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Introduction:
Articles 39 and 40 of the Courage Ministry Series have dealt with chapters one and two of my Masters thesis submitted last year to the Brisbane College of Theology. Article 41 is the third in the series and will deal with the CDF document from the view of an Archbishop and a moral theologian.

A Rationale for my reporting my analysis to a broader group: 

Why do I continually refer to the Church’s documents and teachings  on the issue of same-sex attraction? For two reasons. Firstly,because I believe with every fibre of my being that the Church’s teaching and stance is the correct one and that it is for the pastoral good of all who are involved in Courage like ministries and supportive activities. I believe it is the way men and women who suffer the pain of being same sex attracted  will attain peace and concord in their lives. Secondly, there is a raging debate and divide about the issue that is polemical and does not connect with the heart of  our brothers and sisters and the normal daily  life situations of  those who are same sex attracted. It is hard for those who are not same sex attracted to really appreciate the enormous difficulty, isolation and misunderstanding that same attracted persons endure. Yet a  way that leads to serenity is the acceptance and embracing of the Church’s pastoral wisdom  as outlined in the DCF document.   
 An Episcopal perspective of the CDF Document and its Theology:

The former Archbishop of San  Francisco, Archbishop John Quinn, in recommending the CDF document to his people reminded them that the document “is an act of the teaching Church and cannot be regarded simply as just another theological opinion.  He further asserts that as an authentic teaching of the magisterium it requires an internal and respectful assent. He also affirms the CDF document’s insistence on the foundation of Scriptural teaching as the basis for the Church’s moral teaching on homosexuality, complex as it is. He emphatically declares that homosexual activity, however, as distinguished from homosexual orientation, is morally wrong.” (Quoted in Siker; Jeffrey Ed. Homosexuality in the Church: Both sides of the Debate. John  Knox Press Louisville Kentucky 1994 p.18.)
As the former President of the American Bishops’ Conference 1977-1980, his public endorsement was very important. Quinn was being consistent in his attitude and approach. Some years earlier he had made a similar declaration in a 1980 pastoral letter after Pope John Paul II’s address to the American Bishops during his visit to Chicago in October 1979. The Pope in commending the American Bishops for their compassion as pastors and authentic teachers of God’s law stated that they had got it right when they distinguished between homosexual activity and homosexual orientation.

I am quoting Quinn at length because some of the critics of the CDF document have asserted that Quinn was not fully supportive of it. 
The Archbishop’s Pastoral wisdom: 

His pastoral plan for those who are same sex attracted is sensitive about their particular journey of discipleship. He reiterates the Church’s stance noting that the Church does not condemn individuals who have a homosexual inclination or attraction. He encourages the  members of the Church “tirelessly …to help homosexual men and women accept and live up to the moral teaching  which the Church has received from Christ.” (Enrique Rueda  The Homosexual Network 1982. p.310) NB Since at the time of writing his pastoral homosexual persons was the main term used, many recent commentators now use the term same sex attraction, but I will use Quinn’s own terms in recounting his pastoral advice first hand ) 

Quinn firmly rejects the myth that acceptance of the homosexual person must imply an endorsement of the homosexual lifestyle. “When homosexual men and women claim that their way of life is   a morally healthy one, [and] insist on their intention to affirm and promote it publicly and ask that it be in some way approved by the Church, they are clearly in contempt of the Christian conscience and in conflict with the teaching of the Scriptures.” (Rueda 310).
A Moral Theologian’s perspective about the CDF Document:
Bruce Williams, a Dominican, while generally supportive of the CDF document has a mixed response, considering it constructive in parts but “disappointingly negative”  in others. On balance he considers that it is a step in the right direction, and comments shrewdly, prudently and wisely on three elements: homosexual activity, homosexual orientation and pastoral car. His treatment of these three elements accord with my own sense of wholistic pastoral ministry toward those men and women with same sex attraction.  (Williams Theological Studies, 1987, No.48 pp.259-277).
The CDF document moves Scripture to the centre of the argument about homosexuality and relies heavily on the theology of creation found in Genesis. There is a movement away from the Natural Law approach of the 1975 document of Paul VI (Persona Humana). Given the emphasis on Genesis there seems to be a more grounded theology of what John Paul II and the CDF now call the spousal significance of the  human body. This then becomes an  essential basis for appreciating the moral unacceptability of homosexual behaviour.  The importance of the concept of “spousal significance” cannot be overrated. (The spousal significance and the original solitude, original unity and original nakedness will be the subject of article 42.)

By employing the concept of spousal significance Pope John Paul II has widened the ground on which the pro-gay advocates fight. The moral teaching, in terms of the polemical debate, does not now rest entirely on scriptural proof texts, important though they be.
The dignity of the same-sex person and objective disorder: 

Williams makes very important clarifications when pointing out the apparent conflict in the CDF document when it emphasizes  the dignity of same-sex persons yet still strongly insists on the reality of the homosexual condition being an objective disorder. Williams is confident that a careful reading of the  context of these terms in the CDF document would show “that the connection…between the two is not equivalent to an assertion that the personalites of gay (sic) people are sick, distorted or depraved.” Williams, 268). 

One of the problems I encounter in the work with some same-sex persons and particularly pro-gay activists is their sensitivity to what I would consider reasonable and fair statements. Their sensitivity is often a reaction  out of the hurt of  the unguarded,  ungracious and unjust personal rejection which they have experienced all too frequently. Because of this hurt and perceived hostility they will not accept that a person  can state the Catholic teaching in good faith.  Because many same sex persons  equate their personal identity with their homosexual condition (the particular inclination, etc) they tend to consider any negative appraisal as a profoundly threatening attack against their very essence. I believe that we must not be cowed by this real problem but in love still articulate the truth as we see it, but make it in love, remembering Paul’s injunction: “The love of Christ urges us “.(2.Cor 5:14.) 
The love of Christ urges us not to reduce a person to a label. We are more than our sexuality, i.e. I cannot be reduced to  the term heterosexual, or homosexual. We are in fact children of God, made in the image of God, and for Christians baptized into Christ. I am more than a label, I am a person first and foremost with an intrinsic worth. I am more than a label be it the  label of a criminal, bi-polar, demented, disabled, homosexual or heterosexual.
