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Associated Press whips up the hysterical campaign to delegitimise the Catholic church by making the Pope seem a protecter of paedophiles: 

The future Pope Benedict XVI resisted pleas to defrock a California priest with a record of sexually molesting children, citing concerns including “the good of the universal church,” according to a 1985 letter bearing his signature. 
The correspondence, obtained by The Associated Press, is the strongest challenge yet to the Vatican’s insistence that Benedict played no role in blocking the removal of paedophile priests during his years as head of the Catholic Church’s doctrinal watchdog office… 
Irwin Zalkin, an attorney representing some of the victims, said he was familiar with the correspondence ... 
“Cardinal Ratzinger was more concerned about the avoidance of scandal than he was about protecting children, Zalkin said in a phone interview. 
Among the resulting headlines: 

Pope Benedict accused of delaying unfrocking of sex abuse priest 
Catholic Church must change in reaction to scandals 
Pope resisted pleas to defrock priest with record of molesting children 
Letter: Future Pope Refused Plea To Defrock Priest 
Pope Benedict hit by new Church child abuse allegations 
More Sexual Abuse Charges Levelled Against Catholic Church 
Signature on letter implicates Pope in abuse cover-up 
Pope hit by fresh allegations of paedophile priests cover-up 
Child abuse is a crime; cover-up is a disgrace 
In fact, the Pope is innocent: 

This was not a case in which a bishop wanted to discipline his priest and the Vatican official demurred. This was not a case in which a priest remained active in ministry, and the Vatican did nothing to protect the children under his pastoral care. This was not a case in which the Vatican covered up evidence of a priest’s misconduct. This was a case in which a priest asked to be released from his vows, and the Vatican-- which had been flooded by such requests throughout the 1970s—wanted to consider all such cases carefully. In short, if you’re looking for evidence of a sex-abuse crisis in the Catholic Church, this case is irrelevant. 
Phil Lawler identifies the seven questions editors failed to ask before passing on the smear: 

• Was Cardinal Ratzinger responding to the complaints of priestly pedophilia? No. The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which the future Pontiff headed, did not have jurisdiction for pedophile priests until 2001. The cardinal was weighing a request for laicization of Kiesle. 
• Had Oakland’s Bishop John Cummins sought to laicize Kiesle as punishment for his misconduct? No. Kiesle himself asked to be released from the priesthood. The bishop supported the wayward priest’s application. 
• Was the request for laicization denied? No. Eventually, in 1987, the Vatican approved Kiesle’s dismissal from the priesthood. 
• Did Kiesle abuse children again before he was laicized? To the best of our knowledge, No. The next complaints against him arose in 2002: 15 years after he was dismissed from the priesthood. 
• Did Cardinal Ratzinger’s reluctance to make a quick decision mean that Kiesle remained in active ministry? No. Bishop Cummins had the authority to suspend the predator-priest, and in fact he had placed him on an extended leave of absence long before the application for laicization was entered. 
• Would quicker laicization have protected children in California? No. Cardinal Ratzinger did not have the power to put Kiesle behind bars. If Kiesle had been defrocked in 1985 instead of 1987, he would have remained at large, thanks to a light sentence from the California courts. As things stood, he remained at large. He was not engaged in parish ministry and had no special access to children. 
• Did the Vatican cover up evidence of Kiesle’s predatory behaviour? No. The civil courts of California destroyed that evidence after the priest completed a sentence of probation-- before the case ever reached Rome.
