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IURI CANONICO QUO SIT ECCLESIA DEI FELIX. 

When a Parish Gets a Divorce: 
The Process for the Removal of a Pastor

By Philip C.L. Gray
“Against a priest receive not an accusation, but 

under two or three witnesses. Them that sin reprove 
before all: that the rest also may have fear” (1 Pet. 
5:19-20; DR).

I first authored this text in 2008, while still operating 
my private practice in Canon Law. It was intended as 
a resource for two groups of clients: the many priests I 
was assisting who were facing efforts to remove them 
as pastors from their respective parishes; and, parish-
ioners whose pastor was ineffective or harmful to the 
parish. If anything, the need for such a resource has 
only grown over the last 13 years. Headlines in Catho-
lic news outlets have identified several priests just in 
the last few weeks who are facing this or a similar ac-
tion; and some priests are highlighted in media outlets 
for the very reasons they should be removed! While 
such an extreme measure is sometimes necessary, al-
lowing the laity and their pastors to be forearmed with 
knowledge of the process may helps to ensure the in-
tegrity of the process.

From the outset, it is important to keep in mind that 
the process for the removal of a pastor is a specific pro-
cess in the Code of Canon Law (Canons 1740-1747) and 
the Code of Canons for the Oriental Churches (Canons 
1388-1396). This process only applies to pastors, not 
parochial administrators, parochial vicars (assistant 
pastors), chaplains, rectors, etc. The very strong stabil-
ity of office of a pastor is the primary reason a special 
process is found in law for removing one. That stabil-
ity is linked to the necessary pastoral care a pastor is 
to give his parishioners. A parish is where the rubber-
meets-the-road in our Catholic Faith. For parish life to 
be effective in evangelization, formation, and spiritual 
growth, the parish should not have a new pastor every 
few years. The stability of the office is key to the stabil-
ity of the parish. For that same reason, the choice of 
a pastor for a particular parish should be made with 
great care.

The process for the removal of a pastor is not the 
same thing as a process to determine the suitability 
of a priest. Frankly speaking, there is no process spe-
cifically identified for determining the suitability of a 
priest. Such a process relies on the general and par-
ticular laws that govern the rights and obligations of 
bishops and priests. Sadly, I have never been involved 
in a process to determine the suitability of a priest that 
was legitimately pursued. While it is true that priests 
found guilty of certain crimes are de facto unsuitable 
for ministry, and I have encountered such processes, 
I have never known of a legitimate process against a 
priest who labored under a general claim that he was 
unsuitable for ministry. When these circumstances oc-
cur, there is usually an animus against the priest by 
his bishop or by others who have significant influence 
over the bishop. These types of cases are very difficult 
to defend, but we have developed a strong body of ju-
risprudence at The Saint Joseph Foundation in defense 
of good priests who find themselves in these cases. 
That being said, the suitability of a priest for ministry 
is beyond the parameters of this article. 

The process for the removal of a pastor is not a penal 
process. The focus of a penal process is the illicit and per-
sonally culpable acts performed by an individual that 
demand legal retribution as a remedy. The penal process 
is used to correct a wayward priest. In contrast, the pro-
cess for removal of a pastor focuses on whether the pres-
ence of the particular pastor seriously harms the spiritual 
or temporal welfare of the parish or is ineffective, even 
through no fault of the pastor himself (Canon 1740). 

Nonetheless, the removal of a pastor involves a de-
privation of rights licitly acquired. The removal could 
also prejudice the pastor’s natural right to a good rep-
utation. Recognizing that a transition period always 
follows the appointment of a new pastor, the remov-
al of a pastor and the appointment of another priest 
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Reports, Rumors,
Ramblings and

Ravings
Several Christifidelis readers have asked to set up au-

tomatic, recurring donations to the Foundation via direct 
transfer between their bank account and the Foundation’s. 
For your financial security, our staff is not able to initiate 
a transfer. If you would like to set up a regular transfer of 
funds, you’ll need to contact your bank and provide them 
the Foundation’s routing and account numbers. Be sure 
to specify the amount and frequency for the donation. We 
are so grateful for your generous intention! 

Routing Number: 043318092
The Saint Joseph Foundation Account Number: 95051867

STRAWS IN THE WIND
            

[Straws indicate to us how strong and in which direction the wind is blowing. We are very grateful to the readers who take the 
trouble to send us the parish bulletins, newspaper clippings and other docu ments which make this popular feature possible. — Ed.]

  
Memorare to St. Joseph

Remember, most pure spouse of Mary ever 
Virgin, my loving protector St. Joseph, that never 

has it been heard that anyone invoked your 
protection or besought your aid without being 
consoled. In this confidence I come before you; 
I fervently recommend myself to you. Despise 

not my prayer, foster father of the Redeemer, but 
graciously deign to hear it. Amen.

  

Diocesan Rosary Congress: October 2 - October 8, 
2021; Your parish or diocese can join us during this Year 
of St. Joseph asking the powerful Mother of God and her 
holy spouse, St. Joseph, to intercede for our families, our 
country, and our Church. How? Hold a Diocesan Rosary 
Congress October 2-8, 2021, in your parish! The Rosary 
Congress is seven days and nights of Perpetual Eucha-
ristic Adoration with the Rosary prayed at the top of EV-
ERY hour, around the clock, asking Our Lady to inter-
cede on our behalf. We are praying the rosary not only 
for ourselves, but also on behalf of our families, Church, 
and world! For more information visit RosaryCongres-
sUSA.org, call Kristin at 443.267.7782 or email KristinB@
RosaryCongressUSA.org. 

Excerpted from:
U.S. Bishops to Weigh Denying 

Holy Communion to President Biden
THOMAS D. WILLIAMS, PH.D.

29 Apr 2021
The U.S. Bishops Conference (USCCB) is cur-
rently drafting a document to clarify the issue 
of reception of Holy Communion especially re-
garding public figures who promote abortion-
on-demand.
Kansas City Archbishop Joseph Naumann, chair-
man of the bishops’ Committee on Pro-Life Ac-
tivities, told the Associated Press (AP) that the 
matter will be discussed at the USCCB’s meeting 
in June and the bishops will vote on whether 
the committee should continue working on the 
document for eventual public release.

…The working group assigned the drafting of 
a new document on the issue of Holy Commu-
nion to the USCCB’s doctrine committee. If ap-
proved, the document would make clear that 
Biden and other public figures who publicly 
work to advance egregious moral evils should 
not present themselves for Communion, Nau-
mann said.
In a January 20 statement, Archbishop Gomez 
pointed out the glaring contradiction between 
Biden’s positions on vital moral issues and his 
purported Catholic faith.
“I must point out that our new President has 
pledged to pursue certain policies that would 
advance moral evils and threaten human life 
and dignity, most seriously in the areas of abor-
tion, contraception, marriage, and gender,” Go-
mez wrote. “Of deep concern is the liberty of the 
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Church and the freedom of believers to live ac-
cording to their consciences.”
The archbishop’s statement reflected the bishops’ 
ongoing concern over Biden’s enthusiastic sup-
port for Planned Parenthood, his opposition to 
school choice, his attacks on the Little Sisters of 
the Poor, his support for gender transition even 
for minors, his repeal of legislation protecting 
U.S. taxpayers from financing abortion domesti-
cally and abroad, his promotion of same-sex mar-
riage, and other related issues.
…In early April, Catholic League President 
Bill Donohue wrote that Biden has a “rocky” 
relationship with the U.S. bishops, which is not 
going away.
…In his essay, Donohue cited nine U.S. bishops 
who have been highly critical of Biden’s situa-
tion, several of whom have insisted the president 
should cease receiving Holy Communion at Mass 
until he repents of his abortion position.
The former head of the Vatican’s supreme court, 
Cardinal Raymond Burke said Biden should not 
receive Communion because he is not a Catholic 
“in good standing,” Donohue noted.
As Breitbart News reported last December, for-
mer Philadelphia Archbishop Charles Chaput 
said Biden’s support for gay marriage and abor-
tion rights meant that he “should stop defining 
himself as a devout Catholic” and “should not re-
ceive Holy Communion.”
“Public figures who identify as ‘Catholic’ give 
scandal to the faithful when receiving Communion 
by creating the impression that the moral laws of 
the Church are optional,” Chaput wrote. “And 
bishops give similar scandal by not speaking up 
publicly about the issue and danger of sacrilege.”
Archbishop Joseph Naumann and Bishop Da-
vid Malloy also issued a joint statement sharply 
criticizing Biden for promoting abortion overseas.
“It is grievous that one of President Biden’s first 
official acts actively promotes the destruction of 
human lives in developing nations,” they said, 
adding that this measure “is antithetical to rea-
son, violates human dignity, and is incompatible 
with Catholic teaching.”
In February, Naumann declared that Biden 
“should stop defining himself as a devout Catho-
lic” because he is “100% pro-choice on abortion.” 
Naumann also called on his fellow bishops “to 
correct him, as the president is acting contrary to 
the Catholic faith.”

Shortly afterward, Bishop Joseph Strickland of 
Tyler, Texas, stated that “Biden is not a real Cath-
olic,” and Tennessee Bishop Richard Stika called 
Biden “dishonest” for bragging about his Catho-
lic background.
Not long afterward, Springfield Bishop Thomas 
J. Paprocki said Biden “should not present him-
self” for Communion because of his long history 
of supporting abortion rights.
If politicians are “living in a way or holding po-
sitions that are contrary to church teaching, then 
the Minister of Communion has to deny them the 
sacrament,” stated Paprocki, a canon lawyer.
Cardinal Burke followed up by saying that “a 
person who claims to be Catholic and yet pro-
motes in such an open, obdurate, and aggressive 
way a crime like procured abortion is in the state, 
at least, of apostasy,” the penalty for which is “ex-
communication.”
In Wednesday’s report, the AP notes that progres-
sive bishops such as John Stowe of Lexington, 
Kentucky, and Bishop Robert McElroy of San Di-
ego have opposed the idea of refusing Commu-
nion to the president, while observing that they 
are in a clear minority..…

https://www.breitbart.com/faith/2021/04/29/us-bishops-
weigh-denying-holy-communion-president-biden/

Don’t hold your breath! After threats of bishops walk-
ing out, petitions to remove this issue from the agen-
da, and lots of flap about “consensus” and “unity”, the 
USCCB did vote to establish a committee and draft a 
document. The mandate is vague, in my opinion. I’m 
in “wait and see” mode.

    

Excerpted from: CV News Feed on May 14, 2021
Pelosi ‘Pleased’ by Vatican Statement 

on Communion for Pro-Abortion 
Politicians

CV NEWS FEED // House Speaker Nancy Pe-
losi, D-CA, said she was “pleased” with a state-
ment that the Vatican sent to U.S. bishops warn-
ing them to tread lightly on the topic of pro-abor-
tion Catholic politicians receiving Communion.
The document Pelosi was referring to told the 
U.S. bishops to discuss the matter among them-
selves, to avoid public controversy and division, 
and ultimately to leave the question between pol-
iticians and their local Catholic authorities.

continued on page 4
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continued from page 3

Canon Law Miracles
The alienation is to be halted immediately!:
After celebrating its “last Mass” on 23 July 2017, 

the Church of St. Veronica was closed for prayer 
and worship.  The basement of the sacred edifice 
was rented for secular activities, while the nave and 
sanctuary were used for concerts.  After appealing 
to Rome, the parishioners pursued a suspension 
of the Decree of Secularization.  On 3 June 2021, it 
was publicly announced that the Vatican had sus-
pended the Decree and Mass would be celebrated 
in the historic sanctuary on 7 June 2021.  In reality, 
the Vatican had issued a Decree suspending the sec-
ularization of St. Veronica Church in May 2020. The 
implementation of that decision took over a year to 
obtain.  Of course, we were dealing with COVID 
during that time, and faulty mail deliveries, so the 
local ordinary cannot be solely blamed. 

The wait simply made June 7th all the more spe-
cial.  What a grand celebration it was!  Public pho-
tos show people queued on the sidewalk waiting 

to enter for Mass.  For the first time in four years, 
parishioners were able to enter and pray.  Pictures 
taken from inside before Mass began show a crowd 
of people praying on their knees to prepare their 
hearts for the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass about to 
take place.  The Church itself was cleaned and pre-
pared for this momentous occasion.  Not only was 
Mass celebrated on 7 June 2021, but St. Veronica’s 
Church is to be opened for prayer and worship 
regularly.  As publicly announced in the media, this 
is still being worked out with the Archdiocese in-
volved.

The real miracle: Souls were saved! After four 
years of discouraging and difficult circumstanc-
es, the hearts of the people were not turned away.  
They persisted in their belief that there is a God in 
Heaven Who is both Father and Shepherd.  Their 
Faith sustained them.  After all, isn’t that what our 
Catholic Faith is really all about?

Psalm 126

The Vatican statement, which Pelosi described as 
“basically” saying “don’t be divisive on the sub-
ject,” was released after two liberal bishops asked 
Rome to intervene against the U.S. bishops’ plan 
to publicly clarify the Church’s teachings on re-
ception of the Eucharist.
Those two bishops, Cardinals Blase Cupich of 
Chicago and Joseph Tobin of Newark, have 
caused political controversy in recent years, mak-
ing a name for themselves as more ‘progressive’ 
than many of their brother bishops.…

Other Catholic Leaders React
The USCCB reportedly had planned to issue an 
authoritative document on reception of the Eu-
charist at their upcoming assembly in June. In ad-
dition, a number of other Catholic leaders have 
been raising awareness about the importance of 
the Church’s teaching on the sanctity of life, and 
the connection between that teaching and the 
question of whether pro-abortion Catholic politi-
cians should present themselves for Communion.
Archbishop Salvatore Cordileone of of San Fran-
cisco stated earlier this month that those “who re-
ject the teaching of the Church on the sanctity of 
human life … place themselves in contradiction 
to the communion of the Church, and so should 
not receive the sacrament of that communion, the 
Holy Eucharist.”

Bishop Thomas Olmsted of Phoenix, AZ, con-
curred with Cordileone, adding: “Woe to us bish-
ops if we do not speak clearly about the grave evil 
of abortion, and the consequences of any Catholic 
who participates in the act or publicly supports it 
by word or action.” 
Bishop Donald Hying of the Diocese of Madison, 
WI, also agreed with Cordileone, and recommend-
ed his statement as a “timely” message on “the need 
to challenge political leaders who are pro-abortion 
— especially those who profess Catholicism….” 
…Speaking to EWTN’s Raymond Arroyo, Cardi-
nal Gerhard Mueller criticized the efforts of Cu-
pich and Tobin to thwart the U.S. bishops’ plans 
to clarify the matter.
“I think these two bishops came to Rome as mem-
bers or representatives of the Democratic Party,” 
Mueller said.

Pelosi ‘Pleased’ by Vatican Statement on Communion 
for Pro-Abortion Politicians - CatholicVote org

Pelosi’s comments simply prove the point held by The Saint 
Joseph Foundation (see Christifidelis 26-4) and so many 
other faithful Catholics. Pro-abortion Catholic politicians 
should not be receiving Holy Communion. In my opinion, 
they should be subject to the penalty of “privation”. This is 
explained in our famous “Denunciation Packet”. For a free 
copy, please call and ask.
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continued from page 1
will naturally cause unrest and extend the transition 
period. Thus, the process itself prejudices harmony 
in a parish. For these reasons, the removal of a pastor 
should take place only as the last resort in a series of 
attempts to correct a perceived problem. 

The available remedies for serious harm caused by 
a particular priest in his pastoral assignment are var-
ied and depend on the situation identified. Nonethe-
less, the obligations of pastoral solicitude and Chris-
tian charity, the Natural Law, and positive ecclesiasti-
cal law demand that all other remedies be exhausted 
before initiating a removal process. These same sourc-
es require an objective process of removal directed 
toward achieving the primary objective, a reasonable 
harmony in the parish. 

The Council of Trent did not suggest the removal 
of ineffective pastors unless they lived shameful lives 
and did not respond to corrective measures (Session 
21, c. 6 de Ref.). In such case, the removal was a pen-
alty. For merely ineffective pastors the Council Fathers 
required that other remedies take place. However, 
they cautioned that a bishop should not intervene 
except on rare occasions and only if a clear and per-
sistent manner of acting occurred that caused harm 
to the common good. While the current law derives 
its foundation from the Council of Trent, it obtained 
its structure from the decree Maxima cura issued on 
20 August 1910 by the Sacred Consistorial Congrega-
tion and the subsequent canons (2147-2156) from the 
1917 Pio-Benedictine Code. These laws and the juris-
prudence of the Roman Curia assist us in applying the 
norms of the ius vigens on this issue. 

A: Required Process for Removal of Pastor
The first step in any canonical process is to exhaust 

non-contentious and informal methods of avoiding a 
process in law. As regards the removal of a priest, “It 
is certainly appropriate that the bishop warn the pastor of 
problematic behavior or his deficiencies prior to invoking the 
canonical process. Moreover, the bishop will take care to pro-
vide remedial assistance to the priest if such assistance will 
likely enable the priest to overcome the deficiencies which 
point to a cause for removal.”1 Remedial assistance could 
include, but is not limited to, educational and forma-
tion programs, the appointment of a parochial admin-
istrator, or both. The appointment of a parochial ad-
ministrator should be a temporary measure with the 
administrator being given limited authority in areas 
where the pastor is ineffective (e.g.: administration of 
school or parish patrimony). This arrangement must 
end when one of two possibilities occur: (1) the pastor 
improves, or (2) the pastor is legitimately removed be-
cause he does not improve over a reasonable period of 
time. These remedial steps apply Christian charity and 

pastoral solicitude to the heart of the issue in attempt 
to establish reasonable harmony in the parish. Such an 
approach reflects the mind of the Church as expressed 
in the Council of Trent, Maxima cura, the 1917 Code, 
and recent jurisprudence from the Holy See.

The second step is to establish that a grave cause 
exists after remedial efforts have failed. This is done 
through a preliminary investigation referred to in 
Canon 1742§1. Though not explicitly stated, this inqui-
ry should take a form similar to the inquiry required 
in Canon 1717. Certainly, if the bishop has delegated 
someone to complete this inquiry, that person has the 
powers of an auditor. When completed, a document 
summarizing the investigation, the proof attained, 
and recommendations made should be drawn up 
and notarized (Canon 483§1) to authenticate that this 
first step in the formal process has taken place. This 
document should carefully note the grave reasons for 
which the pastor could be removed. 

If the removal process continues, the bishop is to 
discuss the situation with two pastors selected by him 
from a group established by the presbyteral council 
for this purpose (Canon 1742§1). A summary of that 
discussion should also be preserved and notarized for 
the acts of the case. It should be noted that the choice 
of pastors for this step should be carefully made. 
Those who have a bias against the pastor for personal 
reasons should not be consulted lest the pastor’s good 
name and reputation be wrongly injured, and the ob-
jectivity of the process be compromised. 

“If the bishop then judges that removal must take place, 
he paternally is to persuade the pastor to resign within fif-
teen days, after having explained, for validity, the cause and 
arguments for the removal” (Canon 1742§1). This fourth 
step is of great importance as regards both pastoral so-
licitude and due process. “He paternally is to persuade” 
implies that a meeting between the bishop and the 
priest take place at this stage of the process. Because 
of the vague and broad manner Canon 1741 uses to 
suggest causes for removal, Canon 1742§1 requires 
the bishop to explain to the pastor both the immediate 
cause and an argument for the process. A letter quot-
ing from Canon 1741 and suggesting the pastor resign 
under threat of removal does not constitute an effort of 
pastoral persuasion explaining cause and argument. 
Interestingly, the validity of the process depends on 
this step. The meeting should be carefully document-
ed with an accurate representation of the dialogue put 
in writing and witnessed by a notary. This becomes 
part of the acts of the case. 

Considering the wording of Canons 1742-1745, 
there are four ways a pastor can respond to the pasto-

continued on page 6
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ral persuasion offered by his bishop: (1) He can accept 
the invitation and resign freely; (2) He can resign con-
ditionally; (3) He can choose not to respond; or (4) He 
can openly oppose the process. 

We note that there are many ways to oppose the re-
moval process, and offering a conditioned resignation 
is one way. It is entirely possible that a pastor opposes 
the removal process because circumstances of the pro-
cess illicitly harm his ministry as a priest, but he is 
willing to resign conditionally. In this way, with a pas-
tor’s heart he can attempt to address the circumstances 
that would harm his vocation but also provide for the 
common good of the parish. In short, the condition of 
his resignation could remedy his concerns and those 
of the parish. In my own personal practice, I have seen 
this approach work very well for all parties involved.

Canon 1745 provides the final steps in the removal 
process if a pastor opposes the process of removal. If the 
reasons for his opposition “seem insufficient to the bishop, 
the bishop, in order to act validly, is to invite the pastor to or-
ganize his objections in a written report after he has inspected 
the acts, and offer any proofs he has of the contrary” (Canon 
1745.1) If the pastor is not afforded his opportunity – to 
submit a defense brief – the decree of removal is invalid. 

On this point, if the pastor submits a conditioned 
resignation and the bishop rejects it, the bishop must 
allow the pastor to review material and submit his 
objections to the process. The conditioned resignation 
does not constitute a written objection as required by 
Canon 1745.1.2 

After receiving the defense brief, the bishop is to 
discuss the matter again with the two pastors previ-
ously noted, or two others if the first two are unavail-
able. This consultation should be carefully document-
ed in the same manner as the first and is expressly re-
quired for validity. 

The final step of the removal process is for the bish-
op to prudently and prayerfully decide to remove the 
pastor, provide some other remedy, or simply allow 
him to remain without any change. The bishop is ob-
ligated to issue a decree stating his decision. As is the 
case for all decrees, it must express proper motivation 
and a clear decision. Because the removal of the pastor 
requires a grave reason, the motivation would include 
the grave reason, provide a summary of evidence, the 
names of those consulted, and the response of the pas-
tor to the process. The decree should also include the 
ways in which it can be challenged, be duly notarized 
and properly communicated to the pastor. 

B: Causes for Removal
As the process for removal does infringe on rights 

acquired, the norm of Canon 18 must be upheld in the 

application of these canons. The proof must be clear 
and convincing. As such, it is important to note that 
when weighing evidence, the local ordinary must use 
reasonable and objective criteria. Canons 1526-1586 
provide a list of the type of proofs and how to weigh 
them for veracity and use. This section of the law relies 
on Natural Law principles and common sense appli-
cable in any ecclesiastical process. It would be burden-
some to address all the points relevant to our case here 
but suffice to quote from Calvo and Klinger a second 
time, as they provide a good summary: “The bishop 
needs concrete facts stated objectively. In discerning whether 
there is probable cause for removal, the bishop will carefully 
assess the nature and source of complaints received.”3 

Three common causes used by bishops to remove a 
pastor are discussed below. 
(1) Canon 1741.1: A manner of acting which brings 

grave detriment or disturbance to ecclesiastical 
communion.
This cause has strong roots in the Council of 
Trent and subsequent documents already cit-
ed. There are three points to this Canon.
(a) “A manner of acting…” refers to habits of a 

pastor’s behavior. He must exhibit consistent 
behavior that is the direct cause of a grave 
detriment or disturbance. The cause cannot 
originate from another person or source, but 
rather from him alone. This requires the bish-
op to consider the dispositions and attitudes 
of those in opposition to the pastor. It is not 
uncommon that a detractor blows a mildly 
disturbing habit out of proportion. The bishop 
must make certain that the habitual behavior 
of the pastor is the immediate and direct cause 
of the disturbance. 

(b) The detriment or disturbance caused by the 
priest must be grave. It is not enough that a 
few people get upset over a decision. It is com-
mon that someone in authority is criticized for 
decisions and actions in the discharge of du-
ties. This happens to presidents and popes, 
governors and bishops, supervisors and pas-
tors. This fact of life does not constitute a grave 
cause for removal. Rather, to determine if the 
detriment or disturbance is grave, the bishop 
must consider the alleged harm proportionate 
to the good achieved in the manner of acting as 
a whole. 

(c) Finally, the habitual behaviors must gravely 
disturb ecclesiastical communion; that is the 
communal nature of the parish, diocese, or 
universal Church is disrupted. Again, it is not 
enough that a few people complain about the 

continued from page 5
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pastor and perhaps even leave the parish. It 
is a common occurrence for some Catholics to 
“parish hop”, looking for a pastor and a par-
ish that meets their spiritual needs. Rather, it 
must be shown that the communal nature of 
the Church is disrupted. Examples of such ha-
bitual behavior that would cause such distur-
bance would include, but are not limited to, 
public participation in partisan politics that 
causes division of the parish, an obstinate and 
public opposition to decisions of ecclesiastical 
authority, and active encouragement of dissen-
sion between groups in the parish. 

(2) Canon 1741.3: Loss of a good reputation among 
upright and responsible parishioners or an aver-
sion to the pastor which it appears will not cease 
in a brief time.

This cause for removal is mentioned in the Pio-
Benedictine Code, Canon 2147§2.2. It is commonly 
referred to as odium populi. While the current code 
has substituted the term “aversio” for the previous 
code’s use of “odium”, the meaning and applica-
tion of the jurisprudence is the same. That is, “One 
or two families, or a few individuals should not cause 
alarm if the parish is of any size…For this hatred is sup-
posed to impede the useful exercise of the sacred minis-
try and to be of some duration.”4

Most Reverend Thomas Paprocki JCD, Bishop 
of the Diocese of Springfield in Illinois, provides 
an excellent summary of this cause for removal in 
his commentary on this Canon. He writes:
“Loss of a good reputation” by and “aversion” to the 
pastor are not absolutes. It is not sufficient that the 
pastor has lost his good reputation in the eyes of some 
parishioners or even of parishioners in general. Rather, 
these are factors to be considered only to the extent that 
they take place among “upright and responsible parish-
ioners.” This is an important distinction because of the 
need to protect the prophetic witness which a pastor 
may be called upon to give from time to time. For ex-
ample, it may not be popular to preach against racism, 
abortion, or capital punishment, and a pastor who does 
so may become the object of scorn among some parish-
ioners. Presumably, though, “upright and responsible 
parishioners” would not object if the pastor were teach-
ing the authentic doctrine of the Church. Also, it must 
be apparent that the difficulty will not cease in a brief 
time. This means that the bishop must carefully discern 
whether the problem is an enduring one or merely a 
passing tension in the parish.5 

(3) Canon 1741.5: Poor administration of temporal 
affairs with grave damage to the Church whenev-
er another remedy to this harm cannot be found.
This cause has four points:

(a) It involves administration of temporal affairs, 
not spiritual or moral issues. The latter are ad-
dressed in other causes.

(b) The administration must be “mala”. A more 
proper rendering of the Latin would be “bad” 
with the clear implication that it is a serious 
problem due to the pastor’s actions or negli-
gence. For example, it is not good enough to 
show several years of an unbalanced budget 
with the continued loss of income. A number 
of circumstances can cause such an occurrence 
through no fault or minimal fault of the pastor. 
There must be proof that the pastor is to blame. 

(c) There must be grave damage to the Church. 
The bad administration is not enough; grave 
damage must result from the bad administra-
tion. An example of grave damage would in-
clude causing a debt that will be difficult to re-
pay in a reasonable amount of time.

(d) Finally, there must be no other remedy avail-
able but to remove the pastor. The Canon im-
plies that all reasonable remedies have failed, 
including the appointment of a financial ad-
ministrator. At very least it demands that if a 
reasonable remedy exists it must be attempted 
in lieu of removing the pastor.

C: Illegitimate Use of Ecclesiastical Power
When a pastor is removed from office, there are two 

possibilities that should be considered by those af-
fected by the decision. The first possibility is that the 
bishop involved used the pastor removal process il-
legitimately. As a result, the pastor’s good name and 
probably his privacy would be harmed. The second 
possibility is that the pastor caused harm during his 
tenure in office in such a way that he is culpable for 
damages. For example, if a pastor uses parish money 
to take extravagant vacations, and by doing so places 
the financial state of the parish at risk, he should repay 
the money taken. While it is rare that a pastor removal 
process actually occurs, it is less rare that one of these 
two possibilities exist within such a case.

Canon 128: Whoever illegitimately inflicts dam-
age upon someone by a juridic act or by any other act 
placed with malice or negligence is obliged to repair 
the damage inflicted.

The law presumes good faith on the part of those 
acting on behalf of the Church. It also presumes that 
those in authority have the requisite knowledge and 
necessary virtue to perform their duties reasonably 
well and without malice or negligence. If malice or 
negligence results in harm to another person, the one 
acting has an obligation to repair that harm. If the per-

continued on page 8
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son refuses to cease the illegitimate acts or repair the 
harm, their refusal gives rise to the right to restitution 
both morally and legally. 

For a person to be culpable for wrongdoing, four 
conditions must be present:
(1) There must be an evil effect due to the act.
(2) The effect could have been foreseen in some way, 

even if it were not.
(3) The act would naturally cause the effect, or at least 

accidentally cause the effect such that having fore-
seen it, the effect could be avoided.

(4) The agent of the act could have refrained from act-
ing, stopped acting, or at least modified his actions 
in such a way as to stop the bad effect.

Culpable negligence occurs when:
(1) The person with responsibility does not use his 

power as intended in law.
(2) The person was not hindered in any way from 

using it.
(3) Someone was harmed, even a third party.

To obtain relief for damages due to negligence of 
duty or malice in acting, the harmed party must prove 
these conditions present. If proven, the offender has 
an obligation in justice to remedy the harm. If he re-
fuses to repair harm, higher authority has an obliga-
tion to provide remedy.

If a pastor believes his bishop is illegitimately using 
the removal process against him, his defense should 
include a claim under Canon 128 and pursuit of vindi-
cation. This is a legitimate defense in law and should 
not be downplayed or ignored. It’s harder to make 
such a claim after a decree of removal is made than 
during the process itself. In like manner, if the faith-
ful are harmed by a pastor’s ministry, they should not 
only seek his removal but also a correction of the harm 
that has occurred. This should be part of their petition 
to the bishop when they ask for a pastor’s removal. 

D: Exoneration of Pastor
It is also important to note that if reasonable ar-

guments exist in law and fact against the proposed 
grave reasons for removal, the bishop has an obliga-
tion to issue a decree in favor of the pastor staying. 
Simply ending the process without a definitive de-
cree is not just. The pastor was cited to a legal pro-
cess, he should receive a decision. This not only pro-
tects the rights of the pastor; it also protects the com-
mon good. Such a decision avoids the difficulties in a 
parish that would ensue following the removal of a 
pastor and a transition with a new priest. A decision 
in favor of the pastor remaining in place should be 
promulgated in such a way as to encourage collabo-

ration between contentious parties to resolve existing 
conflicts or concerns.

E: A Final and Most Important Note
We cannot understate the importance of prayer and 

the pursuit of virtue by all involved in the situation. 
When conflict grows increasingly tense, it becomes 
more difficult to collaborate effectively or remain ob-
jective. Conflicts of this nature can escalate to such a 
level that differing parties hire counsel or make com-
plaints to higher authorities. However, the presence 
of counsel and the intervention by higher authorities 
should not be viewed as a cause for immediate, formal 
pursuit of a contentious process in law. Rather, coun-
sel and higher authority should first encourage prayer, 
personal reflection, and renewed attempts at effective 
collaboration and authentic dialogue. By authentic 
dialogue, we do not mean the exchange of letters. We 
mean sitting down across a table and making an effort 
to understand the other’s point of view and find a mu-
tually agreeable resolution. Our Church expects this 
from secular leaders, shouldn’t she expect if from her 
own? Most important, Our Lord expects nothing less. 

On a few rare occasions, I have been ridiculed 
and openly criticized for my continued insistence on 
prayerful reflection and authentic dialogue. Nonethe-
less, the Foundation continues to encourage our cli-
ents and those we assist to pray, especially the Rosary. 
The grace received from doing penance and frequent-
ing the Holy Eucharist and Confession has enormous 
value. Make every effort to keep these elements as 
visible, immediate sources of resolution. They are in-
dispensable means of encouraging charity and equity 
and advancing authentic dialogue in pursuit of mean-
ingful resolutions. Without these spiritual elements in-
forming the process, the law becomes a lifeless means 
of resolving an immediate, legal contention; with 
them, the Spirit is free to breathe life through the law, 
granting spiritual maturity and insight into the human 
condition. As a result, this canonical process can not 
only facilitate a resolution of conflict but bring about 
its true purpose in the salvation of souls. 
Copyright © 2021 Philip C. L. Gray, JCL. All rights re-
served.
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 In Memoriam
It is with deep sadness that I announce the death of Charles M. Wilson, 

Founder of The Saint Joseph Foundation 
and a long-time member of Catholics United for the Faith.

Born on 19 November 1935 in Des Moines, IA to Thomas Wayne 
and Miriam (Mahler) Wilson, Charles “Chuck” Mahler Wilson grew 
up in Iowa, New York and finally Cincinnati, Ohio.  Upon graduating 
from Miami University, he spent two years in the Army before starting 
his professional career with Proctor and Gamble.  On 22 August 1964 
he married the love of his life, Therese “Terry” Ann Dumbacher.  
After living in California for a few years, he settled in Texas where he 
and Terry raised their two children.  He worked as a sales executive in 
the printing and packaging industry until he founded The Saint Joseph 
Foundation (SJF) in 1984.   He earned a Master of Theology Studies 
(MTS) with a certificate in Canon Law from the Oblate School of 
Theology in 1991.  He remained the Executive Director of SJF until his 

retirement in 2015.  From 2015 until 2020, he served as the Chairman of the Board of Directors.  From 2015 
until his death, he continued to serve as a member of the SJF Board of Directors and Editor of Christifidelis, 
the newsletter of SJF.

Many years ago, I read an article that compared the death of a man to the burning of a library. For those 
who knew of Chuck Wilson, that may be an apt comparison.  Each of us possesses a unique memory of our 
own history, and that historical memory intersects with all the people we encounter in our lives.  The older 
we get, the more that memory contains treasures of information, like forgotten books in a library.  Most of 
those treasures are family related; but not all.  Some of those memories may be written down; most are not.  
Those who take time to know someone and not just hear what is said, that someone becomes important and 
the memories shared become treasures.  For those of us who knew Chuck, those memories are treasures.  
That’s how I remember him.  

When Chuck and Terry Wilson started The Saint Joseph Foundation, Chuck travelled quite a bit.  He 
made it a point to make the cases “personal”.  The people involved were not just clients, they were part of the 
Family of God to which he belonged; they were unique persons whose souls were precious to him.  That’s 
how he approached each case.  It’s probably why he had a hard time turning cases down, even when he was 
swamped with work.  He was frequently on the phone with clients.  As he got older, the trips were harder 
to make but he still spent a good bit of time on the phone.  I am still amazed at how many people remember 
him in a personal way.  I miss him.  So many others do as well.



Baptized and raised in the Episcopal Church, Chuck followed a common path to the Catholic Church; an 
intellectual one influenced by a spouse! He converted to Catholicism in 1966 and began a life-long journey 
of serving Christ and His Church.  He developed a strong devotion to St. Joseph, and his favorite prayer 
to St. Joseph is printed below.  As he often explained after becoming Catholic, he recognized that most 
Catholics don’t know their Faith and even fewer live it.  He spent more than 50 years of his life working to 
change that.  In addition to his founding SJF, Chuck participated in apostolic endeavors with the Wanderer 
Forum Foundation, served as an active member of the Houston Chapter of Catholics United for the Faith, 
and was a founding member of Our Lady of the Atonement (Atonement) Catholic Church, San Antonio, 
Texas.  Atonement Parish was the first Anglican Rite usage parish in the Catholic Church and was founded 
one year before SJF.  It is no small claim nor presumptuous statement to say that Atonement Parish likely 
would not exist today if not for Chuck.  Nor would Catholics United for the Faith.  In 2017, he served as 
Chairman of the SJF Board of Directors and was an ardent supporter of affiliating CUF and restoring its 
original mission.  As one who benefited from his wisdom and apostolic prowess, I know that Chuck’s 
apostolic efforts touched countless lives and kept many a Catholic in the practice of the Church.

Charles was an avid reader and possessed wide knowledge on a variety of subjects.  He enjoyed cooking, 
traveling and had a great sense of humor he liked to share while telling a story.  A man of strong faith, he put 
God first in his life and lived accordingly.  Clients and donors of The Saint Joseph Foundation will always 
remember him for his pithy comments, personal nature, and evident love for the Catholic Church.

Chuck died on 10 June 2021 at the age of 85 after an extended hospital stay.  He suffered greatly 
during his last years of life due to complications from diabetes and all that goes along with it.  He never 
complained, suffering quietly in the example of Saint Joseph.  Chuck is survived by his loving and devoted 
wife Therese, daughter Mary (Rob) Wilson Reynolds, son Robert Wilson and five grandchildren - Michael 
Parrish, Courtney Wilson, Adam Wilson, Matthew Wilson and James Wilson.  He also leaves behind a great 
granddaughter, Autumn Parrish.  He was preceded in death by his parents and brother Thomas Wilson. 

A private funeral Mass was held for family members and close friends at Atonement Parish on June 18, 
2021.  The full-time staff of SJF and CUF had the privilege of attending the funeral with his family.  He 
was laid to rest in the columbarium of Atonement Parish. In lieu of flowers, the family asked that memorial 
contributions be made to The Saint Joseph Foundation, 85882 Water Works Rd. Hopedale, OH 43976; 
www.stjosephcanonlaw.com.

Oh, St. Joseph, whose protection is so great, so strong, so prompt before the throne of God, I place 
in you all my interest and desires.  Oh, St. Joseph, do assist me by your powerful intercession, and 
obtain for me from your Divine Son all spiritual blessings, through Jesus Christ Our Lord, so 
that having engaged here below your heavenly power, I may offer any thanksgiving and homage 
to the most loving of Fathers.  Oh, St. Joseph, I never weary contemplating you, and Jesus asleep 
in your arms.  I dare not approach while He reposes near your heart.  Press Him in my name and 
kiss His fine head for me and ask Him to return the kiss when I draw my dying breath.  St. Joseph, 
Patron of Departing Souls, pray for us.  Amen.

Requiescat in pace!


