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Infallibility of the Pope, Councils, Papal and Vatican Documents -02
The Magisterium: A Cheat Sheet

https://onepeterfive.com/magisterium-cheat-sheet/  

By Steve Skojec, June 23, 2017
Over the past few days, as I’ve worked on this piece (https://onepeterfive.com/is-amoris-laetitia-an-expression-of-the-ordinary-and-infallible-magisterium), I’ve learned a lot about the Church’s magisterial office. Perhaps it would be better to say I learned how much I don’t know.

As I mentioned in the article linked above. I’m not a dogmatic theologian. In fact, I’m not even any kind of theologian, whatever my degree says. A BA in Theology is pretty much a ticket to the entry level of inquiry on this stuff. I am, at best, a more-informed-than-average layman.

My friend and colleague, Dr. Michael Sirilla, is a dogmatic theologian. He is also a walking, talking, Catholic encyclopedia. I called him yesterday (and the day before that), and even recovering from a pretty serious health issue, he was still gushing forth information at a speed my flu-addled brain couldn’t hope to keep up with. Whereas the average dutiful Catholic knows that there is a Magisterium, dogmatic theologians spend much of their careers studying all of its many moving parts. It’s sort of like the difference between being a guy who loves a particular sports car, and can tell you what kind of engine it has, and how many liters, etc., and being the guy who can strip that engine down and re-assemble it without having to look at any reference material. Or, as Mike said to me, “It’s sort of like being a surgeon with a particular specialization.” Not even all the other doctors are going to know how to do it, let alone the armchair theologians on the Internet.

The most surprising thing to me was learning that the Church doesn’t have a single repository of knowledge about its own teaching office. There isn’t a document you can read somewhere that breaks down the various levels of the Magisterium and all its moving parts, with categorizations of when and where each thing is authoritative and how it relates to others. Like a giant theological scavenger hunt, you can find pieces of this puzzle in the Catechism, in a couple of instructions from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (like Donum Veritatis and Professio Fidei), in a letter from Bl. Pope Pius IX, in the dogmatic constitution Dei Filius from Vatican I, in dogmatic constitution Lumen Gentium from Vatican II, and so on, and so forth.

One thing I learned yesterday is that the ordinary magisterium (which the Church didn’t really start discussing in earnest until the late 19th century) can be infallible but isn’t always so. Another is that the ordinary universal magisterium is usually infallible, but some theologians can point to exceptions. (One example I came across involved the teaching in the Catechism of Trent about delayed animation — the idea that the soul enters the body sometime after conception vs. more recent magisterial teachings that say ensoulment happens at conception. Both things having been taught at the level of ordinary universal magisterium.)

(ENSOULMENT-WHEN DOES IT OCCUR?-RON SMITH 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENSOULMENT-WHEN_DOES_IT_OCCUR-RON_SMITH.doc)

I was also given cause to reflect on the difference between a truth that is infallible and one that is without error. As one theologian who wrote to me yesterday made the distinction:

There is indeed a distinction between an infallible statement and an error free statement.

But an infallible statement is precisely a statement that *cannot possibly* be in error.

X *is not* false does not equal infallible.
X *cannot possibly be* false equals infallible.

It’s one thing to read all of this and say, “Sure, that makes sense.” It’s another entirely to have it mapped out so clearly in your head that when you’re having a casual conversation (or worse, a Twitter argument with the guy who doesn’t care much for your rebuttal to his sloppy article saying Amoris Laetitia is Magisterial so we all need to just shut up) you never fail to make an important qualification. For my part, I’d certainly prefer to leave this topic to the experts. The headache I ended each day’s writing with for the past two days is not something I’d wish on anyone. (Except maybe Stephen Walford or Austen Ivereigh. But only if they actually learned something.)

Since I’m unlikely to have seen the last of this topic, however much I might wish to move on, last night, Mike Sirilla wrote up a Magisterium “cheat sheet” and sent it to me. It’s a work in progress and subject to revision, but since I thought it might be helpful to all of the theology nerds following along at home, and he graciously gave me permission to publish it and put his name on it. He reminded me that theologians are still hammering out the finer points on this stuff, and there’s a constant process of evaluation of what fits where. “This is really important,” he said, “because Christ gave a share of His teaching office to the bishops and the pope.”

I’ll include the text of his outline below, but here’s a link to a PDF version if you want to download it and/or print it out.



THE MAGISTERIUM OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH
A “Cheat Sheet”/Quick Reference Guide
Definitions:

Magisterium: the teaching office of a pope or a bishop in union with the pope

Extraordinary magisterium: non-ordinary solemn teaching

Ordinary magisterium: part of the regular teaching duties

Universal magisterium: taught to the entire Church

Infallible (irreformable): unable to be in error due to a special charism from Christ and, therefore, unable to be reformed

Non-infallible (reformable): able to be false (very rare) and, therefore, able to be reformed (which means clarified, corrected – even overturned/contradicted – see example below)

* * *

The following outline is drawn from my Fundamental Theology class notes and from the CDF document “Doctrinal Commentary on the Concluding Formula of the Professio Fidei”: https://www.ewtn.com/library/CURIA/CDFADTU.HTM  
I. Dogmas of divine and catholic faith:

A. Doctrines that are “divinely and formally revealed”

B. Manner and quality of proposal – infallible in each instance:

1.) Extraordinary Magisterium:

a.) Papal: “ex cathedra” solemn definitions

b.) Solemn definitions of ecumenical councils:

2.) Ordinary and Universal Magisterium

a.) Pope alone: confirmation or re-affirmation of a doctrine

b.) Bishops in communion with the pope teaching something to be held definitively as revealed.

C. Assent: theological faith

D. Censure: Heresy

E. Examples:

1.) The articles of faith of the Creed

2.) Christological and Marian dogmas

3.) Doctrine of the institution of the sacraments by Christ and their efficacy with regard to grace
II. Definitive teachings on faith and morals (or intrinsically connected to faith and morals):

A. Teachings that are not proposed as being formally revealed (i.e., they may or may not be revealed, but they are not proposed by the magisterium as being revealed).

B. Manner and quality of proposal – infallible in each instance

1.) Extraordinary Magisterium:

a.) Papal: “ex cathedra” solemn definitions

b.) Solemn definitions of ecumenical councils:

2.) Ordinary and Universal Magisterium

a.) Pope alone: confirmation or re-affirmation of a doctrine

b.) Bishops in communion with the pope teaching something to be held definitively as revealed.

C. Assent: firmly to be accepted and held based on “faith in the Holy Spirit’s assistance to the Church’s Magisterium, and on the Catholic doctrine of the infallibility of the Magisterium in these matters”

D. Censure: loss of full communion with the Catholic Church

E. Examples:

1.) Logical connection to divine revelation (by implication, these may be able to be declared as divinely revealed):

a.) The doctrine of papal infallibility before Vatican I

b.) Doctrine that priestly ordination is reserved only to men

c.) The illicitness of euthanasia

d.) Illicitness of prostitution

e.) Illicitness of fornication

2.) Necessary historical connection to divine revelation (not able to be declared as divinely revealed):

a.) The legitimacy of the election of the Supreme Pontiff

b.) The legitimacy of the celebration of an ecumenical council

c.) The canonizations of saints (dogmatic facts)

d.) The declaration of Pope Leo XIII in the Apostolic Letter Apostolicae Curae on the invalidity of Anglican ordinations
III. Non-definitive teachings of the magisterium:

A. Teachings on faith and morals (or connected thereto) presented as true (or at least as sure) that have not been defined with a solemn judgment or proposed as definitive by the ordinary and universal Magisterium

B. Manner of proposal: ordinary and universal Magisterium (the pope alone, or pope and bishops together)

These teachings are NOT infallible and therefore they are reformable (i.e., able to be modified, clarified, corrected, or contradicted/overturned)

C. Assent: Religious submission of will and intellect

D. Censure: Erroneous or (regarding prudential teachings) rash/dangerous

E. Examples:

a.) The teaching of Florence that the matter of Holy Orders is the handing on of the instruments

b.) The teaching of the Roman Catechism (Catechism of the Council of Trent) on delayed animation

c.) JPII’s teaching in Evangelium Vitae that capital punishment may only be used for a polis to defend itself (“self-defense”)

d.) Global warming is real and it is caused by man (Laudato Si)

e.) Gaudium et Spes, a. 24, First and greatest commandment is love of God and of neighbor
10 of 51 readers’ comments
1. I wrote the above outline in haste last night and noticed at least one error that I'd like to correct (more corrections may be forthcoming): the example I cite from "Laudato Si" is likely not a non-definitive teaching of the pope's ordinary magisterium since it does not bear upon faith and morals - at least not directly.

Also, the teaching on delayed animation is not in the Council of Trent but in the Catechism of Trent (the Roman Catechism).

Also, I'd like to suggest two books by Fr. Chad Ripperger in which he does a fine job distilling much of the manual tradition (which distills and elaborates upon the medievals, who distill and elaborate upon the fathers, who distill and elaborate upon the teaching of Paul [e.g., Gal 1:8) and Christ [Mt 18:15-17]):
1. "The Binding Force of Tradition" and
2. "Magisterial Authority."

Finally, for those interested in plowing further into the sources, here are two solid tomes that serve as a decent point-of-entry:
1. "De Notus Theologicus: Historia, Notio, Usus," by Constantino Koser, OFM and
2. "L'Erreur et Son Juge: Remarques sur les censures doctrinales a l'epoque moderne," by Bruno Neveu. 
-Michael Sirilla
2. Thanks, Mike. I fixed the reference to Trent...that was my bad memory, not your fault.

As for Laudato Si, it's an encyclical, so it seems like it needs to be in the list here somewhere. –Steve Skojec
3. We see MANY statements in the current pontificate where the Pope speaks on issues that in past days would not even be considered topics of faith and morals, yet are being treated as such today.

Or, put another way, we see certain "new laws" being established that might be said to form a "hedge about the law" a la the Pharisees of old, in for example, the condemnation of the use of air-conditioning or other "environmental sins" created sort of ex nihilo as a whole new set of what are arguably impossible to obey laws. This has troubled me because as a convert I affirm the Catholic teaching that God does not demand of us what we cannot achieve, we only miss the mark because of our sin and personal choices. Yet it would seem that this new set of "sins" are acts largely impossible for a person to avoid merely by living in today's world. 
This has grave consequences, for if such sins are a sort of perpetual and impossible to avoid continuance of original sin, then baptism means nothing and neither does confession or penance. Which, when you think about it, appears to be the exact ulterior motive of the powers-that-be: to hold in their hand a way to condemn whoever they want to condemn while remaining above it all themselves, all the while diminishing the value of the Sacraments and Tradition by making adultery the moral equal of flipping an extra light on in the living room.

People are not stupid, and quickly smell a rat, and in quick time will have no regard for the concept of sin itself. A situation that already appears to be upon us...

Certainly these sins of carbon footprint shoe size don't seem to apply to those like Al Gore, Leonardo de Caprio and the Pope whose lives and message are so important that the size of THEIR carbon footprint is immaterial to their personal moral culpability while it is quite relevant to "ours". The Jet Set classes of Hollywood, the Hague and the Vatican can flitter about leaving contrails all over heaven itself and incur no guilt, while the rest of us slobs are in danger of hellfire for having a pet or going for a motorbike ride.

4. I'd like to ask Dr. Sirilla a question, not a technical one at all, just seeking his opinion.

Do you think Dr. Sirilla that the damage done to Catholic doctrine in recent decades is so great that after the Restoration to come (whenever it is), Catholics then living are likely to see a number of infallible pronouncements by the then Pope because that will be the only possible way to put various genies back for good in their bottles? There are all sorts of examples one could imagine.

5. Yes. Unless, of course, Christ's second coming happens first. -Michael Sirilla
6. Thank you. I believe that a long, very solemn teaching Pontificate is now urgently needed. But I myself think we are on the very edge of things. A Chastisement is very close; the End of Time itself maybe further off.

7. Given the great apostasy we are living in, which goes all the way to the top, the Second Coming cannot be all that far off.

8. It seems to me that Bishop Athanasius Schneider is similarly predisposed in calling for a Syllabus of Errors pertaining to interpretations of Vatican 2 as well. The fact is, in common talk, doctrine is so variable or as I like to put it, the "Teaching on the street" has changed so much, the Church desperately needs for lack of a better term, a "theologically violent" series of clarifications. Without them, in effect, we are difficult to distinguish from the Anglican Communion.
9. I was away from the Church for several years. I returned via a series of steps, the last of which was Anglicanism. Once back in the fold, I was dumbfounded to discover that the Novus Ordo is virtually identical to the Anglican mass in their Book of Common Prayer (this was before the new innovations of recent years).
10. I came to the Church directly from Lutheranism {raised Methodist, then Anglican and then Reformed all in the search for the truth!} only to find Luther resurrected in much of what I saw.

Praise God for my wonderful FSSP parish!!!

May God save and protect the Catholic Church!

Is Amoris Laetitia an Expression of the Ordinary and Universal Magisterium?

https://onepeterfive.com/is-amoris-laetitia-an-expression-of-the-ordinary-and-infallible-magisterium 
By Steve Skojec, June 22, 2017
Earlier this week, papal biographer and Crux contributing editor Austen Ivereigh fired off a bravado-laden tweet about Amoris Laetitia (AL) and the corresponding dubia:
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Unsurprisingly, this prompted some rebuttals. After asserting that in the matter of AL, we are faced with a case of “Roma locuta, causa finita” (Rome has spoken, the cause is finished), and in another comment insisting that AL is merely “development of doctrine” which has “been happening since Pentecost,” Ivereigh threw down the gauntlet:

[image: image2.png]



Stephen Walford’s piece at Vatican Insider *has been out for a while. 
Published in February of this year, it had its chance to make the rounds, but little came of it. I cannot recall seeing a single rebuttal of it, which apparently leads Ivereigh to believe it’s “irrefutable.”

It’s certainly not irrefutable, but its argumentation is messy, which makes it difficult to respond to succinctly.

But since the question of what papal authority includes — and what it doesn’t — is such a common and contentious topic these days, I thought it might be worth the effort.
*http://www.lastampa.it/2017/02/07/vaticaninsider/eng/the-vatican/the-magisterium-of-pope-francis-his-predecessors-come-to-his-defence-x5jzE4YtghvlnRvSvcolGM/pagina.html 07/02/2017 

Problematic Premises, Faulty Conclusions
Walford makes two major mistakes in his analysis, the first of which is begging the question. 
He builds his analysis on the false premises that AL is:

a) a legitimate expression of the authentic papal/ordinary magisterium and

b) a work that is inspired by the Holy Spirit and that therefore

c) To oppose it is to “call into question the teaching authority of previous popes and consequently the entire fabric of Catholicism”.

“In particular,” Walford writes, “Amoris Laetitia has led many traditionalists to the conclusion that Pope Francis is at least deliberately “allowing” error and possibly even teaching heresy.”

Walford’s second mistake follows from the first. Armed with the certitude that the faithful owe assent to AL, he never — not even once — addresses the reasons why people are reaching the conclusion that there are serious problems with the document. He does not reference, for example, the 19 theological censures proposed by 45 highly-qualified Catholic scholars and pastors from around the world. He does not attempt in any way to reconcile the questions posed in the dubia that exist in direct response to the obvious and doctrinally-contrary reading of AL. Five of his 12 footnotes are taken from the teaching of Pope John Paul II, but he never discusses the way AL runs roughshod over Familiaris Consortio or, for that matter, Veritatis Splendor. He also ignores the countless articles that have been written and statements that have been made by theologians, philosophers, priests, bishops, and Catholic intellectuals of all stripes, parsing the troubling bits of AL down to their theological molecules and demonstrating why there’s very much a problem here.

Bizarrely, his argument studiously ignores what the entire Amoris Laetitia controversy is about. Instead, it essentially boils down to: the pope said it, and you have to do whatever he says because he’s the boss of you. 
 

What is the “Magisterium”, Anyway?
The word “magisterium” comes from the Latin word, “magister”, which means, “teacher.”

The Catechism of the Catholic Church describes the magisterium as “the living teaching office of the Church” whose task is to give “an authentic interpretation of the Word of God, whether in written form or in the form of Tradition”. The Church’s authority to do this is “exercised in the name of Jesus Christ,” which means that “the task of interpretation has been entrusted to the bishops in communion with the successor of Peter”.

The Catechism emphasizes that “this magisterium is not superior to the Word of God, but is its servant. It teaches only what has been handed on to it.”

The Catholic Encyclopedia tells us that:

Closer study of the living magisterium will enable us to better understand the splendid organism created by God and gradually developed that it might preserve, transmit, and bring within the reach of all revealed truth, ever the same, but adapted to every variety of time, circumstances, and environment. Properly speaking, this magisterium is a teaching authority; it not only presents the truth, but it has the right to impose it, since its power is the very power given by God to Christ and by Christ to His Church. This authority is called the teaching Church.

 

The Various Types and Authority of Magisterial Expressions
The magisterium of the Church is expressed infallibly in two principal ways: the solemn or extraordinary magisterium, and the ordinary (or “ordinary and universal”) magisterium.

Examples of extraordinary magisterium include: definitive decrees and/or anathemas at ecumenical councils and ex cathedra statements by a pope.

Examples of ordinary magisterium are much more broad: re-iterations of previously held doctrines, papal documents such as encyclicals, etc.

Not all exercises of the magisterium have the same level of authority, and to make matters even more confusing, not all magisterial expressions are infallible. Whenever the Church is teaching, she is exercising, by definition, her magisterial office. As one theologian told me, this means even a papal homily is a form of “magisterial teaching,” but it’s certainly not held on the same level of authority as, say, an encyclical.

This topic can be rather complex, and dogmatic theologians spend a great deal of time parsing out and categorizing the various distinctions within the Church’s magisterial authority. Since I am not a dogmatic theologian, and do not have the space here to present an exhaustive summary, I will draw briefly from the work of others to explain these categories. (Any technical errors in what follows are my own.)
Brother André Marie of the Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary has written a thorough but concise examination of the various facets of Magisterial authority, coupled with excerpts from the most relevant Church documents that help to explain them. Broadly, he describes the three kinds of magisterial statements (with a fourth that is less clearly defined) as follows:

(1) truths taught as divinely revealed, (2) definitively proposed statements on matters closely connected with revealed truth, and (3) ordinary teaching on faith and morals. A fourth category, ordinary prudential teaching on disciplinary matters, is commonly accepted by theologians and can be inferred from the text of Cardinal Ratzinger’s Donum Veritatis. [2]

The first category — truths divinely revealed — would include those taken from the Scriptures and affirmed by the magisterium. These are infallible and dogmatic in nature. According to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s doctrinal commentary Professio Fidei, examples of magisterial pronouncements in this category would include “the articles of faith of the Creed, the various Christological dogmas and Marian dogmas; the doctrine of the institution of the sacraments by Christ and their efficacy with regard to grace; the doctrine of the real and substantial presence of Christ in the Eucharist and the sacrificial nature of the eucharistic celebration; the foundation of the Church by the will of Christ; the doctrine on the primacy and infallibility of the Roman Pontiff; the doctrine on the existence of original sin; the doctrine on the immortality of the spiritual soul and on the immediate recompense after death; the absence of error in the inspired sacred texts; the doctrine on the grave immorality of direct and voluntary killing of an innocent human being.“
Teachings in this category could be expressed by the solemn (extraordinary) magisterium, or by the ordinary and universal magisterium. As Vatican I’s Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, Dei Filius (#3), says:

Further, all those things are to be believed with divine and catholic faith which are contained in the Word of God, written or handed down, and which the Church, either by a solemn judgment, or by her ordinary and universal Magisterium, proposes for belief as having been Divinely-revealed.

The second category —  definitively proposed statements on matters closely connected with revealed truth — would include “the legitimacy of the election of a pope, the celebration of an ecumenical council, the canonizations of saints, and Leo XIII’s declaration, in Apostolicae Curae, of the invalidity of Anglican orders; by logical necessity: the primacy and infallibility of the Roman Pontiff as it was known before its definition at Vatican I, the moral teachings on the illicitness of prostitution and fornication, and the doctrine of a male-only priesthood.”

These, too, can be pronounced through either the extraordinary or ordinary and universal magisterium, and are to be accepted and held by the faithful. According to Donum Veritatis (#23) — the CDF instruction on the Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian:

When the Magisterium proposes ‘in a definitive way’ truths concerning faith and morals, which, even if not divinely revealed, are nevertheless strictly and intimately connected with Revelation, these must be firmly accepted and held.

The third category — ordinary teaching on faith and morals — is more difficult to give examples of. The CDF tells us only that “As examples of doctrines belonging to the third paragraph, one can point in general to teachings set forth by the authentic ordinary Magisterium in a non-definitive way, which require degrees of adherence differentiated according to the mind and the will manifested; this is shown especially by the nature of the documents, by the frequent repetition of the same doctrine, or by the tenor of the verbal expression.”

This category is further explained by the CDF:

To this paragraph belong all those teachings on faith and morals – presented as true or at least as sure, even if they have not been defined with a solemn judgment or proposed as definitive by the ordinary and universal magisterium. Such teachings are, however, an authentic expression of the ordinary Magisterium of the Roman Pontiff or of the College of Bishops and therefore require religious submission of will and intellect.
The fourth category, if we can call it that, is that of “interventions in the prudential order.” This is explained in Donum Veritatis as follows:

When it comes to the question of interventions in the prudential order, it could happen that some Magisterial documents might not be free from all deficiencies. Bishops and their advisors have not always taken into immediate consideration every aspect or the entire complexity of a question. But it would be contrary to the truth, if, proceeding from some particular cases, one were to conclude that the Church’s Magisterium can be habitually mistaken in its prudential judgments, or that it does not enjoy divine assistance in the integral exercise of its mission.

It should be noted that a pope can always disclaim a personal opinion or his work as a private theologian as a non-magisterial action. Inasmuch as these are not expressions of his teaching office, they are not magisterial in nature. Walford himself offers an example:

In more recent times, Pope Benedict XVI was very careful to state that his Trilogy “Jesus of Nazareth” “is in no way an exercise of the magisterium”…

 

So Where Does Amoris Laetitia Fall in The Order of Magisterial Teaching?
At the outset of his essay, Walford states:

Of course what interests us here, in relation to Pope Francis, is not the issue of infallibility for defined dogmas, but the exercise of his ordinary magisterium in which Amoris Laetitia certainly falls [2]. [Emphasis added]

Based on what we have just learned about the magisterium, however, does AL actually qualify?

I’d like to begin our examination of this question by considering one of the earliest pieces of commentary on AL, which addressed specifically the question of its authoritative character. It came from none other than Cardinal Burke:

The only key to the correct interpretation of Amoris Laetitia is the constant teaching of the Church and her discipline that safeguards and fosters this teaching. 
Pope Francis makes clear, from the beginning, that the post-synodal apostolic exhortation is not an act of the magisterium (3). The very form of the document confirms the same. It is written as a reflection of the Holy Father on the work of the last two sessions of the Synod of Bishops. For instance, in Chapter Eight, which some wish to interpret as the proposal of a new discipline with obvious implications for the Church’s doctrine, Pope Francis, citing his post-synodal apostolic exhortation Evangelii Gaudium, declares:

I understand those who prefer a more rigorous pastoral care which leaves no room for confusion. But I sincerely believe that Jesus wants a Church attentive to the goodness which the Holy Spirit sows in the midst of human weakness, a Mother who, while clearly expressing her objective teaching, “always does what good she can, even if in the process her shoes get soiled by the mud of the street” (308).

In other words, the Holy Father is proposing what he personally believes is the will of Christ for his Church, but he does not intend to impose his point of view, nor to condemn those who insist on what he calls “a more rigorous pastoral care.” The personal, that is, non-magisterial, nature of the document is also evident in the fact that the references cited are principally the final report of the 2015 session of the Synod of Bishops and the addresses and homilies of Pope Francis himself. There is no consistent effort to relate the text, in general, or these citations to the magisterium, the Fathers of the Church and other proven authors.
What is more, as noted above, a document which is the fruit of the Synod of Bishops must always be read in the light of the purpose of the synod itself, namely, to safeguard and foster what the Church has always taught and practiced in accord with her teaching.

Magisterial teachings — particularly those of the ordinary magisterium — build on what has already been established through the perennial teachings of the Church, not personal opinions or synod reports. As Professio Fidei states:

It should be noted that the infallible teaching of the ordinary and universal magisterium is not only set forth with an explicit declaration of a doctrine to be believed or held definitively, but is also expressed by a doctrine implicitly contained in a practice of the Church’s faith, derived from revelation or, in any case, necessary for eternal salvation, and attested to by the uninterrupted Tradition…

Burke cites Amoris Laetitia #3 in his analysis above. In it, the pope makes clear that even he believes that AL is not magisterial.

Since “time is greater than space”, I would make it clear that not all discussions of doctrinal, moral or pastoral issues need to be settled by interventions of the magisterium. Unity of teaching and practice is certainly necessary in the Church, but this does not preclude various ways of interpreting some aspects of that teaching or drawing certain consequences from it. This will always be the case as the Spirit guides us towards the entire truth (cf. Jn 16:13), until he leads us fully into the mystery of Christ and enables us to see all things as he does. Each country or region, moreover, can seek solutions better suited to its culture and sensitive to its traditions and local needs. For “cultures are in fact quite diverse and every general principle… needs to be inculturated, if it is to be respected and applied”.3 [emphasis added]

How is it possible that something clearly identified as “pastoral” and distanced from being an “intervention of the magisterium” could be considered authoritative and binding? How could something that the pope believes is culturally relativistic could be an exercise of the ordinary and universal magisterium? Either the prescriptions contained in AL are for all Catholics, or they are not.

Writing at the Catholic Herald, Dr. Kurt Martens, Professor of Canon Law at the Catholic University of America, discusses an article written by Spanish priest and professor Father Salvador Pié-Ninot in L’Osservatore Romano, in which he claimed, as Walford does, that “the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia meets all the criteria for being an example of the ordinary magisterium.”

Martens cautions that the case is not so simple, and that too many assumptions are made, drawing, for example, from the type of papal document (“apostolic exhortations” Martens notes, “are among the principal teaching documents of the Church”) without sufficiently examining the intention of the document or its content. Martens also points out that a given papal document may contain “doctrinal elements of different weight”, depending on what sources it cites, and whether they are already expressions of the authentic and binding magisterium. He says that the same thing applies to AL:

The references to Humanae vitae and Familiaris consortio are references to the particular level of the magisterium exercised in those documents.

From that perspective, Father Salvador Pié-Ninot is correct: Amoris Laetitia is indeed a document that partially exercises the ordinary magisterium, in that it repeats the previously proposed teaching of the Church. Amoris Laetitia must therefore be interpreted within the tradition of the Church.

“Immediately after the publication of the article in L’Osservatore Romano,” Martens says,

certain journalists rejoiced on the internet and claimed that Cardinal Burke was wrong in his assessment of Amoris Laetitia being a personal opinion of Pope Francis and not an exercise of the ordinary magisterium.

First of all, Cardinal Burke did not exactly use these words; he said that a post-synodal apostolic exhortation “by its very nature, does not propose new doctrine and discipline, but applies the perennial doctrine and discipline to the situation of the world at the time.”

That is something quite different, and entirely correct.

In conclusion, writes Martens, “Cardinal Burke was not wrong, but one needs to listen to what he has to say, and not assume things he has not said.”

As my high school theology teacher always used to say, “Truth is a matter of semantics.”
For his part, Walford’s sole piece of evidence for his claim that AL is “certainly” part of the (infallible) ordinary and universal magisterium is a footnote that leads to an unsourced quote. I looked it up, and found that it is taken from a catechesis by Pope John Paul II on the Church, given at a Wednesday audience on March 10, 1993. It reads:

“The Successor of Peter fulfills this doctrinal mission in a continual series of oral and written interventions that represent the ordinary exercise of the Magisterium as the teaching of truths to be believed and put into practice (fidem et mores). The acts expressing this Magisterium can be more or less frequent and take various forms according to the needs of the time, the requirements of concrete situations, the opportunities and means available, and the methods and systems of communication. However, given that they derive from an explicit or implicit intention to make pronouncements on matters of faith and morals, they are linked to the mandate received by Peter and enjoy the authority conferred on him by Christ”.

But if one takes this paragraph in the context of the two that precede it, a very different picture of what John Paul II is saying emerges:

The Gospel texts demonstrate that the universal pastoral mission of the Roman Pontiff, the Successor of Peter, entails a doctrinal mission. As universal pastor, the Pope has the mission to proclaim revealed doctrine and to promote true faith in Christ throughout the Church. This is the integral meaning of the Petrine ministry. …

… As universal pastor, Peter must act in Christ’s name and in harmony with him throughout the broad human area in which Jesus wants his Gospel preached and the saving truth brought: the entire world. …

… The Second Council of Lyons (1274) asserted this about the Bishop of Rome’s primacy and fullness of power, when it stressed: “He has the duty to defend the truth of the faith, and it is his responsibility to resolve all disputed matters in the area of faith” (DS 861). [Emphasis added]

In citing John Paul II in this manner while ignoring his explanation of the responsibilities associated with exercising the authority of his teaching office, Walford misses something essential: the disputes over Amoris Laetitia and the questions raised in the dubia look specifically at whether the pope is, in his exhortation, “proclaiming revealed doctrine”, “acting in Christ’s name and in harmony with Him,” and “promoting true faith in Christ throughout the Church”. If this is the “integral meaning of the Petrine ministry,” it only stands to reason that if Pope Francis is fulfilling his “duty to defend the truth of the faith”, his actions and words should be able to bear the scrutiny that has been applied to them.

In other words, he should be able to respond to his critics. He should be able to easily and effortlessly answer the dubia in a way that makes resoundingly clear that he is “in harmony” with Christ — which makes his silence all the more disturbing.

Walford also cites a March 24, 1993 address of John Paul, but makes no mention of the pope’s similar admonition in that same address:

The conciliar texts also point out how serious is the Roman Pontiff’s responsibility in exercising both his extraordinary and ordinary Magisterium. He thus feels the need, one could say even the duty, to explore the sensus ecclesiae before defining a truth of faith, in the clear awareness that his definition “expounds or defends the teaching of the Catholic faith” (LG 25).

Amoris Laetitia, rather than exploring the sensus ecclesiae, included propositions that were “overwhelmingly” opposed by the Synod Fathers. As a document, it was designed to advance a particular “pastoral” agenda — that of promoting an idea of diminished culpability for objective grave sin, and thereby allowing those living in adulterous unions to receive the sacraments, as has now been allowed by various bishops throughout the world citing AL as their basis. The exhortation, rather than being an authentic manifestation of the interventions of the synod fathers, has been demonstrated to have been most likely pre-written, with roots in both the long-time “pastoral” action of Cardinal Walter Kasper in Germany and in the decade-old writing of papal friend and ghostwriter, Archbishop Víctor Manuel Fernández.

 

So Amoris Laetitia isn’t Infallible Magisterial Teaching, Then?
Let’s return to our two types of magisterial expression — extraordinary and ordinary — and our sub-categories of magisterial teaching, and look at some examples:

An example of a truth taught as divinely revealed would be Mk. 10:11-12: “Whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another, committeth adultery against her. And if the wife shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she committeth adultery”.

An example of an exercise of the infallible extraordinary magisterium that would fall under this first category would be the Council of Trent, session 24, canon 7: “If anyone says that the Church is in error for having taught and for still teaching that in accordance with the evangelical and apostolic doctrine, the marriage bond cannot be dissolved because of adultery on the part of one of the spouses and that neither of the two, not even the innocent one who has given no cause for infidelity, can contract another marriage during the lifetime of the other, and that the husband who dismisses an adulterous wife and marries again and the wife who dismisses and adulterous husband and married again are both guilty of adultery, let him be anathema” (DH 1807).

An example of the infallible ordinary magisterium that would likely fall under this first category (and possibly the second; that is, of things related to divine truths) is Familiaris Consortio 84: “The Church reaffirms her practice, which is based upon Sacred Scripture, of not admitting to Eucharistic Communion divorced persons who have remarried. They are unable to be admitted thereto from the fact that their state and condition of life objectively contradict that union of love between Christ and the Church which is signified and effected by the Eucharist. Besides this, there is another special pastoral reason: if these people were admitted to the Eucharist, the faithful would be led into error and confusion regarding the Church’s teaching about the indissolubility of marriage.”
An example of a something that does not correspond in any way to divinely-revealed truth, to truths so related, or even to ordinary teaching on faith and morals would be AL 301: “It is [sic] can no longer simply be said that all those in any “irregular” situation are living in a state of mortal sin and are deprived of sanctifying grace. More is involved here than mere ignorance of the rule. A subject may know full well the rule, yet have great difficulty in understanding its inherent values, or be in a concrete situation which does not allow him or her to act differently and decide otherwise without further sin.”

This last example is irreconcilable with the first three, which are all infallible magisterial teachings related directly to divinely-revealed truth.

And that’s a problem.
Ancillary Arguments
To bolster his argument that a pope can’t commit a theological error, Walford quotes from a papal audience (again) of John Paul II in 1992 to reference a statement of

Pope Innocent III, who in his Letter Apostolicae Sedis Primatus (November 12, 1199) stated “The Lord clearly intimates that Peter’s successors will never at any time deviate from the Catholic faith, but will instead recall the others and strengthen the hesitant” [4].

And yet we know without doubt that popes can deviate from the Catholic faith — both in their conduct and personal belief — provided that they do not attempt to bind the faithful to their error. Walford himself says that “No doubt a distinction needs to be made between the ‘private’ theological speculations of a Pope … and teachings deliberately given as part of the magisterium.” He cites the case of John XXII, who erred in his understanding of the beatific vision and recanted before his death — but Walford excuses this deviation by arguing that the “dogma on the beatific vision had not been formulated” at the time.

Walford then attempts to tackle the always thorny question of whether a pope can teach heresy. He argues that some of the Church’s great theologians who considered this — like St. Robert Bellarmine — “ruled out” the idea. He didn’t – he personally believed God wouldn’t allow it, but held that the contrary could be piously believed. Walford also cites Fr. Francisco Suarez in agreement, which is flatly wrong – Suarez actually considered a heretical pope to be a definite possibility, and went so far as to say, “St. Peter taught that a heretical Pope should be deposed.” He then brings in a quote from St. Alphonsus Liguori, who wrote:

“We ought rightly to presume as Cardinal Bellarmine declares, that God will never let it happen that a Roman Pontiff, even as a private person, becomes a public heretic or an occult heretic”

Obviously, however, “ought rightly to presume” is not the same thing as, “are required to believe.” The fact remains: all of the theological exploration of this question to date has been speculative. The Church has not ruled on the matter.

Even so, it seems precipitous at this point to begin hashing out whether a pope can teach heresy until we can agree we’re even allowed to analyze and compare what Francis is saying in AL (and elsewhere) with the perennial deposit of faith — or to address why this exhortation is so deeply troubling in the first place. Walford’s entire argument is predicated on the idea that we have no business doing so, and that we should all just pipe down about it.

Dueling Magisteria
Where the rubber hits the road is in comparing what the Church has always taught — and Our Lord revealed in the Gospels — with what Amoris Laetitia says. When it comes to two contradictory “magisterial teachings”, which are we to believe?

The one that says:
AL 295: ‘Saint John Paul II proposed the so-called “law of gradualness” in the knowledge that the human being “knows, loves and accomplishes moral good by different stages of growth”. This is not a “gradualness of law” but rather a gradualness in the prudential exercise of free acts on the part of subjects who are not in a position to understand, appreciate, or fully carry out the objective demands of the law.’

AL 301: ‘It is [sic] can no longer simply be said that all those in any “irregular” situation are living in a state of mortal sin and are deprived of sanctifying grace. More is involved here than mere ignorance of the rule. A subject may know full well the rule, yet have great difficulty in understanding “its inherent values”, or be in a concrete situation which does not allow him or her to act differently and decide otherwise without further sin.’

Or the one that says:
Council of Trent, session 6, canon 18: “If anyone says that the commandments of God are impossible to observe even for a man who is justified and established in grace, let him be anathema” (DH 1568).

Council of Trent, session 24, canon 7: “If anyone says that the Church is in error for having taught and for still teaching that in accordance with the evangelical and apostolic doctrine, the marriage bond cannot be dissolved because of adultery on the part of one of the spouses and that neither of the two, not even the innocent one who has given no cause for infidelity, can contract another marriage during the lifetime of the other, and that the husband who dismisses an adulterous wife and marries again and the wife who dismisses and adulterous husband and married again are both guilty of adultery, let him be anathema” (DH 1807).

 

The one that says:
AL 297; ‘No one can be condemned for ever, because that is not the logic of the Gospel!’
Or the one that says:
Matt. 25: 46: “These shall go into everlasting punishment: but the just, into life everlasting”

 

The one that says:
AL 298: ‘The divorced who have entered a new union, for example, can find themselves in a variety of situations, which should not be pigeonholed or fit into overly rigid classifications leaving no room for a suitable personal and pastoral discernment. One thing is a second union consolidated over time, with new children, proven fidelity, generous self-giving, Christian commitment, a consciousness of its irregularity and of the great difficulty of going back without feeling in conscience that one would fall into new sins.’

Or the one that says:
1 Cor. 7:10-11: “To them that are married, not I but the Lord commandeth, that the wife depart not from her husband; and if she depart, that she remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband. And let not the husband put away his wife.”

 

The one that says:
AL 300: ‘Since “the degree of responsibility is not equal in all cases”, the consequences or effects of a rule need not necessarily always be the same. [Footnote 336] This is also the case with regard to sacramental discipline, since discernment can recognize that in a particular situation no grave fault exists.’

AL 305: ‘Because of forms of conditioning and mitigating factors, it is possible that in an objective situation of sin – which may not be subjectively culpable, or fully such – a person can be living in God’s grace, can love and can also grow in the life of grace and charity, while receiving the Church’s help to this end. [Footnote 351] In certain cases, this can include the help of the sacraments. Hence, “I want to remind priests that the confessional must not be a torture chamber, but rather an encounter with the Lord’s mercy”. I would also point out that the Eucharist “is not a prize for the perfect, but a powerful medicine and nourishment for the weak”’.’

Or the one that says: 
John Paul II, Familiaris consortio 84: “The Church reaffirms her practice, which is based upon Sacred Scripture, of not admitting to Eucharistic Communion divorced persons who have remarried. They are unable to be admitted thereto from the fact that their state and condition of life objectively contradict that union of love between Christ and the Church which is signified and effected by the Eucharist. Besides this, there is another special pastoral reason: if these people were admitted to the Eucharist, the faithful would be led into error and confusion regarding the Church’s teaching about the indissolubility of marriage. Reconciliation in the sacrament of Penance, which would open the way to the Eucharist, can only be granted to those who, repenting of having broken the sign of the Covenant and of fidelity to Christ, are sincerely ready to undertake a way of life that is no longer in contradiction to the indissolubility of marriage. This means, in practice, that when, for serious reasons, such as for example the children’s upbringing, a man and a woman cannot satisfy the obligation to separate, they ‘take on themselves the duty to live in complete continence, that is, by abstinence from the acts proper to married couples’.”

You get the point. There are many more examples. Mutually exclusive things cannot be true. The principle of non-contradiction is inviolate.

At the end of what amounts to a lengthy series of quotations in support of the infallibility of the ordinary magisterium — something in which we all believe — Walford then jumps to a conclusion with both feet:

If we claim that we hold Tradition dear, that we defend it with all our strength, then we must accept we defend Pope Francis and his magisterium also. There is no other interpretation available; the popes have spoken.

No, Mr. Walford, there is another interpretation: you simply don’t understand what the Church teaches about her own authority and when it applies to what. And you’ve done a disservice to the faithful by pretending that you do, and telling them they have to fall in line with your erroneous view. That the Church’s ordinary magisterium is infallible is indisputable. That Amoris Laetitia is an expression of it — particularly where it contradicts or calls into question the magisterial teaching that came before it — is anything but.

11 of 103 readers’ comments
1. I find this an extremely useful discussion, and very many thanks for it Steve, but an extremely irritating one at the same time, for it is clear and obvious (at least to me) what the core of the problem is.

The entire argument over legitimacy of this or that aspect of the Magisterium has been bubbling ever since Vatican II. Like a pressure cooker, it has built up steam on one or another question, only to partially subside later, but in Bergoglio's time things have come to a head and the lid is about to blow off. Why should this be? As I noted, it is clear and obvious. When you have century upon century of Popes reiterating, explaining, confirming and guarding the Faith, all the above distinctions between Encyclicals, Apostolic Exhortations, Papal discourses and so on apply. But the model falls apart when Popes, even the bulk of the Hierarchy, falls into error.

Then one faces absurdity: doctrinal innovators even claim that they can re-define Holy Tradition or use it to defend their heresies; they reference only their own works to "prove" their innovations and they bend to breaking point the call to obedience to the Holy See in order to further and justify their own apostasy.

We know that Scripture, the Fathers, Councils, Popes and Saints have commanded us not to follow those who preach a false Gospel. So why have we done exactly the opposite for sixty years? 

Because on the one hand a badly-misunderstood doctrine of Papal authority has been used like a club to force through a revolution that in the early centuries would have led the Romans to advance on the Vatican as a lynch mob, and rightly so; and on the other the "Catholic sense" in the vast majority of Catholics has been completely eroded by the forces of liberalism - and I am talking about the 19th and 20th Centuries here, not now.

Note this well! When faced with innovations, departures from the Faith or outright Revolution, Holy Tradition is the only measure of obedience for the authentic Catholic. It is not for us to play with heretics or apostates! It is for them to repent and return to the Faith.

2. As a convert, this topic is one that reaches high relief. And your assessment here hits the nail on the head.

Since coming to the Church, I have been utterly struck by the blunt object of absurdity in language used by many at all strata in the Church who read straightforward writing and call it something else than what the words patently state.

So I take a Pope seriously. He writes a document and I read it.

It misquotes Jesus and replaces Him with Man for the highest form of adoration and I am told it doesn't. {Evangelii Gaudium #161}.

Strike One.

OK...then I take another swing. I read the next doc and it honors a pagan goddess concept by replacing our Mother the Church with "Mother Earth" and I am told it doesn't. {Laudato Si para 1 and I don't care if the author's quoting a Saint...Saints aren't infallible by virtue of being Saints...}.

Strike Two.

OK...then I set my feet and have another go at it. I grab all 260 pages of the next volume and work through that rag in the first week of its abortive hatching and find in it the statement that the Magisterium doesn't settle issues of faith and morals thus leaving them to be settled by whim and fancy {among other doozies} and I am told it doesn't {Amoris Laetitia para 3}.

At this point somebody has struck out and I don't think it's me.

3. Almost for one whole year I was searching people who should be able to see what I saw, to understand what I understand, and I am talking here about as you said, a 'vast collection of staggering utterances' of this pontiff... Each time again, from day to day, in a very wide spectrum of his deeds, acts or words, when he is doing or saying something, or when he just is doing nothing but he should and must as a pope... I bet there were many people as I, who saw lot of things goes to very wrong direction with this pope, but the same as I, could do nothing, except pray! And of course to watch and listen to everybody around how they were praising him as almost the miracle from the heaven, the most merciful one... ever!?
So I keep asking myself - HOW can this be possible?! Am I really so terribly wrong with this? Do I see all this things in a very wrong way?
There was no one single person for a long time with who you can share some important thoughts about this pope. What was really devastating, because you are not just on your own with such important matter, but almost everybody was against you! Or just quiet as a mouse. Nothing to think nothing to say... Those days were too long, and nights even longer, but our Lord God will never left us alone. He knows when is the best time to give us a few true brothers and sisters in arms, in our true Faith, like here on 1P5, and on few other blogs or other kind of www-pages. For some people this is all what they have, everybody is physically far faraway from each other. Not to have just one as a next-door neighbor.

Christ's Church is really already in the catacombs. For just a while, man could find it only in some small red beating places, where we always can find true Jesus too - in the hearts of His true followers. Sometimes I think, about how we still endures almost 4 years later, with this destroyer of everything what is Holy, and I wonder, why we are still looking into direction of Rome, with our eyes full of hope, and why not just and only to Heaven? And why we still talk that much about all of them especially about him who may or may not teach infallibly. When while we are in a very humble and appropriate way asking some for our eternal life’s important questions, clarification, etc., - they just go on, as before 'laughing compassionately' continuing with destroying the Church, and us who belongs to the true Catholic Church.

We should keep in mind this too, as we all knows that already, - [T]he is not alone. Never is he alone, and therefore, he operate never alone. Especially now. The name of our Enemy is 'legion'. And no, in these times, all of them are working overtime.

4. "We know that Scripture, the Fathers, Councils, Popes and Saints have commanded us not to follow those who preach a false Gospel." 
- Exactly!
Because those we're talking about here, are even worse than these ones:
“Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you tithe mint and dill and cummin, and have neglected the weightier matters of the law, justice and mercy and faith; these you ought to have done, without neglecting the others. You blind guides, straining out a gnat and swallowing a camel!" (Mt 23, 23-24)

These three the weightier matters of the LAW they don't even recognize any more! And, if they still knows them, they ignore it, or are going to change them with their very own version (!). Especially the first and the third one. But that one in the midst too, for sure. We know it and saw it already, in that 'year-of-mercy',- when false mercy was called, written, preached, given, asked, mentioned a billions of billions times.
But we know, their mercy is a false mercy! Which never can be a real mercy - when it is without a real justice and a true faith.

"When faced with innovations, departures from the Faith or outright Revolution, Holy Tradition is the only measure of obedience for the authentic Catholic. It is not for us to play with heretics or apostates!"


- Again, exactly!
And here is why:
"I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting him who called you in the grace of Christ and turning to a different gospel not that there is another gospel, but there are some who trouble you and want to pervert the gospel of Christ. But even if we, or an angel from heaven, should preach to you a gospel contrary to that which we preached to you, let him be accursed. As we have said before, so now I say again, if anyone is preaching to you a gospel contrary to that which you received, let him be accursed."

5. Vatican II is the real problem.
6. Also: AL 301: ‘It is [sic] can no longer simply be said that all those in any “irregular” situation are living in a state of mortal sin and are deprived of sanctifying grace. More is involved here than mere ignorance of the rule. A subject may know full well the rule, yet have great difficulty in understanding “its inherent values”, or be in a concrete situation which does not allow him or her to act differently and decide otherwise without further sin.’

"A subject may know full well the rule, yet have great difficulty in understanding “its inherent values...” What this says is that: someone may not agree with the rule so they don't have to follow it. So, if a subject doesn't understand the inherent value of Thou Shall Not Kill, they don't have to follow it? What about theft? What about sodomy? And by not understanding the inherent COMMADMENT of God and Nature, therefore they are not guilty if they commit these acts? Really?

"...or be in a concrete situation which does not allow him or her to act differently and decide otherwise without further sin.’ What this says is that: they may be in a situation where they need to keep sinning in order to avoid sinning. So, I could maintain any sinful act no matter what if I somehow perceive ceasing that sin is somehow a sin? Ceasing from Sin is somehow sinful? I can be in a situation where I have to sin not to sin? Yeah, that's what Jesus teaches...Really?

Both of those positions are Anathema. –Fr. RP
7. The words of our pope, over the last four years and agonizing as they've appeared to be, a result of Jesuit training or is this something entirely different?
8. Amoris Laetitia should be burned and its ashes sent directly to Hell. Amoris Laetitia is the biggest SCAM in the History of the Catholic Church!

9. It is blazingly obvious that Amoris Laetitia contradicts the magisterium of previous popes and contradicts the Lord's words in Sacred Scripture. Enough said.
10. AL 295: ‘Saint John Paul II proposed the so-called “law of gradualness” in the knowledge that the human being “knows, loves and accomplishes moral good by different stages of growth”. This is not a “gradualness of law” but rather a gradualness in the prudential exercise of free acts on the part of subjects who are not in a position to understand,
appreciate, or fully carry out the objective demands of the law.’

The “law of gradualness” misrepresented above is from: Familiaris Consortio #34
Familiaris Consortio #34: The Moral Progress of Married People
34. It is always very important to have a right notion of the moral order, its values and its norms; and the importance is all the greater when the difficulties in the way of respecting them become more numerous and serious.

Since the moral order reveals and sets forth the plan of God the Creator, for this very reason it cannot be something that harms man, something impersonal. On the contrary, by responding to the deepest demands of the human being created by God, it places itself at the service of that person's full humanity with the delicate and binding love whereby God Himself inspires, sustains and guides every creature towards its happiness.

But man, who has been called to live God's wise and loving design in a responsible manner, is an historical being who day by day builds himself up through his many free decisions; and so he knows, loves and accomplishes moral good by stages of growth.

Married people too are called upon to progress unceasingly in their moral life, with the support of a sincere and active desire to gain ever better knowledge of the values enshrined in and fostered by the law of God. They must also be supported by an upright and generous willingness to embody these values in their concrete decisions. They cannot however look on the law as merely an ideal to be achieved in the future: they must consider it as a command of Christ the Lord to overcome difficulties with constancy. "And so what is known as 'the law of gradualness' or step-by-step advance cannot be identified with 'gradualness of the law,' as if there were different degrees or forms of precept in God's law for different individuals and situations. In God's plan, all husbands and wives are called in marriage to holiness, and this lofty vocation is fulfilled to the extent that the human person is able to respond to God's command with serene confidence in God's grace and in his or her own will."[95] On the same lines, it is part of the Church's pedagogy that husbands and wives should first of all recognize clearly the teaching of Humanae vitae as indicating the norm for the exercise of their sexuality, and that they should endeavor to establish the conditions necessary for observing that norm.

As the Synod noted, this pedagogy embraces the whole of married life. Accordingly, the function of transmitting life must be integrated into the overall mission of Christian life as a whole, which without the Cross cannot reach the Resurrection. In such a context it is understandable that sacrifice cannot be removed from family life, but must in fact be wholeheartedly accepted if the love between husband and wife is to be deepened and become a source of intimate joy.
This shared progress demands reflection, instruction and suitable education on the part of the priests, religious and lay people engaged in family pastoral work: they will all be able to assist married people in their human and spiritual progress, a progress that demands awareness of sin, a sincere commitment to observe the moral law, and the ministry of reconciliation. It must also be kept in mind that conjugal intimacy involves the wills of two persons, who are however called to harmonize their mentality and behavior: this requires much patience, understanding and time. Uniquely important in this field is unity of moral and pastoral judgment by priests, a unity that must be carefully sought and ensured, in order that the faithful may not have to suffer anxiety of conscience. [96]

It will be easier for married people to make progress if, with respect for the Church's teaching and with trust in the grace of Christ, and with the help and support of the pastors of souls and the entire ecclesial community, they are able to discover and experience the liberating and inspiring value of the authentic love that is offered by the Gospel and set before us by the Lord's commandment. 
Instilling Conviction and Offering Practical Help

35. With regard to the question of lawful birth regulation, the ecclesial community at the present time must take on the task of instilling conviction and offering practical help to those who wish to live out their parenthood in a truly responsible way.

In this matter, while the Church notes with satisfaction the results achieved by scientific research aimed at a more precise knowledge of the rhythms of women's fertility, and while it encourages a more decisive and wide-ranging extension of that research, it cannot fail to call with renewed vigor on the responsibility of all-doctors, experts, marriage counselors, teachers and married couples-who can actually help married people to live their love with respect for the structure and finalities of the conjugal act which expresses that love. This implies a broader, more decisive and more systematic effort to make the natural methods of regulating fertility known, respected and applied. [97]

A very valuable witness can and should be given by those husbands and wives who through the joint exercise of periodic continence have reached a more mature personal responsibility with regard to love and life. As Paul VI wrote: "To them the Lord entrusts the task of making visible to people the holiness and sweetness of the law which unites the mutual love of husband and wife with their cooperation with the love of God, the author of human life."[98]

And the PONTIFICALCOUNCIL FOR THE FAMILY's VADEMECUM FOR CONFESSORS CONCERNING SOME ASPECTS OF THE MORALITY OF CONJUGAL LIFE Quotes the Same #34 and says this:

9. The pastoral "law of gradualness", not to be confused with the "gradualness of the law" which would tend to 
diminish the demands it places on us, consists of requiring a decisive break [emphasis in the original] with sin together with a progressive path towards total union with the will of God and with his loving demands.43

10. On the other hand, to presume to make one's own weakness the criterion of moral truth is unacceptable. From the very first proclamation of the word of Jesus, Christians realize that there is a "disproportion" between the moral law, natural and evangelical, and the human capacity. They equally understand that the recognition of their own weakness is the necessary and secure road by which the doors to God's mercy will be opened.44

Footnotes to the above:

(43) "Married people too are called upon to progress unceasingly in their moral life with the support of a sincere and active desire to gain ever better knowledge of the values enshrined in and fostered by the law of God. They must also be supported by an upright and generous willingness to embody these values in their concrete decisions. They cannot, however, look on the law as merely an ideal to be achieved in the future: they must consider it as a command of Christ the Lord to overcome difficulties with constancy [emphasis mine]. And so what is known as 'the law of gradualness' or step-by-step advance cannot be identified with 'gradualness of the law', as if there were different degrees or forms of precept in God's law for different individuals and situations. In God's plan, all husbands and wives are called in marriage to holiness, and this lofty vocation is fulfilled to the extent that the human person is able to
respond to God's command with serene confidence in God's grace and in his or her own will'. On the same lines, it is part of the Church's pedagogy that husbands and wives would first recognize clearly the teaching of Humanae Vitae as indicating the norm for the exercise of their sexuality, and that they should endeavour to establish the conditions necessary for observing that norm" (John Paul II, Apostolic Exhortation Familiaris Consortio, November 22, 1981, n. 34).

(44) "In this context, appropriate allowance is made both for God's mercy towards the sin of the man who experiences conversion and for the understanding of human weakness. Such understanding never means compromising and falsifying the standard of good and evil in order to adapt it to particular circumstances. It is quite human for
the sinner to acknowledge his weakness and to ask mercy for his failings; what is unacceptable is the attitude of one who makes his own weakness the criterion of truth about the good, so that he can feel self-justified, without even the need to have recourse to God and his mercy. An attitude of this sort corrupts the morality of society as a whole, since it encourages doubt about the objectivity of the moral law in general and a rejection of the absoluteness of moral prohibitions regarding specific human acts, and it ends up by confusing
all judgments about values" [emphasis mine] (John Paul II, Enc. Veritatis Splendor, August 8, 1993, n. 104).

So, am I the only one who notices the difference in what AL presents and what JPII taught? Also, it is good to note that the so called "law of gradualness" is applied to the conjugal relations of spouses, not to adulterers... –Fr. RP
11. The argument against AL's binding character is even simpler:

1. The Pope is not immune from teaching error outside the narrow confines of the charism of papal infallibility, which involves the exercise of the extraordinary Magisterium via formal definitions expressly declared to be binding on the Church universal. 
If it were otherwise, then there would be no difference between the ordinary and the extraordinary Magisterium, and Vatican I/Pius IX's definition of the latter's narrow scope, which conciliar definition was itself an exercise of the extraordinary Magisterium, would have been pointless.
2. As the Pope is not incapable of erring when he does not exercise the extraordinary Magisterium, no one should be surprised that Bergoglio, having free will, has erred in AL. He is hardly the first Pope to promulgate error in a document not expressing a formal, dogmatic definition. John XXII, for example, produced an entire treatise defending his false view that the blessed departed will not see God until the Final Judgment.

3. To the extent that AL contains error, it cannot be part of the ordinary or the extraordinary Magisterium as the Church--not to be confused with a particular Pope or papal document--does not teach error.

4. That which pertains to the ordinary Magisterium is what the Church has always and everywhere taught, even if not yet infallibly defined. True theological novelties, which would include AL's implicit rejection of the prior bimillenial teaching on the intrinsic impossibility of Holy Communion for public adulterers, thus cannot be part of the Magisterium, no matter how lengthy or fancy the document in which they appear. Such novelties would have to be rejected by the very fact of their novelty. Here too Vatican I/Pius IX spoke infallibly in declaring that the Petrine office cannot give us new doctrine, but only the doctrine that was revealed and handed down.
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