempted to think
they knew better how to educate and form priests for the late twen-
tieth century and beyond. In summary, the seminarian was to be
“trained in priestly obedience in a program of humble living, and in
the spirit of self-denial.”® By priestly celibacy, which was emphatically
reiterated and promoted, the seminarian was to devote himself to the
Lord with an undivided love.”” An objective reading of the decree does
not reveal a desire on the part of the council fathers to eliminate the
discipline of the seminary. On the contrary, it seems to be consistent
with the Council of Trent in its call for an environment that was suited
especially to form holy priests in humility and self-sacrifice.

In 1969, the Vatican’s Sacred Congregation for Catholic Educa-
tion published the Ratio Fundamentalis Institutionis Sacerdotalis, a basic
plan for priestly formation, and asked each national bishops’ confer-
ence to draft its own program for priestly formation in light of par-
ticular regional or national pastoral needs. The National Conference
of Catholic Bishops in the U.S. first approved its Program of Priestly
Formation in 1971. Most recently, Pope John Paul IT addressed the
topic of priestly formation “in the circumstances of the present day”
in his 1992 apostolic exhortation Pastores Dabo Vobis, which begins by
quoting Jeremiah: “I will give you shepherds after my own heart”
(er. 3:15). This pastoral letter summarized the discussion during the
Synod of Bishops on the Priesthood in 1990.

John Paul addressed four areas of priestly formation: human, spir-
itual, intellectual, and pastoral. Human formation, he wrote, is the
basis of all priestly formation. Quoting from the Second Vatican
Council, the pope called for seminarians to be “educated in truth, to
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be loyal, to respect every person, to have a sense of justice, to be true
to their word, to be genuinely compassionate, to be men of integrity
and, especially, to be balanced in judgment and behavior.”*! To this
end the Holy Father explained that the seminarian must be formed
to responsible freedom and the moral conscience. “His affective ma-
turity must build upon the awareness that love has a central role in
human life. Especially in light of a priest’s charism of celibacy, he
must be formed by a suitable education to true friendship and must
freely and lovingly respond to God’s demands.”*

Spiritual formation, the second aspect of total formation of the
seminarian, “introduces him to a deep communion with Jesus Christ,
the good shepherd, and leads to the total submission of one’s life to
the Spirit, in a filial attitude toward the Father and a trustful attach-
ment to the Church.”? Again the Holy Father referred to Optatam
Totius, which requires that spiritual formation

be conducted in such a way that the students may learn
to live in intimate and unceasing union with God the
Father through his Son Jesus Christ, in the Holy Spirit.
Those who are to take on the likeness of Christ the
priest by sacred ordination should form the habit of
drawing close to him as friends in every detail of their
lives. They should live the paschal mystery in such a
way that they will know how to initiate into it the
people committed to their charge. They should be
taught to seek Christ in faithful meditation on the word
of God and in active participation in the sacred mys-
teries of the Church, especially the Eucharist and the
Divine Office, to seek him in the bishop by whom they
are sent and in the people to whom they are sent, espe-
cially the poor, little children, the weak, sinners, and
unbelievers.**

Spiritual formation is necessary if, as the pope notes, the semi-
narian is to one day be a priest rather than simply act as a priest.
Without a developed spiritual life grounded in the perennial tradition
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of the Church, the priest cannot function properly as a pastor of
souls. His “pastoral formation would be left without foundation.” In
other words, the future priest’s spirituality must be grounded in
prayer and in Jectio divina, reading the word of God. It has as its
“source and summit” the Eucharist.

Intellectual formation involves understanding the Faith. Accord-
ing to Pope John Paul, it can be seen as a necessary expression of
both human and spiritual formation. Proper intellectual formation
enables the priest to proclaim the changeless Gospel of Christ and
to make it credible to the legitimate demands of human reason in a
world marked by religious indifference and a disbelief in objective
truth. Specifically through the study of theology and philosophy, the
seminarian “assents to the word of God, grows in his spiritual life,
and prepares himself to fulfill his pastoral ministry.”?

Pastoral formation is built upon the previous three. It must aim
to make candidates to the priesthood true shepherds of souls after
the example of Jesus Christ. The seminary, instructs the Holy Fa-
ther, must seek to initiate the candidate into “the sensitivity of being
a shepherd, in conscious and mature assumption of his responsibil-
ities, in the interior habit of evaluating problems and establishing
priorities and looking for solutions on the basis of honest motiva-
tions of faith and according to the theological demands inherent in
pastoral work.

John Paul’s apostolic exhortation also clearly defined the purpose
of the seminary, “an ecclesial community” designed to form future
priests, who are primarily pastors of the Church. To this end, those
who are involved in the nurturing of vocations and formation of
priests must have a true love and sincere respect for each seminarian
who, in conditions very personal, is proceeding toward priestly or-
dination. Pastores Dabo Vobis explains that the seminary is built
around those involved with formation: the rector, the spiritual di-
rector, the superiors, and the professors. Each of these people rep-
resents the bishop, who has primary responsibility for the seminary
environment. The effectiveness of the training offered at any given
seminary depends almost entirely upon the maturity and strength of
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those entrusted with formation, “both from the human and the
Gospel points of view.”? It is important, the pope stressed, that the
rector, spiritual director, and course instructors be selected carefully.
They should be intimately joined to the bishop, who is primarily re-
sponsible for the formation of priests. For this ministry, “priests of
exemplary life should be chosen,” men who exhibit human and spir-
itual maturity, pastoral experience, professional competence, and sta-
bility in their own vocation. These priests may be aided by the lay
faithful, both men and women, in the work of training future priests.
‘They must also be chosen with great care.

It is necessary to know what the Church expects from seminary
training in order to measure it against what has actually happened at
American seminaries since the end of the Second Vatican Council.
No discussion of seminaries and its students, however, would be com-
plete without an understanding of the priesthood. If a seminary is a
place where a man learns what it means to be a priest and to do what
a priest does, it will be helpful to understand these things. Empirical
evidence reveals that a large segment of the Catholic population in
the U.S. has no real understanding of what a priest 7, let alone what
a priest does, aside from celebrating the sacraments. Consequently, the
priesthood suffers from what many would call an “identity crisis.”
Such a crisis can hardly encourage vocations to the priesthood. In a
sense the priesthood has become a battleground for ideologies con-
trary to the Church’s teaching.

In the face of this controversy, St. Jean-Marie Vianney, better
known as the Curé of Ars, provides an excellent example of what a
priest does and what it means to be a priest. When Jean-Marie was
canonized in 1925, Pope Pius XI dubbed him the “patron saint of
parish priests.” Interestingly enough, he was not known to excel at
his studies in seminary. In a sense, though, this holy and simple
peasant was good at his studies, but not according to the methods in
which theology was being taught in his day. He was far advanced in
spiritual matters and in the practice of the virtues long before he
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came to the seminary to study these things iz theory. He was a
humble man, innocent and pure of heart. His teachers, on the other
hand, were condescending. In fact, many of them were Jansenists
who were teaching theological error.

Jean-Marie was twenty-nine years old when he was ordained, his
superiors having decided that his great zeal for souls made up for his
lack of learning. Even then he was not allowed to hear confessions
because of his supposed lack of knowledge in moral theology. (It is
doubtful that Jean-Marie truly lacked knowledge in moral theology.
Historians indicate that his bishop and superiors in seminary were
distrustful of his anti-Jansenist views.) The bishop did not grant him
this faculty until several years later. First assigned to assist an older
priest, when that priest died Jean-Marie was sent to Ars, a small vil-
lage about thirty miles from Lyon, where he became well known for
performing his duties as a parish priest. Upon his assignment there
in 1818 he wrote down this prayer: “My God, grant me the conver-
sion of my parish. I am willing to suffer all my life whatsoever it may
please you to lay upon me. Yes, even for a hundred years I am pre-
pared to endure the sharpest pains; only let my people be con-
verted.” Jean-Marie prayed earnestly for the conversion of his parish
not only because it was his duty to do so, but because Ars had been
without a priest for many years, and its people had become wholly
ignorant of the faith. The years following the bloody French Revo-
lution (1789-99) saw the persecution and execution of much of the
clergy in France. Thus, there was a severe man-made priest shortage
in that once Catholic country known fondly throughout Chris-
tendom as the “land of saints.” The holy Curé of Ars lamented,
“Leave a parish without a priest for twenty years and it will worship
the beasts.” That’s what he judged had happened in the parish of Ars.

The Curé was granted his prayer: he suffered nonstop for forty-
one years until his death at age seventy-three. Some of his suffering
was of his own choosing. He slept in a small, bare bedroom, selling
all his furniture except for a few pieces. He ate crusts of bread for his
breakfast, and no more than a potato for his dinner. He slept but an
hour or so each night. These mortifications that Jean-Marie prac-
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ticed for more than four decades attested to the miraculous nature
of the saint’s entire life. His food and sleep, humanly speaking, were
not enough to sustain a man.

The second type of suffering endured by the Curé was inflicted
upon him by his people. They mocked him in obscene songs, wrote
him threatening letters, and nailed slanderous postcards to his rec-
tory door. Some villagers even told him he must leave Ars at once.
Yet he continued to preach fearlessly from the pulpit of his small
country church. “If a priest is determined not to lose his soul,” he
said, “he must not allow anything to bar his way in the discharge of
his duty, even were he certain of being murdered on coming down
from his pulpit.” His sufferings quickly began to bear fruit. The
more sufferings he endured, the more people converted. The greater
the sufferings he endured, the greater the sinners that converted. His
long hours in the confessional—sometimes sixteen to eighteen hours
a day—earned him a reputation as a brilliant confessor. In fact, as the
years went by, his preaching and his spiritual direction attracted
people from other parishes. Thousands began to pilgrimage from all
over Europe to hear him preach and to confess their sins to him.
When one priest from a neighboring village asked him the secret to
giving out proper penances in the confessional, the Curé answered,
“Give them light penances, and perform the rest yourself.”

Jean-Marie continued to lead souls to the sacraments, something
that caused a stir even among some Church leaders. A popular
heresy of his day was that of the Jansenists, who believed with false
humility that they were unworthy to receive the sacraments fre-
quently (e.g., every Sunday). But the Curé would preach against
them, some of whom were French bishops and priests, instructing
his people properly about the sacraments. “We have the sacraments
at our disposal,” he said, “because we belong to the religion of sal-
vation. We are bound to give thanks to God for them from our
hearts, for the sacraments are the sources of salvation. The Jansenists
have the sacraments, it is true, but they are of no use to them, for
they imagine that only the perfect can receive them.” He explained
that, of course, no one will ever be “worthy” to receive Jesus in the
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Holy Eucharist, for instance, but if Jesus had in view our worthiness,
he never would have instituted the Eucharist. He had in view our
“wants,” and the Curé made his people want to partake in the sacra-
ments, which, if faithfully received, would lead them to salvation.

The number of pilgrims who visited St. Jean-Marie Vianney in-
creased to 20,000 every day. They came to hear his preaching, to
listen to his catechism instruction, and to confess their sins to him.
Day in and day out he did nothing other than function as a parish
priest, accomplishing the simple duties assigned to him.

When, in 1947, as a seminarian, Karol Wojtyla, the future John
Paul 11, visited the home of St. Jean-Marie, he came away convinced
that the Sacrament of Penance was an “indispensable part of the
drama of a Christian life,” and that as a priest he would imitate the
saintly Curé by making himself a “prisoner of the confessional.”?
The future pope imitated this patron saint of parish priests in many
ways as Pope Pius XI had meant for his priests to do. It was this
French peasant, who was first persecuted in seminary and then later
as a young priest for his fidelity to Christ and the Church that
Pius XT held up as the model for the parish priest. The Curé of Ars
preached the truth fearlessly, he celebrated the sacraments with great
reverence, he catechized, he performed acts of mortification, all with
a self-sacrificial spirit that enabled him to achieve his ultimate goal
as a pastor of souls: to convert his parish.

Obviously if the Church believes that Jean-Marie ought to be im-
itated as a model priest, we can by studying his life better understand
what it is a priest does. Judging from the Curé of Ars, the most im-
portant thing a priest does is to lead a life of self-sacrifice. Before the
Vatican II years, the priestly vocation was always presented as sacri-
ficial, which brought deep and satisfying rewards. “Vocations
appeals,” wrote Church historian James Hitchcock, “always empha-
sized the spirit of self-denial expected of the priest, and many com-
munities, such as those of cloistered monks and foreign missionaries,
attracted vocations by offering almost nothing but a life of self-
sacrifice.””®

Jesuit theologian Father John Hardon went so far as to say that
every vocation is born of sacrifice, is maintained by sacrifice, and is
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measured in the apostolate by the sacrifice of those whom God calls
to the priesthood or the religious life.?” In fact, he added, “the more
intimate one’s vocation to the service of Christ, the more demanding
will be the sacrifices required.”° The experience of self-denial in the
use and enjoyment of material things is the normal predisposition
for a life of self-sacrifice in the priestly ministry. Hardon calls sacri-
fice in childhood and young adulthood the “seedbed of vocations,”
and sacrifice in the priesthood the norm of apostolic work.

This ideal is further reflected in the writings of the Vatican
Council. In the Decree on Priestly Formation, the seminarian, it
states, “must be trained in priestly obedience, in a program of
humble living, and in the spirit of self-denial.”*! Despite the clear
and demanding teachings of this decree and Presbyterorum Ordinis,**
Vatican II's decree on the ministry and life of priests, the emphasis
on self-sacrifice and self-denial almost evaporated following the
council. Yet nothing in the council’s decrees even suggested such a
change. Through self-appointed “interpreters,” the teachings of Vat-
ican IT were sufficiently distorted to convince Catholics that in living
out the Christian vocation, the Church had called for a shift away
from the self-sacrifice model to the self-fulfillment model. In other
words, pew Catholics were persuaded that the Church was now
telling them to stop being sacrificial in order to concentrate on ful-
filling themselves. Such a perceived change in emphasis deeply
wounded the priesthood. Its effects were felt in parishes slowly, yet
the change in seminaries came almost immediately.

At the same time—and not unrelated, by any measure—a crisis of
priestly identity progressively followed on the heels of the council
and the reform of the Mass instituted by Pope Paul VI. One great
help the Church has provided in remedying this identity crisis, in ad-
dition to John Paul II's Pastores Dabo Vobis, is the Directory for the Life
and Ministry of Priests, issued in 1994 by the Vatican’s Congregation
for the Clergy under the direction of José Cardinal Sanchez. The
Directory, authorized by Pope John Paul 11, clearly defines the iden-
tity of the priest and provides a lucid explanation of what a priest does
and what a priest is. The document collects Church teaching on the
subject from Pope Leo XIII down to the writings of John Paul 1L
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Not surprisingly, the document looks to the example of the Curé of
Ars as a model to imitate. The Directory begins by defining the
priesthood as a “gift which was instituted by Christ to continue his
own salvific mission.” This gift was “conferred upon the Apostles
and remains in the Church through the bishops and their succes-
sors.” Thus, the identity of the priest centers on the participation in
the priesthood of Christ. The priest, in other words, acts i persona
Christi. He is consecrated to preach the Gospel and shepherd the
faithful, and above all to celebrate the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass.

"The Directory also spells out what a priest does and what he ought
to do in order to grow in holiness and be fruitful in his apostolic
ministry, including attracting vocations to the priesthood. Seven
habits to be cultivated are:

* daily celebration of the Mass

* frequent confession and spiritual direction

® daily examination of conscience

* daily reading of Scripture and other spiritual reading
* days of recollection and retreats

* Marian devotions

* meditation on the Passion of Our Lord

These habits of life are necessary for the priest to carry out the
work he was ordained to do. The contrast between these and the ac-
tual habits cultivated in today’s seminaries and evidenced in many
priests ordained over the past three decades is sobering.



CHAPTER 13

Where the Men Are

Why Orthodoxy Begets Vocations (or, How to Learn
from the Successful Dioceses and Seminaries)

Vocations are out there, but a vocation is like a plant; it needs to be nour-
ished and supported. You reap what you sow.
—Father David Misbrener, Diocese of Youngstown, Ohio

We know what the problem is, and what the causes of the problem
are. The next natural question is: “What then is the solution?” Both
Pastores Dabo Vobis and the Directory of the Life and Ministry of Priests
provide ample direction for Catholics seminaries. But those alone
are probably not enough. These documents, as with most Church
documents, risk being reduced to theoretical ideals—even though
they are certainly much more than that. Never is there a shortage of
those who will dismiss Church pronouncements as “unrealistic” or
“outmoded” solutions.

The popularly pessimistic proclamation that “vocations just aren’t
out there” can easily be contradicted by empirical evidence to the
contrary. As Archbishop Curtiss mentioned in his seminal article that
exposed the problem of discrimination against orthodox candidates,
there are several notable dioceses that have a disproportionately
large number of seminary candidates and recently ordained priests.
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Thus, bishops and others charged with fostering vocations can easily
look to the dioceses that are having success and try to model their
own programs after these.

Unfortunately, it seems that although most bishops are aware of
the success stories and well understand what it takes to attract voca-
tions, there appears to be a willful incapacity on the part of diocesan
leaders to learn from their own past mistakes. They are unable to
admit that the vocations shortage is not a naturally occurring phe-
nomenon but rather a man-made crisis. Those who have the “death
wish” for the male, celibate priesthood and who, further, promote
agendas that are counterproductive to the mission of the Catholic
Church simply do not want the candidates that present themselves
with a willingness to serve the Church. It boils down to a generation
gap of sorts, one that pits the aging radical reformer against the
young, pious conservative.

An interesting exchange from Youngstown, Ohio, illustrates this
point. The May 29, 1998, issue of Youngstown’s diocesan newspaper,
the Catholic Exponent, ran a full back-page ad with the headline:
“Were you looking for coverage of the Diocese of Youngstown’s or-
dinations to the priesthood for 1998?” Beneath a silhouetted carica-
ture of a priest bearing a question mark on his chest is the answer:
“There are no ordinations to the priesthood in our diocese this year
or next. Please pray for vocations!” That same month, in a lengthy
letter to the editor of the same paper, Father Kenneth E. Miller pro-
vided some insight into possible reasons for the lack of seminarians
studying for the priesthood in the Youngstown diocese. Miller, who
had recently concluded nearly ten years as the vocations director for
the diocese, wrote, “The bishops are under tremendous pressure to
staff parishes with an aging and dwindling supply of priests. And de-
spite what some say, they [the seminarians] aren’t ‘out there’ if we try
hard enough.” Miller testified that he and other vocations directors
across the country have been trying “very hard” to recruit candi-
dates, but with minimal success.

“For the most part,” he claimed, “dioceses today often admit can-
didates who do not and probably will not have the intellectual and
psychological skills necessary to lead a well-educated Catholic laity
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in the next millennium. Many present seminarians have a fondness
for good ‘old-fashioned’ practices of Catholic piety (which they are
too young to remember first hand), without having a true and au-
thentically Catholic spirituality.”

Miller believes that seminarians—those whom Archblshop Curtss
would characterize as “orthodox”—who focus on personal piety as an
integral component of their priestly formation might avoid the social
justice mandate of the Church. In an illogical argument, he somehow
finds personal piety and social justice mutually incompatible.

According to Miller—remember that he was a highly unsuccessful
vocations director for nearly a decade—devotion to the Blessed
Sacrament is also problematic for these “conservative” and “pious”
seminarians. Their “focus on the Blessed Sacrament” is, for Miller,
“disturbing.” He maintains that this “resurgence of Eucharistic piety
by many future leaders of the Church... denies, at least implicitly, the
Incarnation” because, he says, “the Risen Jesus cannot be contained.”

In Miller’s final observation he states, “I see many dioceses around
the country ‘importing’ priests and seminarians from other countries
and dioceses.” Miller does not approve. “A diocesan presbyterate
suffers when priests are brought in to fill spaces left vacant from a
lack of local diocesan clergy. [Tell that to the great missionary saints.]
There are, after all,” he wrote, “other models of parish leadership
and staffing that don’t necessitate this growing trend of importing
clergy and seminarians.” Is it any wonder then, with observations
such as these from a former vocations director, that the Diocese of
Youngstown during the Bishop James W. Malone years (1968-95)
produced scant priestly vocations??

First, Miller admits his awareness of d10ceses that are having
tremendous success with recruiting vocations and ordaining priests,
year after year. Yet, instead of trying to learn from these successes,
he summarily dismisses them. In doing so he further admits that vo-
cations are indeed “out there”—roundly contradicting himself in the
process—but they apparently aren’t to his liking. They are too dumb
or too pious or too young or too focused on the Blessed Sacrament.
Then he criticizes the successful dioceses for accepting candidates
who were rejected by vocations directors like him for being too



236 GOODBYE, GOOD MEN

“orthodox.” Not only that, he justifies not “importing” vocations be-
cause there are alternatives to priest-pastors in Catholic parishes,
thereby implying that Catholics really don’t need priests in today’s
Church because they now have a progressive new model of Church
that relies on lay ministry and priestless parishes.

Fortunately Miller’s letter with its self-condemning admissions set
off a flurry of responses in the weeks that followed. Many were from
his fellow priests who pointed out that “you reap what you sow.”

Monsignor Thomas Acklin, O.S.B., rector of St. Vincent Semi-
nary in Latrobe, Pennsylvania, was one of the first to respond. In his
letter published in a later issue of Youngstown’s Catholic Exponent, he
identified himself as one of those who believes that vocations “are
out there.” It is the lack of support, Acklin offered in rejoinder, “not
only of our culture but often even of Catholics, that has caused a
great many of those entering the seminary to experience strong chal-
lenges to their vocation.”

The Latrobe rector defended today’s “pious” and “conservative”
seminarians against the former Youngstown vocations director’s accu-
sations. He stated that he finds today’s seminarians to be, above all, au-
thentic. He wrote: “What has been strikingly refreshing to me is their
passionate desire to personally appropriate the Catholic faith and its
tradition. ... It is interesting to see how many people in the pew are
deeply appreciative of the seminarians whom they meet, especially re-
garding their emphasis on prayer, but also regarding an openness to
devotion which some priests seem to lack or even oppose.”

From his experience as a seminary rector, Acklin believes the
priests of tomorrow “will place a definite priority upon liturgical
praying and personal prayer, seeking an experience of intimacy with
Him who calls into the priesthood a man who is then able to witness
to this intimacy and share it with others.”

Father David M. Misbrener, associate pastor of Immaculate Con-
ception Church in Ravenna, Ohio, also wrote to defend the personal
piety and devotion of young priests such as himself. “It is through
devotion to the Blessed Sacrament,” he wrote, “that I am able to wit-
ness to the people and truly be a part of the social ministries and
other aspects of the Church. It also helps me face my frailties and
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gives me strength to try to overcome them.” Misbrener affirmed
that “vocations are out there,” but, he said, “a vocation is like a plant;
it needs to be nourished and supported. You reap what you sow.”

With that in mind, it is worth returning to Archbishop Curtiss’s
explication of the simple formula that his successful archdiocese fol-
lows: “Our vocation strategy is drawn from successful ones in other
dioceses: a strong, orthodox base that promotes loyalty to the pope
and bishop; a vocations director and team who clearly supports a
male, celibate priesthood and religious communities loyal to magis-
terial teaching; a presbyterate that takes personal ownership of vo-
cations ministry in the archdiocese; . .. [and] eucharistic devotion in
parishes, with an emphasis on prayer for vocations.”™

In short, orthodoxy begets vocations: the formula with proven
success is based on fidelity to the Church’s magisterium.

Nevertheless, the dioceses that have been experiencing the
greatest problems with vocations have ignored this formula. In fact,
a certain degree of helpless desperation on the part of so many
American dioceses is evidenced clearly by the methods to which they
are resorting to “encourage” or “promote” vocations, eschewing the
proven formula for success. Gimmicks, including comic books, bas-
ketball games, billboards, and television advertisements, replace au-
thentic vocations outreach that demands fidelity to the Church’s
teaching and especially to the priesthood.

The Diocese of Des Moines, Iowa, for instance, holds basketball
games with a traveling team of priests called “The Running Revs,”
and advertises on billboards with messages like “White Collar
Workers Needed: Priesthood” and “Priesthood: It’s Awesome.”

The billboard approach was also adopted by the Diocese of Prov-
idence, one of the more liberal East Coast dioceses, when they ini-
tiated a major media blitz to “target” potential candidates to the
priesthood. The campaign, explained Providence vocations director
Father Marcel L. Taillon, “will bring Christ to the young people of
[Rhode Island] by meeting them where they are.”® In addition to
billboards, a Web site, and newspaper advertisements, the diocese
has been running television commercials on MTV, a crass rock
music-video cable channel that doesn’t by any stretch promote
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Catholic life, thought, or teaching. Taillon explained that “the best
place to reach potential candidates would be on MTV and the
Comedy Channel,” presumably because studied viewing patterns
show that these are the two most popular networks with men ages
eighteen to thirty-five.

Skeptics wonder why a Catholic diocese would advertise to an au-
dience that sits on the couch tuned into video music from bands such
as Marilyn Manson, Godsmack, Limp Bizkit, and Porno for Pyros—
the ultimate in “cold call” marketing techniques that makes faithful
Catholics wonder if the diocese is trying to attract “unchurched”
men that they can then mold easily into their “reenvisioned” image
of the priest.

An editorial in the Providence Visitor, however, claims that the
media campaign “isn’t an endorsement of the MT V-style of life, but
rather an attempt to deliver the message of Jesus Christ to our young
people in the midst of it.”’

Patrick Simmons,* who said he “wouldn’t be caught dead watching
MTYV,” wonders who the diocese would find suitable. “Maybe there’s
a reason why they’re advertising on MTV instead of more suitable
venues,” he suggested. Simmons, an orthodox Catholic, applied to the
priestly formation program in the Diocese of Providence in 1999
around the time the media blitz hit the streets and airwaves in Rhode
Island. After being interviewed by a woman he described as a “radical
ex-nun,” he was declared “rigid,” “hostile,” and “reactionary,” for
holding to Church teaching on essential issues of the faith. In other
words, he said, he was not a “suitable” candidate. He soon received a
rejection notice. Thus, amidst an expensive media campaign to attract
“suitable” candidates, the Diocese of Providence rejected as “unsuit-
able” a young man who watches EWTN instead of MTV. This per-
haps partly explains why this diocese of 700,000 Catholics had just
twenty-five seminarians in 2001 and will be ordaining not even one
man to the priesthood in 2002.

Also in 1999, the Washington Post and the Milwaukee Fournal-
Sentinel reported on the Archdiocese of Milwaukee’s similar media
campaign. Billboards in and around Milwaukee presented kitsch
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messages like “Wanted: Doctor of Souls” and “Work with the
World’s Greatest Boss.” (Milwaukee Catholics were unsure if the
billboard was referring to God or Archbishop Rembert Weakland.)

In April 2000, NBC News discussed a similar Madison Avenue—
style advertising campaign launched by the Archdiocese of Chicago,
long troubled by a dearth of vocations, to attract candidates for the
priesthood. The campaign is founded on the same premise as in Des
Moines, Providence, and Milwaukee: that men can be lured into an-
swering the call by billboard slogans. Chicago’s marketing team
came up with these:

* “Minimize your wardrobe, maximize your potential”

* “Dreaming of a white-collar job?”

* “Help Wanted: Inquire within yourself”

* “If you are waiting for a sign from God, this is it”

* “Some people who care donate clothes, others donate their lives”

But sensible Catholics wonder why the Church is spending thou-
sands of dollars to advertise like a secular corporation, commercial-
izing the priesthood as a product you might want, before fixing the
well-known problems that exist in the nation’s seminaries and voca-
tions offices.

The fact is that no diocese that has successfully attracted vocations
has enlisted marketing professionals to make the priesthood attrac-
tive to mainstream consumers. The media blitz is more of an em-
barrassment to the Catholic Church than anything else. Resources
need to be put not toward marketing, but toward a demanding sem-
inary program and an orthodox educational curriculum. At the same
time, vocations offices and seminary staff need to be supportive of
authentic priestly vocations from orthodox men.

Returning to those dioceses that have a proven record of success—
Arlington, Lincoln, Peoria, Wichita, Bridgeport, Omaha, Atlanta,
and Rockford, for starters—one common denominator is that these
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dioceses primarily, although not exclusively, send their seminarians
to one particular seminary: Mount St. Mary’s Seminary in Emmits-
burg, Maryland. A natural conclusion might be that if the conserva-
tive and successful bishops are all sending their men to the same
seminaries, and one in particular, it might be helpful to look to that
institution to see what it is doing right.

Mount St. Mary’s—not to be confused with Baltimore’s St. Mary’s
Seminary—was in the late 1990s the subject of several prominent
news articles in places like Crisis Magazine and the New York Times
Magazine.

Father Thomas Kocik is a recently ordained priest and graduate
of the Mount, as it is fondly known. For two years, while attending
St. Mary’s Seminary in Baltimore, he struggled bitterly with faculty
and fellow students as a seminarian for his home diocese of Syracuse,
New York. When he switched dioceses to Fall River, Massachusetts,
Bishop Sean O’Malley decided to send him to Emmitsburg’s Mount
St. Mary’s, which, although geographically close to the Baltimore
seminary, has a decidedly different outlook.

After just a month at the Mount, Kocik says he could tell that life
in Emmitsburg was going to be far more encouraging to his voca-
tion. In stark contrast to life at Baltimore’s “Pink Palace,” Kocik
characterized life for seminarians at Mount St. Mary’s with these
eight observations:

1. Zeal for Catholic orthodoxy and traditions, including tradi-
tional devotions, e.g., public rosary, regular Eucharistic adora-
tion, and Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament

2. Emphasis on personal prayer, holiness, and sanctification
through the sacraments, especially the Eucharist and Penance

3. Preaching that reinforces and expounds upon the whole of
the Catholic faith, including distinctively Catholic doctrines

4. Strong devotion to the Blessed Virgin Mary, particularly
through the rosary and scapular

5. No flagrant liturgical abuses

6. Active involvement in pro-life efforts
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7. Enthusiasm for evangelization—for example, a seminarian
Legion of Mary group frequently visits the college students
door-to-door, reaching out to Catholics who have fallen away
from the practice of the faith and to interested non-Catholics

8. A clear priestly identity as the Catholic Church defines the
ordained ministry in all its sacredness and solemnity

According to Kocik, “Given the crisis of faith and the climate of
dissent in the American Church today, I believe that Mount St.
Mary’s ranks among the finest in the nation.”

Interestingly, according to rector Father Kevin Rhoades, “Mount
St. Mary’s does #o recruiting because the school is operating above
capacity...and there is need for expansion.”® Echoing Archbishop
Curtiss’s words, Rhoades believes that his seminary’s success can be
attributed to orthodoxy: “We are faithful to the magisterium and
carefully follow all the Vatican documents on priestly formation. No
one is in dissent here.”

Seminarians and recent graduates speak just as highly of Mount
St. Mary’s as does their rector. They all seem to agree that the
Mount has that formula for success that Archbishop Curtiss out-
lined, and that is the fundamental reason that many of the successful
dioceses in the Midwest go out of their way to send their seminar-
ians to Maryland rather than somewhere much closer to home.

Life at Mount St. Mary’s, according to seminarians there, can be
summarized like this:

Prayer life: Seminarians come together for community prayer at
least four times each day, for Morning Prayer, daily Mass, an hour of
adoration, and Evening Prayer.

Faculty and staff: Seminarians have an academic advisor, a spir-
itual advisor, and a formation advisor. The faculty and staff are
known for their orthodoxy and their availability to students.

Fraternity: On Wednesday evenings seminarians come together
for prayer with other seminarians from their diocese or nearby dio-
ceses. For example, all the seminarians from New Jersey would
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come together, or all those from New England would be clustered
together.

Atmosphere: Unlike in other seminaries across the United
States, the students from the Mount do not typically feel as if they
are being closely scrutinized, monitored for political correctness, or
placed under psychological pressure.

Apostolate: The Mount is located in a rural area but within an
hour’s drive of both Baltimore and Washington. Each seminarian has
an assigned apostolate each year, such as working in a hospice or a
prison.

Campus modality: The seminary is attached to Mount St. Mary’s
College, which the seminarians see as important. Their daily routine
allows the seminarians not only to come together as men studying
for the ordained priesthood, but also to interact with “everyday
people.”

Manly recreation: A significant stress is placed on manly recre-
ation. The overwhelming majority of seminarians are into athletics
of one kind or another. The athletic facilities at the college are some
of the best in the country.

Spanish: Many of the seminarians are involved with Spanish lan-
guage groups, meeting regularly for a Spanish liturgy.

Full schedule: A seminarian’s schedule is full each day, including
prayer, academics, social service, and recreation.

Much the same might be said about a few of the other seminaries
to which the successful dioceses send their seminarians: Holy Apos-
tles College and Seminary in Cromwell, Connecticut, and St.
Charles Borromeo Seminary in Overbrook, Pennsylvania, are two
excellent examples. Another is the North American College (NAC)
in Rome, known as the West Point for Catholic seminarians. Brian
Murphy, an Associated Press writer, wrote a book about the NAC in
1997. In The New Men, Murphy describes the atmosphere there:
“The North American College is a serious place. The rector makes
it clear before the [seminarians’] pew seats are even warm on arrival
day. ‘T'm not interested in halfway seminarians looking to become
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bend-the-rules priests,” he says. ‘Not these days with the Roman
Catholic Church being routinely bashed as a haven for maladjusted
pastors with retrograde thinking. Not with the congregations back
home shriveling up.” ™

Probably the most promising development in the past thirty years
is the opening of two new diocesan seminaries, one in Lincoln,
Nebraska, and the other in Denver, Colorado. The relatively small
Diocese of Lincoln, which has consistently had one of the highest
rates of ordination in the country over the past several decades, has
never experienced a shortage of priests. Under the leadership of
Bishop Glennon Flavin, the diocese attracted orthodox seminarians
who accepted the teachings of the Church, looked up to their bishop
and the pope, and embraced the male, celibate priesthood. Flavin
had a reputation as being a strong Vatican supporter and an impec-
cably orthodox bishop. He was succeeded by Bishop Fabian Bruske-
witz, one of only a few remaining orthodox pastors from the
Milwaukee diocese under Archbishop Rembert Weakland.

Bruskewitz made national news when he opened up a new
diocesan college seminary. Although a shepherd to only 85,000
Catholics, Bruskewitz had forty-four seminarians when the Seminary
of St. Gregory the Great opened in August of 1998, making it the
first freestanding diocesan seminary to be opened in the United
States for many decades. “They are a healthy bunch, very active and
energetic both intellectually and physically,” marveled rector Father
John Folda of the Lincoln seminarians.!® When asked what made
these men enroll, he answered, “The love of the Church and the ex-
amples set by Pope John Paul II and Bishop Bruskewitz.”

Two years later Our Lady of Guadalupe Seminary, the sixty-
student seminary of the U.S. branch of the Priestly Fraternity of St.
Peter, moved to the Diocese of Lincoln, precisely because of the or-
thodoxy of Bishop Fabian Bruskewitz, who welcomed them, some-
thing that other bishops have refused to do in the past.

In Denver, since Archbishop Charles Chaput was appointed in
1997 to lead the Catholic Church in northern Colorado, vocations
have seen a remarkable increase, going from twenty-six seminarians
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in 1991 to sixty-eight in 1999, with an additional twenty studying for
religious orders.

The Archdiocese of Denver has taken a unique approach to the
issue of reforming a seminary. Several years ago, Chaput’s prede-
cessor, then archbishop Francis Stafford,! bought the forty-acre
campus of St. Thomas Theological Seminary after the Vincentan-
run institution closed in 1995 allegedly due to a dwindling student
body. But the problems there, moral and pedagogical, were well
known and documented. In 1999, Chaput reopened the séminary
under a new name and with a new faculty. The new St. John Vianney
Theological Seminary is not only decidedly rooted in the theology
of Pope John Paul II and Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, it is connected
with the two-hundred-year-old Pontifical Lateran University. Offi-
cials at the Lateran, which is known as the Pope’s University because
itis directly under the pope’s authority, approved the Denver faculty
and its curriculum. Moreover, the university’s students and faculty
are overtly and joyfully supportive of the Catholic priesthood and
the authentic mission of the Catholic Church to save souls. Its mis-
sion from inception is clearly to form holy and healthy priests for the
“new evangelization.” Rather than reading texts penned by dissidents
who rose to notoriety in the 1960s, the Vianney curriculum empha-
sizes the philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas and the “great books”
of Western civilization.

Just as with Bishop Bruskewitz in Lincoln, many more seminarians
are attracted to serve the Archdiocese of Denver precisely because of
Charles Chaput’s orthodoxy, his enthusiasm, and his encouragement.
Even new Catholic communities and established religious orders have
contacted the archdiocese to inquire about the possibility of relocating
their groups there. Father John Hilton, former director of vocations
in Denver, explained that, above all, the rapid rise in seminarians can
be attributed to “the relentless efforts of Archbishop Chaput in pro-
moting vocations.”"” Francis X. Maier, chancellor for the archdiocese,
similarly explained that “what the archbishop does through his per-
sonal witness is to make the priesthood attractive to a lot of
people. ... It his highest priority. He raises the issue of vocations to
the priesthood and the religious life every time he’s with young
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people.” But more importantly, he added, Chaput is “a good mascu-
line role model,” and the archbishop’s example spills over to the clergy
and laity alike. His appeal is not due to progressive ideas and reform-
minded schemes. Rather, it is his obvious love for the Church, the
sacraments, the papacy, and the priesthood.

Another reason for Denver’s success, says Hilton, is the prepara-
tory “spirituality year” program, which was modeled after the suc-
cessful program developed by Jean-Marie Cardinal Lustiger in Paris.
This “preseminary” year in Denver allows prospective seminarians
to study, pray, and discern God’s will in their lives before diving into
the hectic life of a seminarian. Each day of the spiritual year begins
and ends with the Liturgy of the Hours, the prayer of the Church
that all priests are required to recite or sing daily. The candidates
also attend daily Mass and Benediction, and participate in Eu-
charistic adoration at least weekly. The study component of the year
program consists of reading the entire Bible, both Old and New Tes-
taments, the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and a generous selec-
tion of spiritual classics written by the Fathers and Doctors of the
Church. Apostolic work, such as visiting AIDS patients or working
with the homeless, is the third component of the triad.

Another “re-formed” institution is St. Joseph’s in Yonkers, New
York, the seminary operated by the Archdiocese of New York. Shortly
after being named the archbishop of New York in 2000, Edward Car-
dinal Egan asked for and accepted the resignations of a great number
of faculty members at St. Joseph’s Seminary, more commonly known
as Dunwoodie, though it must be said that the New York seminary was
not one of those commonly listed as problematic; seminarians there
say it is for the most part an orthodox institution, if a little too bu-
reaucratic and political sometimes. If Egan’s action proves nothing
else—some critics say he “pruned” some of the wrong faculty—it
demonstrates that the local bishop has the authority and opportunity
to quickly “re-form” his seminary. It can be done. And it needs to be
done in most seminaries across the U.S. and beyond.

Again the solution harks back to Archbishop Curtiss’s formula for
success: he recognizes—and so should others—that orthodoxy begets
vocations. Then, to reiterate, he candidly suggests that it is time to
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pay close attention to the dioceses that have not suffered the priest
shortage and vocations crisis. If diocesan bishops and seminary offi-
cials are unwilling to recognize the reasons for the successes, he says,
“then we allow ourselves to become supporters of a self-fulfilling
prophecy about the shortage of vocations.”

The archbishop has done everyone a favor by identifying the suc-
cessful dioceses as those that promote orthodoxy and loyalty to the
Church, are unambiguous about the ordained priesthood as the
Church defines that ministry, have bishops who are willing and able
to confront dissent, and are willing to call forth candidates who share
their loyalty to the pope. “When this formula, based on total fidelity
to Church teaching, is followed in dioceses and religious communi-
ties,” he wrote, “then vocations will increase.”

The orthodox seminarian naturally wants to be supported in his
vocation, not coerced into accepting theological opinions that the
Church does not accept. He wants to be formed in an environment
that does not hold him in contempt for his adherence to Church
teaching and does not present obstacles such as a “gay subculture”
to his growth in personal holiness. He wants to be surrounded by
classmates and instructors who share his vision—which is not an
idiosyncratic vision but the universal vision of the Church, working
in unity for the salvation of souls.

Bishops would do well to take the advice of Archbishop Curtiss
and look at successful dioceses and seminary programs to see what
they are doing. They would do well to look to the dioceses which are
not presently experiencing either a vocations crisis or a priest
shortage. Reform of the nation’s seminaries and vocations offices is
key. If that reform is not undertaken, the self-imposed priest
shortage will occupy Catholic resources which would be better spent
on evangelization, spiritual formation, and performing spiritual and
corporal works of mercy.
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