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On the moral and canonical liceity of publicly correcting the Pope
https://www.churchmilitant.com/video/episode/vortex-something-much-more-ominous
By Michael Voris, September 29, 2017 
On arguments that may be, and sometimes must be, made
http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/10/05/on-arguments-that-may-be-and-sometimes-must-be-made/
By Edward Peters, Canon Lawyer, October 5, 2017
To the extent that some qualified signatories and/or supporters of the Correctio have realized a duty (expressed in law) to address these matters, they are not simply acting under the protection of law (as are those exercising a right), they are acting in accord with its directives (as do those under an obligation).

I have taken no position on the Correctio Filialis. I know and respect some of its signatories as I do some of its critics but, as the document itself seems to fall within the boundaries of Canon 212, I say, ‘Have at it folks and may the better arguments prevail’. That said, some recent arguments against the Correctio are, in my view, subtly deficient and, time permitting, I will reply to them.
But even before that, I wish to reply to an attitude I perceive emerging against the Correctio, one that attempts to dissuade Correctio supporters from their position by alleging a disastrous—but supposedly logical—consequence of their being right, something along these lines: If Amoris laetitia and/or Pope Francis and/or his Vatican allies are really as bad as the authors of the Correctio seem to believe, then all petitions, Dubia, and corrections will do no good. Prayer and fasting would be more advisable.
Hmmm.

Setting aside that several of these scenarios are not asserted in the Correctio and that the evidence concerning some others is not yet in, underlying this doomsday-like retort of the Correctio is, I think, a certain despair about the importance of argument itself in this matter. At the very least, such a bleak conclusion disregards the duty of certain Catholics precisely to engage in such debates.

Canon 212 § 3 has been invoked by those supporting the Correctio to point out that the Church herself recognizes the right of certain persons “to manifest to sacred pastors their opinion on matters which pertain to the good of the Church and to make their opinion known to the rest of the Christian faithful”, namely, those persons who possess “knowledge, competence, and prestige” in regard to the matter under discussion. Indeed. But Canon 212 § 3 says something more.

Canon 212 § 3 states in regard to persons with special knowledge, competence, and prestige in regard to ecclesiastical matters, that they “have the right and even at times the duty” to express their views on matters impacting the well-being of the Church (my emphasis). The duty. Not just the right.
Thus to the extent that some qualified signatories and/or supporters of the Correctio have realized a duty (expressed in law) to address these matters, they are not simply acting under the protection of law (as are those exercising a right), they are acting in accord with its directives (as do those under an obligation). 
Now, to be sure, Canon 212 is not self-interpreting and several prudential considerations must be considered when applying it. But in its very terms is the expression of a duty incumbent upon certain Catholics who are qualified by their education, experience, and Church positions to make serious arguments on matters impacting the Church. And I see no exception in the law for those whose positions might imply the existence of other problems for the Church or for those who arguments seem unlikely to be acted upon.

Cdl. Caffarra said “only a blind man could deny there’s great confusion, uncertainty, and insecurity in the Church.” Much of that confusion turns, obviously, on the meaning of technical terms and on the content of intellectual assertions. Those blessed with advanced training in such technical terms and intellectual assertions may be, and at times should be, at the forefront of these debates.

And, yes, all participants in these debates should be engaged in extra prayer and fasting.

(This post originally appeared on his personal blog the “In the Light of the Law” site and is reposted here by kind permission of Dr. Peters.)
Edward N. Peters, JD, JCD has doctoral degrees in canon and common law. Since 2005 he has held the Edmund Cardinal Szoka Chair at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit. 
2 of 11 readers’ comments
1. Amen! Very ironically those claiming the signatories and others don’t follow proper “protocol” and are therefore disqualified, are actually denying people their basic ecclesial rights. It seems clear they just want this all to go away and thus find some way to induce people into silence, although not necessarily in a malicious way. And the quote from Caffarra is perfect: there is something almost bizarre and unhealthy about the denial by people there is something seriously wrong.

2. A very good advisory comment on the right to offer criticism to Hierarchy and a clear explanation of duty to do so. Bishop Athanasius Schneider Astana Kazakhstan offered similar advice some time ago explaining that even criticism of the Pontiff offered with due respect can have merit. Apart from fatalism another bogus criticism of those who authored the Correctio, and the Dubia is that such criticism diminishes the papacy and causes dissension. That the Holy Father must always be obeyed. However in the instance of AL there are no binding pronouncements in the contested section Chapter 8. What is subject to criticism are premises leading as Cardinal Caffarra said to false conclusions. The Correctio claims there is evidence of heresy that “words, deeds, and omissions of Pope Francis make it clear beyond reasonable doubt that he wishes Catholics to interpret these passages in a way that is, in fact, heretical (1P5)”. Personally I believe some of these allegations are at least suggested by the Pontiff, although I don’t believe that can be proved in accord with the standards of law either canonical or civil. The reason is that it’s possible to draw different conclusions. And it’s possible that there may exist exceptions as noted in AL. Thus ambiguity. Although the tone of Chapter 8 is that exceptions are highly likely, which itself is an unfounded opinion by the Pontiff. Which unfounded opinion is promoting a universal policy of discernment and likely wide spread error. Many highly respected prelates, authorities on canon law hold to different interpretative conclusions that are favorable to Apostolic Tradition. Nonetheless I agree with our memorable Cardinal Caffarra himself a notable canon lawyer that the premises contained lead to those damaging conclusions, that [in my view] interpretation of AL leans far more toward those conclusions. Is the Correctio viable? I agree with Peters that if those with credentials believe what the Correctio says they indeed have a duty. Its merit may lie more in alerting the faithful and encouraging critical thought. At this juncture I’m convinced what the Correctio purports, and which is evidenced in the mistakes of the German, Maltese, Belgian, Argentine and other Hierarchies must be repudiated as errors in faith and errors in practice. –Fr. Peter Morello

A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law
http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/10/06/a-corrective-to-some-of-prof-buttigliones-recent-assertions-about-canon-law/
By Edward Peters, Canon Lawyer, October 6, 2017
Buttiglione has misunderstood and/or misrepresented some important, if this time more subtle, canonical points in his recent critique of the Correctio Filialis.

It is simply not possible for me to re-explain, every time I address the latest canonical misstatements proffered by some writer or another, the whole canon law on the reception of holy Communion and the administration of that Sacrament by ministers. Further information on those crucial topics is available elsewhere. 
Here I comment only to caution others that some of Prof. Rocco Buttiglione’s recent comments on the administration and reception of holy Communion are not canonically sound.
Readers might recall that a year or so ago Buttiglione authored an essay alleging that divorced-and-remarried Catholics had been excommunicated until John Paul II courageously eliminated that supposed sanction from the 1983 Code. I showed that no such excommunication existed in universal law (searching back more than 100 years) and suggested then that Buttiglione was not a reliable historian of canon law. To my knowledge he did not modify his claims. Oh well.

Now Buttiglione has authored another essay, this time against the Correctio Filialis. As stated earlier I have no position on the Correctio itself but I pause to suggest that, once again, Buttiglione has misunderstood and/or misrepresented some important, if this time more subtle, canonical points. Our discussion is hampered by Buttiglione’s failure to specify exactly which disciplinary norms he has in mind at various stages of his essay. Sorry, we’ll proceed as best we can.

For example, Buttiglione writes:
There is an absolute impossibility of giving Eucharist to those who are in mortal sin (and this rule is of Divine law and therefore imperative) but if, due to the lack of full knowledge and full consent, there is no mortal sin, communion can be given, from the point of view of moral theology, also to a remarried-and-divorced. There is also another prohibition, not moral but legal. Extra-marital coexistence clearly contradicts the law of God and generates scandal. In order to protect the faith of the people and strengthen the conscience of the indissolubility of marriage, legitimate authority may decide not to give communion to remarried-and-divorced even if they are not in mortal sin. However, this rule is a human law and the legitimate authority can allow exceptions for good reason.
There are many canonical mistakes in the above passage though I will deal with only three at present. Also I will rephrase some of Buttiglione’s words because I think bad translations might have interfered with his message.
(1) There is an absolute impermissibility of giving the Eucharist to those who are in mortal sin.
This claim is wrong. Setting aside the impossibility of one human being knowing for sure whether any other human being is “in mortal sin”—why do so many people think that reading souls is part of a canon lawyer’s stock-in-trade?—it is quite possible, indeed, canonically required, to administer holy Communion publicly to members of the Christian faithful whom a minister suspects (perhaps on excellent evidence) to be “in mortal sin” unless all five elements of Canon 915 (obstinate perseverance in manifest grave sin) are simultaneously satisfied. 
This is standard sacramental law, yet Buttiglione seems unaware of this norm and unaware that Canon 18 requires its strict interpretation such that, doubtless and sadly, sacrilegious Communions can be made in accord with Church law—something hardly possible if divine law absolutely prohibited it. 
This botching of a crucial point in his argument does not instill confidence that Buttiglione will handle other points reliably.

(2) Extra-marital cohabitation clearly contradicts the law of God and generates scandal.
Sometimes false. I am aware of no divine law that prohibits “extra-marital cohabitation” per se (let one alone “clearly” prohibiting it) and can imagine situations wherein such “cohabitation” (not extra-marital sex, but cohabitation), strictly speaking, could be prudently countenanced, at least for a time (complex discussion omitted). Rather I suspect that Buttiglione is, wittingly or not, confusing “cohabitation” with “divorce-and-remarriage” and thereby substituting what the Catechism of the Catholic Church 2384 describes as “a situation of public and permanent adultery” for something that might be morally acceptable. Again, such an assertion hardly exhibits the level of precision that discussion of these points requires.

(3) To protect the faith of the people and to strengthen the respect for the indissolubility of marriage, legitimate authority may decide not to give communion to remarried-and-divorced even if they are not in mortal sin. However, this rule is a human law and the legitimate authority can allow exceptions for good reason.
Again Buttiglione assumes that ministers and canonists know who is “in mortal sin” and who isn’t. For the last time, that’s balderdash. But more to the point, Buttiglione’s earlier erroneous assertion that divine law always prohibits ministers from giving holy Communion to persons “in mortal sin” (assuming we even know who they are), returns now to create new confusion between canons resting on divine law (as some do) and canons supposedly resting on mere human law (such as, one surmises, Buttiglione believes Canon 915 does when it prohibits administration of holy Communion to divorced-and-remarried Catholics) which law, because it is ‘just a law’, and not ‘morals’, can supposedly be changed.

But, as has been explained numerous times, Canon 915, operating in the face of obstinate perseverance in manifest grave sin (here, the sin of contradicting the permanence of marriage by purporting to marry again while a prior spouse is yet alive), prohibits ministers from giving holy Communion to certain persons when such administration causes scandal to others, scandal being defined by the Catechism as “a grave offense” which is worsened “when given by those who by nature or office are obliged to teach and educate others”. CCC 2284-2287. In other words, Canon 915 rests at least in part on divine law, the divine law that prohibits, among other things, anyone (especially ministers of the Church!) from giving scandal to others. Buttiglione seems unaware of this aspect of Canon 915.

Canon 915 is not about withholding holy Communion from a couple that one thinks is illicitly “doing it”; it is about withholding holy Communion when its administration would lead the community to, here, doubt the gravity of the contradiction that civil divorce-and-remarriage gives to marriage as proclaimed by Christ and his Church. Even the much-invoked and usually misunderstood “brother-sister” accommodation is to be considered only if the couple’s status as divorced-and-remarried outside the Church is not known in the community (and if the couple promises continence which, obviously, ministers cannot monitor). But at this point, I must repeat that these wider matters are explained elsewhere, and my focus now is on Buttiglione’s latest essay, which essay, I think I have shown, is not a reliable guide to the canonistics in question here.

3 of 3 readers’ comments
1. But he wrote a complimentary book on St John Paul II the Great!!! I am so confused! …
This is the absurd situation of the modern Church.

2. Thank you Dr. Peters for bringing to light the mistakes and/or misrepresentations by Rocco Buttiglione (and others).
As a man taught to respect moral principles – before persons – It is pathetic and repulsive to watch low-minded characters like Cdl. Cupich and Cdl. “Hit-Man” Maradiaga and Bishop McElroy protest that Catholics confronting Pope Francis’ ambiguous talk and writing, and his contradictory acts and omissions, are doing so “because they don’t like Francis.”

What a bunch of infantilizing clericalists these men are.

That a man like Prof. Buttiglione also suggests that it is illicit to confront Francis, when he and “his team” so purposefully practices subterfuge, simply shows a degree of disregard (or worse) for the faithful, and tries to erase the witness of St. Paul’s public confrontation against Pope Peter.

3. The Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts made a declaration in 2000:
“The prohibition found in the cited canon [canon 915], by its nature, is derived from divine law and transcends the domain of positive ecclesiastical laws: the latter cannot introduce legislative changes which would oppose the doctrine of the Church.”
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/intrptxt/documents/rc_pc_intrptxt_doc_20000706_declaration_en.html
This is in line with the 1994 John Paul II signed CDF letter stating:
“Members of the faithful who live together as husband and wife with persons other than their legitimate spouses may not receive Holy Communion. Should they judge it possible to do so, pastors and confessors, given the gravity of the matter and the spiritual good of these persons (10) as well as the common good of the Church, have the serious duty to admonish them that such a judgment of conscience openly contradicts the Church’s teaching [doctrinae in the Latin] (11). Pastors in their teaching must also remind the faithful entrusted to their care of this doctrine.”

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_14091994_rec-holy-comm-by-divorced_en.html
A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law –
A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law - Catholic Crossing
On the Moral Liceity of Publicly Correcting the Pope

https://onepeterfive.com/moral-liceity-publicly-correcting-pope/ 
By Michael Sirilla, October 5, 2017
There is a good bit of confusion currently among faithful Catholics about whether it was morally licit for the pastors and theologians to make public their filial correction of the Holy Father regarding portions of Amoris Laetitia and his actions that, in their estimation, propagate heresy; or the liceity of Prof. Seifert’s public expression of grave concerns about the same.  It is unfortunate that their actions and those of others such as Germain Grisez and John Finnis have been impugned by other theologians, Catholic pundits, and even some bishops who have claimed publicly and in Catholic media that these persons acted immorally and are causing damage to the unity of the Church, even inciting the faithful to disobedience to the Apostolic See.  It seems as though more ink has been spilled over the fact that there is a filial correction than on the content of the correction itself.  My sole intention in this article is to show that the public expression of these concerns and corrections of the Holy Father is morally licit, prescinding entirely from the question of whether any particular interpretation of AL or of the Holy Father’s other words and deeds is correct.
St. Thomas Aquinas, drawing from the rich tradition of the Church’s history, specifically from St. Paul’s account of rebuking St. Peter in Galatians 2 as commented upon by St. Augustine, shows quite clearly that not only is it permissible for a subordinate to correct fraternally his prelate, but that it is also necessary for him to do so publicly in certain circumstances.  And this, notwithstanding the alleged prohibition in “Donum Veritatis” (hereafter DV) a. 30 of theologians expressing their concerns in the mass media; below, it will be made clear that DV was not firmly prohibiting every instance of making concerns public.  
In his treatise on the theological virtue of charity, an act of which is “fraternal correction,” a spiritual work of mercy, Aquinas argues that correcting the sinner is an act of love, helping to save one’s brother from sin and for virtue.  One may even be bound to correct one’s superior in the Church because he is bound to him by charity; though he must do so “not with impudence and harshness, but with gentleness and respect” (Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 33, a. 4, corp.).  Under very specific conditions, this correction may have to be given to a prelate publicly.  Aquinas argues:

It must be observed, however, that if the faith were endangered, a subject ought to rebuke his prelate even publicly. Hence Paul, who was Peter’s subject, rebuked him in public, on account of the imminent danger of scandal concerning faith, and, as the gloss of Augustine says on Galatians 2:11, “Peter gave an example to superiors, that if at any time they should happen to stray from the straight path, they should not disdain to be reproved by their subjects.”

– Summa Theologiae, II-II, q. 33, a. 4, ad 2

The basis in divine revelation for the proper exercise of the duty of fraternal correction is found in St. Paul’s narrative in Galatians 2:11 (“But when Cephas was come to Antioch, I withstood him to the face, because he was to be blamed”) and more generally in Christ’s words in Matthew 18:16-17 where He instructs the disciples to make known to the Church (i.e., publicly) the fraternal correction they gave to an errant brother, failing the first two attempts at private remonstration (“And if he will not hear thee, take with thee one or two more: that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may stand.  And if he will not hear them: tell the church. And if he will not hear the church, let him be to thee as the heathen and publican”).  While Christ’s words form the basis for the Dominical directive of proper fraternal correction, St. Paul’s narrative constitutes the basis for the divinely-inspired directive of appropriate correction of superiors by subordinates.

The current Code of Canon Law recognizes that at certain times it is a duty, not just a right, for competent persons to make known to the faithful (again, that would be publicly) their opinion on matters pertaining to the good of the Church:

§3. According to the knowledge, competence, and prestige which they possess, they have the right and even at times the duty to manifest to the sacred pastors their opinion on matters which pertain to the good of the Church and to make their opinion known to the rest of the Christian faithful, without prejudice to the integrity of faith and morals, with reverence toward their pastors, and attentive to common advantage and the dignity of persons.

– CIC, can. 212, § 3 (emphasis added)

Whether one agrees with the assessment found in any of the corrections or concerns made public so far (the “filial correction,” Prof. Seifert’s letters, etc.), a fair reading and plain interpretation of those texts – one that avoids groundless conspiracy theories – shows that they meet the criteria mentioned so far: 1) competent, knowledgeable persons; 2) matters pertaining to the good of the Church; 3) maintaining reverence towards their pastors and especially the Holy Father; 4) attentive to the common good and the dignity of persons. Along these same lines, it should be noted that canonist Dr. Edward Peters recently published an essay on his blog, “On arguments that may be, and sometimes must be, made,” arguing that the filial correction seems to fall within the boundaries of Canon 212, wherein it is stated that “in regard to persons with special knowledge, competence, and prestige in regard to ecclesiastical matters, that they ‘have the right and even at times the duty‘ to express their views on matters impacting the well-being of the Church”.

One canonical argument that has surfaced recently in the Catholic press against the filial correction is that it serves to incite animosity or malice among the faithful against the Pope. Canon 1373 has been cited to this effect:
A person who publicly incites among subjects animosities or hatred against the Apostolic See or an ordinary because of some act of power or ecclesiastical ministry or provokes subjects to disobey them is to be punished by an interdict or other just penalties.

The public corrections in question do not incite such odium, unless by “odium” here one means that it would be hateful to say, contrary to some alleged claims in Amoris Laetitia, that it is not permissible for divorced-and-remarried Catholic living in more uxorio (i.e., as if they were husband and wife) to receive Communion.  In other words, it would be hateful to say that the Pope is wrong to propose such a solution for those persons and that doing so would incite others to disregard the Pope’s teaching. (What would that say about Paul correcting Peter?)

On the contrary, the authors of all the documents mentioned do not incite hatred but explicitly affirm that they are moved by love of Christ, the Holy Father, and the good of souls in expressing their corrections because, in their estimation, proposing Communion for those living in more uxorio, some of them “knowing full well” that their situation is a problem (as AL rightly says), is a danger to the faith.  The authors take great pains to demonstrate their love for the doctrine of Christ and the Church, for the current Holy Father himself, and for the good of souls.  The souls of persons who are not instructed of the gravity of their actions, who are told to receive Communion without repentance are imperiled and the souls of pastors who fail in their regard are more gravely imperiled by committing scandal in the strict sense (i.e., proposing that someone commit a sin; see Matthew 18:6).  The attempt to correct these errors is an act of charity to lead others, including our prelates, to divine truth and to a life of holiness in Christ.

Some intelligent and faithful Catholics think that AL and the Holy Father do not propose this pastoral approach.  But others in the Church do, such as those bishops and episcopal conferences (such as Malta and Germany) who propose precisely this and who have the public support of the Pope.  The diocese of Rome itself has adopted this policy.  But if those who have publicly corrected the Pope are right, then the danger to the faith that this proposal presents is real and grave and thus their public correction is warranted.  On the other hand, if the writers and signers misunderstood the Holy Father, it should not be impossible to clear this up and the Holy Father, whose principal duty as holder of the petrine office is to secure the unity of the Church, ought to do so or explain why doing so is not necessary.  He is not bound to do so by any earthly authority since he holds supreme jurisdiction in the Church on earth.  Rather, the Lord Himself binds Peter and his successors to instruct the errant in matters of faith and morals as a matter of charity (John 21:15 ff., “Do you love me? 

…Feed my sheep”). It is hard to imagine a graver situation: to very many faithful Catholics it seems that we must choose to disregard either the Pope’s apparent directives in AL or those of Christ and St. Paul, consistently upheld by the Church’s magisterium up to the present.  Christ teaches that divorce and remarriage is adultery (Mt 5:32) and St. Paul teaches that receiving Communion unworthily is condemnable (1 Cor 11:29).  It is a matter of whether our Lord’s teaching and that of St. Paul and the Church in this regard is being respected or spurned.  The Holy Father seems to affirm Christ’s teaching on divorce in AL; but the apparent pastoral proposal seems to fall afoul of St. Paul’s teaching on worthy reception of Communion.  And this is not a matter of private judgment regarding Mt 5 and 1 Cor 11 since the Church has publicly and definitively affirmed the interpretation that divorce and unworthy reception of Communion is gravely sinful (e.g., Trent, Vatican II, Familiaris Consortio, etc.).

Still, serious confusion persists among faithful Catholics about whether or not theologians and other competent persons in the Church are permitted publicly to express their grave concerns about a non-definitive magisterial teaching.  In light of this dilemma and the one precipitated by various interpretations of AL (and whether or not one agrees with the assessment of the “correctors”) there is a way to judge between licit and illicit ways of going to the mass media, and the Church herself has given us at least some guidance on this.

A passage from the 1990 CDF document “Donum Veritatis” has been cited recently and mistakenly in the Catholic press in order to condemn the actions of the signatories of the filial correction.  Speaking of situations in which faithful theologians find non-definitive magisterial teachings problematic or erroneous, “Donum Veritatis,” a. 30 states:

In cases like these, the theologian should avoid turning to the ‘mass media’, but have recourse to the responsible authority, for it is not by seeking to exert the pressure of public opinion that one contributes to the clarification of doctrinal issues and renders service to the truth.

Going back a few articles to number 27 we read:

The theologian will not present his own opinions or divergent hypotheses as though they were non-arguable conclusions. Respect for the truth as well as for the People of God requires this discretion (cf. Rom 14:1-15; 1 Cor 8; 10: 23-33). For the same reasons, the theologian will refrain from giving untimely public expression to them.

These two articles make it clear that going public is not licit when the intention is to exert public pressure on the Church to change her teaching (especially teaching that cannot be changed) and when the theologian has not made known his concerns to the “responsible authority” first.  It is also clear in this article that theologians must avoid “untimely” public expression of their concerns.  Does this mean that there may be “timely” public expressions of concerns?  The document does not give many explicit criteria for determining timeliness, but “exerting public pressure” (DV, a. 30) is certainly one criterion.  As it stands, DV is arguably too vague to resolve this.  However, in 1990, during the official press conference on the release of DV, then-Cardinal Ratzinger himself (the co-author of DV) publicly affirmed that there may be licit public expression of grave concerns made by theologians regarding problems in magisterial statements.  When questioned about theologians going public with a criticism of non-definitive magisterial teaching, Ratzinger replied:  “We have not excluded all kinds of publication, nor have we closed him up in suffering. The Vatican insists, however, that theologians must choose the proper place to expound their ideas.”  His comments are published in the July 5, 1990 edition of the journal “Origins” (page 119), a publication of the USCCB documenting official acts of the Church’s prelates and related articles.  
The issue here is not solely which venue is used to express public concerns since whether one shares them in a scholarly journal or a conference presentation or in a widely-read publication such as an op-ed section of a newspaper the net result is similar: the concerns are made public.  The issues are also how one expresses the concerns (e.g., with respect, cogency, and humility) and to whom one expresses them.  On the latter point, different circumstances will dictate different approaches.  For instance, while it could be scandalous to air concerns to non-experts on a matter understood mainly by theologians (such as the metaphysical status of Christ’s Body in the Eucharist), it could be scandalous not to air concerns to non-experts on a fundamental matter easily understood (such as the sin of active divorce or the need to receive Communion in a state of grace).

Lacking further official guidelines for communicating problems with non-definitive magisterial teachings, the current state of the Church’s directives is summarized as follows: going to the media to put pressure on the Church to change or correct her unchangeable doctrine is clearly illicit.  Going public with a concern about an error in non-infallible doctrine or praxis put forth by persons in the magisterium may be done licitly as long as charity and prudence are followed.  Due to the constraints of space, it is not possible to cite all the other relevant portions of DV that ground this summary; the reader should consult the entire document, but especially aa. 24 through 31 (especially note the section that begins with the words, “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”).

But, it is argued, aren’t the “correctors” illicitly expressing merely their “opinion” or “divergent hypotheses” as “non-arguable conclusions” (as prohibited by DV, a. 27, cited above)?  On the contrary, they are reiterating what the Church has publicly, definitively, and consistently taught.  It is not their private opinion that Christ says that divorce is gravely sinful (Mt 5), the Church publicly and consistently has taught this (Trent, Gaudium et Spes, Familiaris Consortio, the CCC, etc.).  It is not their private opinion that Paul teaches that unworthy reception of Communion is gravely sinful (1 Cor 11), but the Church again has publicly and consistently taught this.  It is also not merely their private opinion that the Holy Father has publicly supported those bishops and episcopal conferences who permit reception of Communion by those divorced and remarried Catholics living in more uxorio.  He has done so publicly.  Where they may “diverge” at all is when they “diverge” from the implicit liceity of such permission arguably granted in AL and clearly granted by some episcopal conferences (Germany, Malta).
Neither do they fall afoul of the concluding formula of the “Professio Fidei” nor of the last part of the “Oath of Fidelity” since in this matter they are, in fact, assenting to a definitive public teaching of the Church (on divorce and Communion) and at most refusing to assent to the recent but ambiguous pastoral directives to the contrary.  It is a well-known principle of theological hermeneutics that ambiguous claims are to be interpreted in light of the unambiguous; and that non-definitive teaching in light of definitive teaching on the same matters of faith or morals.  Of course, if AL is not giving that pastoral directive, then they are not even refusing to assent to AL.

Surely, the “correctors” have privately discussed and debated their concerns with each other and they first approached the Holy Father privately with their letter before releasing it publicly.  They consistently maintain a position of respect and reverence for the Pope. And the matter is timely, as discussed above.  Great damage is already occurring in the Church with particular churches and national episcopal conferences suffering a balkanization such that “what is permissible in Germany is gravely sinful in Poland.”  Thus, regardless of whether one concurs with their assessment, it should be easy to recognize that they acted morally licitly, if not heroically.

A final point of clarification: the filial correction does not accuse Pope Francis of heresy.  Rather, it claims that Pope Francis has propagated heresy in his public approval and support of those bishops and episcopal conferences who are now permitting divorced and remarried persons living in more uxorio to receive Communion.  More precisely, the “correctors” are pointing out that they consider the Pope to be failing in his duty to preserve, defend, and explain divinely-revealed truth in the area of marriage and the Eucharist by supporting those bishops who are granting such permissions.  There are ways to propagate heresy other than by teaching heresy; for instance, promoting and approving others who do so.  This is not an act of heresy but of negligence.  Pope Honorius was posthumously condemned by Constantinople III (680-681AD) for allowing heretical teaching. This is truly distinct from actually teaching heresy.
This is a rather painful issue about which the brightest lights and authorities in the Church disagree.  Many faithful Catholics hope and pray that the Holy Father, as our loving spiritual Father, would kindly reach out to these individuals and help them and all of us understand better and more clearly the deposit of faith and morals regarding marriage, divorce, and the proper dispositions for fruitful reception of the Eucharist.  They implore him to secure the supernatural unity of the Church in faith, hope, and charity which is the principal duty of the petrine office.  Those who have made public their concerns and corrections with these precise intentions have acted uprightly for the good of the Church and the honor of Christ.

Dr. Michael Sirilla is a professor of dogmatic and systematic theology at the Franciscan University of Steubenville. He is the author of “The Ideal Bishop: Aquinas’s Commentaries on the Pastoral Epistles“, published by The Catholic University of America Press (2017).  The opinions expressed in this article are solely those of the author.  
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1. It is not surprising that the same churchmen who, for decades, have studiously refused to confront those individuals and ideas hell-bent on destroying the Church -- hiding instead behind the various fig leaves of "big tent", "not either/or both/and", "in good standing", "diversity of thought", and "mercy" -- should begin to hyperventilate as the de facto schism, so long hidden, ignored and explained away, finally comes to a head.
This idiotic notion that if we just keep our heads down and pretend nothing is happening the Church will somehow eventually self-correct is to court the very gates of hell. The reason those gates have never and will never prevail is not because Christ supernaturally intervenes, accomplishing by fiat what his followers are too cowardly to undertake; instead, it is because Christ has always and will always spur faithful men to action to ensure that His Bride is never wholly plundered by the enemy.

This is what is happening now.

2. Thank you for a very lucid and coherent piece, Dr. Sirilla. Having signed it, your defence of the moral liceity to do so leaves me feeling strangely "at peace with God." –Deacon Augustine
3. Wait, what? People are accusing that nice old man, Pope Francis, of "propagating heresy"? How can that be, since Cardinal Mueller (among others) has always insisted that Amoris laetitia hasn't changed anything, because nothing CAN be changed? If Amoris can be read in continuity with Tradition (and therefore MUST be read that way), what is there to disagree with in the first place? All these bishops who have been telling us that Pope Francis hasn't changed anything in the first place are now busy setting up programs aimed at implementing Amoris throughout their dioceses, but if everything is essentially the same, what would there be to implement? It is all so dreadfully confusing! Could somebody also explain to me about the sacred monkeys in the Vatican now, and about the horse that was made a cardinal by its owner, the pope?
*
A REBUTTAL TO CRITICS OF THE FILIAL CORRECTION OF POPE FRANCIS
Scholars’ critiques of Filial Correction misread and distort the Church’s magisterial teaching

https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/scholars-critiques-of-filial-correction-marred-by-distortions-and-an-errone  

By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, October 12, 2017

In recent days, multiple scholars have issued critiques of the recently-published Filial Correction of Pope Francis, which have appeared in the Italian newspaper La Stampa. Alarmingly, the critiques written by these scholars are littered with distortions and out-of-context citations of an important magisterial document, and suffer from a glaringly deficient theological standpoint. One also contains a false accusation against LifeSite. Ultimately, they fail to address any of the central arguments of the Filial Correction, a pattern followed by virtually all of the public criticism that has been launched against the document since its publication last month.

Does the Filial Correction contradict the instruction Donum veritatis?

Robert Fastiggi and Dawn Eden Goldstein have together written an article for La Stampa accusing the signers of the Filial Correction of violating the teaching contained in the instruction Donum veritatis, issued by the Holy See’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) in 1990. Emmett O’Regan has written a separate article on the same theme. Fastiggi has a Ph. D in historical theology, Goldstein has a doctorate in sacred theology, and O’Regan is known for writing a book about the apocalypse. (The full text of the Correction can be found here.)

Sadly, Fastiggi and Goldstein repeatedly distort both the Filial Correction and Donum veritatis to support their accusations, misconstruing the former and quoting the latter out of context. For example, they complain that the Correction fails to distinguish the magisterial weight of various papal statements as required by Donum veritatis, and denounce the document for quoting non-magisterial papal statements, without mentioning that those statements are cited by the correction not as magisterial documents but as proof of Pope Francis’ intentions in writing a purportedly magisterial document, Amoris laetitia.

Moreover, as signatory Joseph Shaw observed, the Filial Correction doesn’t seek to correct the pope’s authentic magisterium, because it doesn’t even regard Amoris laetitia itself as a legitimate magisterial act but rather one that contradicts and undermines the Magisterium as a whole. This claim is well-founded. Not only does Amoris laetitia strongly appear to deny infallibly-defined dogmas of the Church – disqualifying it as a part of the authentic papal magisterium – but the document itself clearly implies that it does not intend to exercise magisterial authority. The document states: “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.”

Strangely, Fastiggi and Goldstein complain that “in loading down their petition with cherry-picked statements bearing little or no magisterial authority, the Correctio authors seem intent on discrediting the Holy Father and his intentions,” as if Francis has not already accomplished this by appearing to contradict Catholic dogma on numerous occasions. They seem to believe that Francis’ numerous misleading statements cannot possibly be harmful to the faith of Catholics unless they constitute official magisterial acts, as if Catholics do (or perhaps should?) utterly ignore the pope unless his statements are published in the official Acts of the Apostolic See.

Even more strangely, the duo then goes on to commit the same error they impute to the Fraternal Correction. They imply that Francis’ January 2016 address to the Roman Rota, in which he said the essential elements of marriage “can be lived out by all the faithful,” somehow overrides the many statements he later made in Amoris laetitia and other documents that strongly indicate the opposite. If we are to assume that Amoris laetitia qualifies as an authentic magisterial document, how is a mere allocution, made prior to Amoris laetitia and addressed only to cardinals, to override a later apostolic exhortation addressed to the whole Church?
O’Regan joins Fastiggi and Goldstein to point out that Donum veritatis requires those who have difficulties with non-infallible declarations of the Catholic Church’s Magisterium to make their concerns known to the responsible authority in a private way, rather than launching media campaigns. Donum veritatis does indeed urge theologians to act in such a way, and in fact the document envisions the possibility of dissenting theologians suffering “in silence and in prayers” should their arguments not be accepted. However, Fastiggi, Goldstein, and O’Regan again misapply Donum veritatis because they fail to understand the whole nature of the dispute in question, which is not a dissent against the Church’s Magisterium but a critique of expressions that strongly appear to contradict it.

Are theologians prohibited from publicly correcting the pope?

Perhaps most disturbingly, Fastiggi, Goldstein, and O’Regan seem to have embraced an erroneous understanding of clerical, and particularly papal, authority, raising it to an absolute principle that seems to override even clear cases of subversion of Catholic doctrine. It appears that for them, nothing, no possible situation, could justify a public correction of the pope.

Fastiggi and Goldstein state in a response to Shaw that even if they thought that the pope was “asking people to act or believe in ways contrary to the teaching of the Church,” they would “not have recourse to the mass media,” but would, at best, make their concerns known to the Holy See privately.

Their perspective differs markedly from Sacred Scripture, which records a public rebuke of St. Peter by St. Paul in the Epistle to the Galatians, one that has been cited by saints and theologians for millennia as an example to the faithful in general. As St. Thomas Aquinas puts it, “If the faith were endangered, a subject ought to rebuke his prelate even publicly. Hence Paul, who was Peter's subject, rebuked him in public, on account of the imminent danger of scandal concerning faith.” Fastiggi and Goldstein never even address this doctrine, although the Correction cites it.
O’Regan goes even further, absurdly claiming that every pope receives “Divine assistance which prevents him from erring in matters of faith and morals, even when teaching non-infallibly,” calling this an “essential truth” without which “the entire edifice of Catholic theology comes crashing to the ground.” In fact, it is not only not an “essential truth” but a self-contradicting absurdity. If the pope is teaching non-infallibly, then he is teaching fallibly, and he isn’t absolutely protected from error.

The possibility of papal error in matters of faith and morals is supported by glaring examples from Church history, such as the erroneous-in-faith public statements of Pope John XXII in the 14th century, which were condemned by his successor. His statements, made in public homilies, were non-infallible, but contrary to truths of the Catholic faith. If O’Regan were right, the Church’s “theology” would have crashed and burned almost 700 years ago.

Fastiggi and Goldstein also falsely accuse LifeSite of removing comments submitted by Fastiggi in response to one of our articles, a claim that is found in a footnote of their critique, and was repeated by Goldstein via Twitter. In fact, LifeSite editors have never removed a single comment by Fastiggi from any article, and Fastiggi’s numerous comments appear under

 HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/theologians-continue-battle-over-meaning-of-amoris-laetitia-303"  three

 HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/yes-amoris-laetitia-303-really-undermines-catholic-moral-teaching-scholar"  recent LifeSite articles regarding Amoris laetitia and the Filial Correction, for a total of seven comments.

LifeSite investigated Fastiggi and Goldstein’s accusation and found that two recent comments by the theologian had been placed in the comment system’s spam box without their knowledge, a glitch that occasionally happens with comment systems as it does with emails. LifeSite corrected this error and restored the two comments. We also explained the error to Dr. Fastiggi in an email and apologized for it. Fastiggi communicated the information to Dr. Goldstein, who retracted her accusation on Twitter, although the La Stampa article has never been corrected.*

We appreciate the retraction by Dr. Goldstein. We request that Dr. Fastiggi do LifeSite justice and secure a correction of his La Stampa accusation. We also ask that that he and others who might have a dispute with LifeSite pay us the courtesy to ask us first about such matters rather than assuming the worst and accusing us of bad faith.

*The La Stampa article was corrected at Dr. Fastiggi's request sometime after October 11. We thank Dr. Fastiggi for making this correction.
Update: This article previously stated that Dr. Fastiggi had not responded to LifeSite's email to him. However, he had responded to it and the email was missed. The article has been corrected to reflect this.
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1. Dear Matthew,

Thank you for your article (even though I disagree with so much that you have said). I do not think you are being fair to me, Dr. Goldstein, and, most importantly, the Holy Father. I don't have time right now to go into all the details. I only wish to note that I did respond to the e-mail apology of Steve Jalsevac, and I copy it below. Either Dr. Goldstein or I will contact La Stampa to see if that one footnote can be removed. I am sorry for any misunderstanding, but I was acting under a reasonable inference.

From: Robert Fastiggi Sent: Wednesday, October 4, 2017 7:45 PM To: Steve Jalsevac
Subject: Re: Just found 2 additional comments

Dear Steve,

Thank you for your thoughtful e-mail. I am glad my responses have been found and restored. I had replied to Prof. Shaw's article last Friday night, but it was gone on Saturday morning. I then sent it again, and it was posted in the comments section. I checked again about 30 minutes later, and it was not there. On Monday night I replied to an article by Peter Baklinski, and I saved the post from the screen (see below). By Tuesday morning it was removed. Because I saw my comments posted and then saw that they were removed, it seemed to me that someone was deliberately removing them. I apologize if this was not the case, but this seemed to be a reasonable inference. If the comments were blocked by spam they would not have appeared in the comments section in the first place.
I did not know your e-mail or any other e-mails of those who managed your site. Otherwise, I would have contacted you or someone else.

I apologize for any misunderstanding. Mistakes do sometimes happen. Pope Francis admitted in his meeting with the Jesuits in Columbia that he has made some mistakes. We need to bear with one another patiently. I do have a suggestion, though, for your site: try not to be so hard on the Holy Father. Like all of us, he has his gifts and his weaknesses. He always asks for prayers. I think if some people spent half as much time praying for him as criticizing him, we would all be better off.

Thank you again for your e-mail and let's pray for each other.

Happy feast of St. Francis,

Robert Fastiggi • Posted late Monday night, Oct. 2 or early Tuesday morning, Oct. 3.

Robert Fastiggi • 2 minutes ago
Dr. Dawn Eden Goldstein and I are grateful for these comments, which show an interest in the article we published in La Stampa. I should note that I twice tried to post a response to Dr. Joseph Shaw’s Sept. 29, 2017 article, “Critics of Filial Correction are wrong. Here’s why.” Both posts were up briefly, but then they disappeared. I hope this present post won’t be deleted.

I think the case made for the “Correctio” is weakening. In his Sept. 29 article, Dr. Joseph Shaw replies to Dr. Jacob Wood and states: “It’s not that we’re saying that the text of Amoris cannot be bent into some kind of orthodoxy. What we are saying is that it has become clear that orthodoxy is not what Pope Francis wants us to find there.” Dr. Shaw’s claim that Pope Francis doesn’t want orthodoxy, however, is based on subjective impressions derived from mostly non-authoritative statements of the Pope. This does not seem to be a very strong foundation for accusing the Roman Pontiff of promoting false teachings and heresies.
Dr. Peter Kwasniewski says that the article I co-authored with Dr. Goldstein shows that AL 303 “admits of an orthodox reading but it does not preclude the heterodox reading.” Many passages of the Bible, though, can be given both an orthodox reading and a heterodox reading. Why should we assume the heterodox reading is more plausible than the orthodox reading? Once again, it seems that the critics of AL must rely on subjective impressions rather than evidence that cannot be challenged.

Dr. Josef Seifert might be correct that the Latin text was not the original text of AL. Dr. Goldstein and I probably would have done better to speak of the “official” Latin text rather than the “original” Latin text. This, though, is really a minor point because the Latin text in the AAS is now the normative text. Even if Dr. Seifert thinks there’s not much difference between the Latin text and the posted English text, he still has not responded to the substance of the article I co-authored with Dr. Goldstein. In that article Dr. Goldstein and I argued that there is nothing in AL 303 that indicates that the “generous response” owed to God is an objective sin. Such a claim is based upon an assumption of Dr. Seifert that is not evident in the Latin text. In his LifeSiteNews response, Dr. Brugger tried to argue that what was owed and then offered to God was the “given situation” (statum quendam). This, though, makes no sense. A response involves a personal act of the will, but a situation is a condition not a personal act. A person cannot respond with a condition. This would be like a person diagnosed with diabetes responding to the disease with the condition of the disease. Contrary to Dr. Seifert AL 303 does not “destroy the entire moral teaching of the Church.” And contrary to Dr. Shaw, the Correctio is not based on solid evidence. Instead, it is based on a collection of subjective impressions that are open to question.

2. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

Thanks for your response. I just read it today. My understanding was that no response was received to our email and thank you for correcting that. I will inform the editors and we will correct my article on that point. Thanks also for making the effort to fix the accusation in the La Stampa article.

Obviously we disagree on who is being fair and who isn't regarding Donum Veritatis and our coverage of the pope. If you have precise responses to what I have written, however, I will be happy to read them and give them just consideration.

In Christo Rege, Matthew Cullinan Hoffman
3. Dear Matthew,
I think your analysis assumes many points that have not been established. With regard to Amoris Laetitia and Pope Francis, you're entitled to your opinion. I, however, hold to this opinion of Cardinal Müller:

"In Amoris Laetitia there’s no new doctrine or explication of some juridical points of the doctrine, but an acceptance of the doctrine of the Church and the sacraments. The only question is their pastoral application in extraordinary situations. The Pope will not and cannot change either the doctrine or the sacraments. What he wants is to help couples in very difficult circumstances as a good shepherd, but in accord with the word of God" (Interview with Edward Pentin, National Catholic Register, Sept. 28, 2017).

Amazingly Dr. Joseph Shaw, the chief spokesman of the Correctio filialis, told me and Dr. Dawn Eden Goldstein that he "agrees with every word" of this statement of Cardinal Müller. See his second to the last reply in this discussion, which is now posted on-line: http://www.patheos.com/blog... This affirmation, though, puts Shaw in an awkward position because his agreement with Cardinal Müller seems to contradict many parts of the Correctio, which speaks of a "protest" against AL on p. 2 (3rd par.). Why should there be a protest against an exhortation that can be read in an orthodox manner? On p. 9 in the Correctio, there is also the claim that an "unbiased reader" reading AL would plausibly see the seven heretical propositions "affirmed, suggested, or favoured." This must mean that Cardinal Müller and the many other bishops who have read AL in an orthodox way are "biased" readers of the exhortation.

I don't think either Dr. Goldstein or I misread Donum Veritatis. We believe this document presents rules for faithful theological discourse that are not followed by the Correctio. We made our points in our Oct. 4 La Stampa article and in our exchanges with Dr. Shaw. I don't think I need to repeat them here. 
The only thing I'll add is that St. Robert Bellarmine defends the orthodoxy of Pope John XXII in his "Controversies" and so does Cardinal Ratzinger in his book on Eschatology. I explain this in more depth in a letter published in reply to Dr. Edward Feser that appeared in the April issue of "Inside the Vatican."
The supporters of the "Correctio" need to consider the gravity of publicly accusing the Roman Pontiff of propagating heresies and errors on the basis of their subjective interpretations of some of non-magisterial deeds and words. I don't doubt their faith or sincerity, but I do question their methods.

Oremus pro invicem, Robert Fastiggi

4. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

I am saddened to note that you avoid addressing the arguments I make in my article, which again, follows a pattern well-established by foes of the Filial Correction. Just as you did not answer the content of the Correction itself in any specific way, you do not answer any of my points, with one curious exception.

The exception is that you seem to be contesting my point about Pope John XXII teaching an error in faith, by claiming that Bellarmine taught that John XXII was "orthodox." This is simply factually false, as anyone can verify by reading the relevant passages in De Romano Pontifice, lib. 4, cap. 14 regarding this topic. The word "orthodox" appears nowhere in reference to John XXII.

It is true that Bellarmine held that John XXII was not guilty of heresy because the doctrine regarding the pre-resurrection beatific vision hadn't been defined by the extraordinary magisterium. However, you can consult any manual to see that the doctrine that John XXII was denying is (and therefore was) de fide divina, meaning it is part of the deposit of faith (and after Benedict XII, de fide divina et catholica definita). What John XXII was teaching would, under the pre-definition conditions of the doctrine at the time, be categorized as "erroneous in faith," which is exactly the term I used in my article, and my point was that it IS possible for a Roman Pontiff to err in faith in a non-infallible declaration, as the case of John XXII proves, contrary to O'Regan's claim.

Bellarmine also concedes that the pope really intended to teach this erroneous-in-faith doctrine, and even hoped to define it, but died while the matter was still under discussion. He also points out that there is testimony of John XXII retracting on his deathbed.

So if by "John XXII was orthodox" you mean he intended to teach the faith correctly, but erred innocently, you may be right. If you mean that he corrected his error before his death, you may also be right. If you mean, however, that his doctrine was not erroneous in faith, you are, with all due respect to you, very mistaken.

Other than this one point, you never answer any of my points. You simply reiterate your claim that somehow the Filial Correction violates Donum Veritatis. I observed that Donum Veritatis doesn't envision a case of a (putatively) magisterial act contradicting the general magisterial tradition of the Church, and certainly not the very apparent contradiction of defined dogma. You give no answer to this point, nor to other cases in which I hold (for specific reasons) that you took Donum Veritatis out of context.

I will grant you that it is within the realm of possibility to read Amoris Laetitia in a way that is consonant with the Magisterium -- indeed, I will go further, and state that no statement exists in any language that cannot be read in a way that is consonant with the Magisterium. One can always come up with highly improbable interpretations that involve novel or unconventional meanings attached to certain words, because words don't have inherent meanings independent of human convention. However, I would submit to you that to approach the question of heretical affirmations in this way would render meaningless all of the theological notes and traditional censures that accompany them.

Amoris Laetitia very distinctly contains propositions that strongly suggest heretical interpretations, and all attempts to obtain a clarification from Pope Francis have been rebuffed. Moreover, as the signers of the Filial Correction observe, Pope Francis himself has personally endorsed interpretations that involve doing serious violence of the integrity of the sacraments, in a letter to the clergy of the Pastoral Region of Buenos Aires that is now published on the Vatican's own website. The question of the pope's subjective guilt or innocence regarding the sin of heresy is not the issue here, but rather the probable effect of his affirmations. To deny that Francis' actions are sowing confusion among clergy and laity regarding traditional magisterial doctrine and even defined dogma is at best an incredible act of naivety.

We were told what to do by Augustine and Aquinas in such cases, as I observed out in my article -- and you were utterly silent on this point. St. Paul gives an example to all of us in Galatians, and Aquinas is clear on its meaning: "if the faith is in danger, one ought to rebuke one's prelate, even publicly. How could theologians not have a particular duty in this regard?

In Christo Veritate, Matthew Cullinan Hoffman
5. Dear Matthew,

Thank you for the points that you raise. If I don't reply to every point you raise, it doesn't mean I can't. It just means I'm under time constraints with other matters. Christopher Ferrara, writing in "The Remnant" brought up some of the very points you did, and I offered the reply you'll find below. With regard to Amoris Laetitia, I hold to the opinion of Cardinal Müller expressed in his interview published in "Il Timone." The good Cardinal said: "It is not Amoris Laetitia that has provoked a confused interpretation, but the confused interpreters of it." I should also mention that a Catholic apologist named Scott Eric Alt has gone through six of the seven alleged "heresies" said to be suggested by AL, and he has not found a single one of them to be present. In any case, below is what I said in response to Mr. Ferrara (who is not as polite as you are),

In Cordibus Jesu et Mariae, Robert Fastiggi
"Unfortunately, Mr. Ferrara provides no real evidence for his claim that Pope Francis "wishes the bishops to admit public adulterers in 'second marriages' to the sacraments while continuing their adulterous relations." 
He mentions the Holy Father's letter to the Buenos Aires bishops, but he fails to take into account that the statement of those Argentine bishops can be interpreted in an orthodox way, as Cardinal Müller told Edward Pentin in a Sept. 28 interview published in the National Catholic Register. In fact the statement of the Argentine bishops only speaks of the possibility of "access to the sacraments of Reconciliation and the Eucharist." This could reasonably be interpreted as going to confession before receiving Holy Communion. The same applies to statements of Pope Francis and Cardinal Schönborn mentioned by Ferrara. Pope Francis defers to the exposition of Amoris laetitia by Cardinal Schönborn given in April 2016 when the exhortation was made public. I have read the Cardinal's exposition in both Italian and English, and I only find mention of the help of the sacraments in certain cases. Once again, Mr. Ferrara assumes this means access to Holy Communion without prior sacramental confession. With regard to the letter thanking the Bishops of Malta, it should be noted that Edward Pentin mentions a letter of Cardinal Baldisseri not a letter of Pope Francis. Moreover, this letter has not been made public so we don't know exactly what it says other than an expression of thanks. This seems to be very thin evidence for claiming Pope Francis wishes the bishops to admit public adulterers to the sacraments while continuing in their adulterous relations. As a lawyer, Ferrara should have a better sense of what really counts as evidence. As a Christian, he should also be mindful of the command against bearing false witness."

6. Here is the relevant passage by Bellarmine in De Romano Pontifice, lib. 4, cap. 14:

"Respondeo imprimis ad Adrianum: Joannem hunc revera sensisse, animas non visuras Deum, nisi post resurrectionem: caeterum hoc sensisse, quando adhuc sentire licebat sine periculo haeresis, nulla enim adhuc praecesserat Ecclesiae definitio. Voluit autem Joannes quaestionem definire, sed dum adhuc in praeparatione et consultaltionibus versaretur, mortuus est ut testatur Benedictus XII, Joannis successor, in Extravag. quae incipit Benedictus Deus, quam totam refert Alphonsus a Castro lib. 3. contra hereses in verbo Beatitudo."

Nothing about John XXII being "orthodox" -- which is imprecise at best and misleading at worst. -Matthew Cullinan Hoffman
7. Dear Matthew,

I am aware of the passage you cite from St. Robert Bellarmine, but you would need to continue reading to see Bellarmine's final judgment, viz., that John XXII had not fallen into any error (which is another way of saying he was orthodox in his faith during the time in which he lived).

As I mentioned, I discussed this matter in more depth in a letter published in "Inside the Vatican" replying to Dr. Edward Feser's reference to John XXIII's alleged doctrinal error. Here is what I said:

"Prof. Feser is correct that some people accused John XXII of heresy, but those accusations were without merit because, as St. Robert Bellarmine notes, John XXII expressed his opinions “without the danger of heresy, because at the time no definition of the Church had been made on this matter” (De Romano Pontifice, Book IV, chap. XIV; see St. Robert Bellarmine, Controversies of the Christian Faith, trans. Kenneth Baker, S.J. [Keep the Faith, 2016], p. 1012). Prior to his three homilies of 1331–1332, John XXII had affirmed all that the Church taught about the status of the departed souls in heaven. His Nov. 21, 1321 Letter to the Armenians (Denz.-H, 925–926) repeated almost verbatim what had been stated in the Profession of Faith read out at the 1274 Second Council of Lyon (cf. Denz.-H., 857). This Profession stated that the purified souls of the faithful departed “are received immediately into heaven” (Denz.-H, 857), but it took no position on whether the blessed souls experience the full beatific vision. By the 13th century, however, the general theological consensus was that the souls in heaven do enjoy the full beatific vision prior to the general judgment. This opinion was upheld in 1241 by the University of Paris and later by St. Thomas Aquinas (ST Suppl. q. 92, a. 1–2), but it could not claim the status of a definitive magisterial judgment. It should also be noted that John XXII himself affirmed the position of the full beatific vision in his bulls of canonization of 1317, 1320, and 1323 (cf. X. Le Bachelet, “Benoit XII” in Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique [DTC] 2:659). John XXII’s subsequent study of Scripture (Rev. 6: 9–11), the Church Fathers (e.g. St. Augustine), and theologians such as St. Bernard of Clairvaux led him, however, to a different position, which he presented in three homilies of 1331–1332. As Joseph Ratzinger writes: “In the texts of the fathers he [John XXII] discovered the doctrine of waiting for heaven which, as we have seen, dominated the entire patristic period and could still be found, in living continuity with that period, at more than one point in the works of Bernard of Clairvaux [c.1090–1153]” (J. Ratzinger, Eschatology: Death and Eternal Life, 2nd. Ed., trans. M. Waldstein, CUA Press, 2006, pp. 136–137). 
After John XXII’s homilies of 1331–1332 became known, there was considerable controversy. This controversy ranged from a polite request from the King of France to clarify the matter (DTC 2: 666–667) to accusations of heresy by William of Ockham and other enemies of the Pope such as the Spiritual Franciscans who were angry at John XXII for his 1318 condemnation of their errors (Denz.-H, 910–916; cf. DTC 2:667). The controversy, moreover, was exploited by supporters of the Holy Roman Emperor, Louis IV the Bavarian, who had previously accused John XXII of heresy for his decisions against the Spiritual Franciscans. In 1328, Louis IV illegitimately deposed John XXII and forced the election of the anti-pope Nicholas V (cf. J.N.D. Kelly, The Oxford Dictionary of the Popes [1986], p. 215).
Because of the controversy over his homilies, John XXII appointed a commission of Cardinals to study the matter, and, on their recommendation, he decided to reverse the position he expressed in his homilies of 1331–1332 and a short treatise of 1333 on the subject. As is well-known, he offered a clarification by means of the bull, Ne super his, issued on Dec. 3, 1334 the day before his death. (Denz.-H, 990–991). John XXII, however, had only presented his opinions in the homilies as a private theologian, and he recognized the matter as open to discussion (cf. DTC 2: 662). According to Bellarmine, John XXII did not need to retract any error on the day before his death “since he had not fallen into any error [cum in errorem nullam incidisset] (De Romano Pontifice, Book IV, chap. XIV; Controversies of the Christian Faith, p. 1013). John XXII merely retracted “his opinion” (sententiam suam) at the urging of his advisors (ibid.). Bellarmine was convinced that “the mind of Pope John was always good and Catholic” (Joannis Papae mentem semper bonam et Catholicam fuisse; cf. De Romano Pontifice, Book IV, chap. XIV; Controversies, p. 1012). -Robert Fastiggi
8. Dr. Fastiggi: You seem not to have read the Latin text that you're responding to above. It contains the quote you are talking about: "sine periculo haeresis, nulla enim adhuc praecesserat Ecclesiae definitio." You seem not to be reading what I'm writing. I hope you will carefully read what I write below.

In my response above I recognized explicitly that Bellarmine said John XXII wasn't a heretic. I agree he wasn't a heretic for the same reason and I never said he was. However John XXII taught what theologians call an "error in faith" because what he said was against a doctrine that is part of the deposit of faith (as any dogmatic theology manual can tell you). It's just that it hadn't been defined as such.

As I wrote above, an error in faith is not heresy, but it isn't orthodox doctrine either. It's unorthodox because it denies a de fide doctrine, albeit one that hasn't been defined as such. Please address what I wrote. Thank you. 

I should add that when you quote the phrase "Joannis Papae mentem semper bonam et Catholicam fuisse" you leave out the beginning of the sentence, which says "Haec retractatio aperte docet..." The retractatio is the retraction Bellarmine has just discussed that is contained in an account of John XXII's death, and it is a retraction John XXII made of his errors in faith.

The retraction came because John XXII was told he was wrong, precisely what you tell people not to do. Theologians denounced what he was saying and some even called it heretical. A committee of theologians discussed it and concluded he was wrong and petitioned him to alter his statements and conclude in favor of their position. -Matthew Cullinan Hoffman
9. Dear Matthew,

I'll repeat what I noted already.

According to Bellarmine, John XXII did not need to retract any error on the day before his death “since he had not fallen into any error [cum in errorem nullam incidisset] (De Romano Pontifice, Book IV, chap. XIV).

So according to St. Robert Bellarmine, John XXII "had not fallen into any error." I don't know how much clearer this can be.

God bless, Robert Fastiggi
10. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

I would respectfully submit to you that there is in fact a way that it can be made much clearer, and that is to quote the full statement that gives context, instead of quoting just that brief phrase out of context. Just as you took the earlier Bellarmine quote out of context and omitted the previous phrase "Haec retractatio aperte docet," so you are taking this brief quotation out of context as well.

You give only the very short phrase "cum in errorem nullum incidisset" ("as he hadn't fallen into any error") when in fact the immediately previous and following text show us that your interpretation is incorrect. 
The context is that Bellarmine is responding to the claim that the pope was forced to "abjure his errors" by the King of France, and is only saying that the pope didn't have any error he was obligated to abjure because he retracted it by his own volition.

Here's the full quote: "Quintum mendacium est, quod pontifex abjuraverit errorem suum. Id enim nec Gerson scribit, nec ullus alius, nec debuit papa errorem abjurare, cum in errorem nullum incidisset: retractavit quidem sententiam suam pridie ante mortem, sed suasu affinium non jussu regis." For the benefit of any other readers, the translation is: "The fifth falsehood is that the pontiff abjured his error. This was not written by Gerson, nor by anyone else, nor was the pope obligated to abjure any error, because he hadn't fallen into any error: indeed, he retracted his opinion on the day before his death, but by the persuasion of those close to him, not by the order of the king."

Your interpretation seems to be, strangely, that Bellarmine is somehow denying that the pope erred when the pope affirmed something we (and Bellarmine) know to be false and contrary to the faith, and despite the fact that Bellarmine explicitly says that John XXII taught that error. In reality, the full quote shows that Bellarmine is simply saying that the pope couldn't have been obligated by the king to abjure any error since he retracted it of his own volition, without any coercion by the secular state.
I would like to add that when you say "It was still an open question" and therefore John XXII's opinion wasn't "erroneous," surely you cannot mean that it wasn't an error in faith for the pope to contradict a truth that is contained in the deposit of faith. You mean that it wasn't a heresy. Otherwise, you seem to be failing to understand the theological note of de fide divina, the contrary view of which is "error in fide."

Before John's successor defined the dogma, the doctrine was already contained in the deposit of faith. It was, therefore, de fide divina, but not de fide divina et catholica. The pope was teaching an error in faith, albeit as a private theologian. He did therefore err, but did not err as a heretic.
In Christ, Matthew Cullinan Hoffman 

11. Dear Matthew,

Yes, there was a retraction of the part of John XXII, but Bellarmine later says it was a retraction of "sententiam suam" (his opinion). This opinion could not be considered erroneous during the time John XXII expressed it because it was still an open question. Yes, that opinion would later be shown to be erroneous, but Bellarmine was aware that it was still an open question during the pontificate of John XXII. This is why the great Jesuit says John XXII had not fallen into any error. Bellarmine was aware of the chronology of the matter. It's interesting that John XXII was the Pope who canonized St. Thomas Aquinas. As you know, Aquinas taught that the Blessed Virgin did indeed contract original sin (ST III q. 27 a. 2 ad 2). This view would later be considered heretical. Those who believe John XXII was a heretic during his time would need to admit that the canonization of St. Thomas Aquinas involved one heretic canonizing another. -Robert Fastiggi
12. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

I stated, from the beginning, that John XXII never affirmed a heresy. So if you only mean that the pope wasn't erring with regard to a matter of divine and catholic faith, we have no disagreement and never did (which begs the question, why are we debating this?)

If you say John XXII's statement wasn't an error at all because it wasn't a heresy, I can't see how that's consistent with the traditional censures of dogmatic theology. Your syllogism, if valid, would read "All errors are heresies, John XXII's opinion was not a heresy. Therefore, John XXII's opinion was not an error. With all due respect to you, dogmatic theology manuals hold that your major premise is false. All errors are not heresies. Errors in faith exist, which are errors but not heresies. John XXII, culpably or not, affirmed a statement that was erroneous in faith. Do you not affirm this? -Matthew Cullinan Hoffman 
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http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_53-POLICE_BUST_DRUG_AND_GAY-SEX_ORGY_IN_VATICAN_APARTMENT.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 54-PRESBYTERIAN PASTOR MADE DIRECTOR OF L’OSSERVATORE ROMANO ARGENTINA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_54-PRESBYTERIAN_PASTOR_MADE_DIRECTOR_OF_L’OSSERVATORE_ROMANO_ARGENTINA.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 55-BRUTAL DISMISSAL OF CARDINAL MULLER AS PREFECT OF THE CDF 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_55-BRUTAL_DISMISSAL_OF_CARDINAL_MULLER_AS_PREFECT_OF_THE_CDF.doc 

QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 56-HELL BENT ON THE DESTRUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY (POLITICISATION/ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION)
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_56-HELL_BENT_ON_THE_DESTRUCTION_OF_CHRISTIANITY.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 57-MORE NON-CATHOLIC EXPERTS ENTER THE VATICAN UNDER ARCHBISHOP PAGLIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_57-MORE_NON-CATHOLIC_EXPERTS_ENTER_THE_VATICAN_UNDER_ARCHBISHOP_PAGLIA.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 58-HIS NEW PONTIFICAL ACADEMY FOR DEATH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_58-HIS_NEW_PONTIFICAL_ACADEMY_FOR_DEATH.doc 
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 59-HERESY-GOD CANNOT BE GOD WITHOUT MAN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_59-HERESY-GOD_CANNOT_BE_GOD_WITHOUT_MAN.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 60-RESHAPING THE COLLEGE OF CARDINALS TO INFLUENCE THE FUTURE OF THE CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_60-RESHAPING_THE_COLLEGE_OF_CARDINALS_TO_INFLUENCE_THE_FUTURE_OF_THE-CHURCH.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 61-CURIAL CARDINAL QUESTIONS POPE LEO XIII DECLARATION ON NULLITY OF ANGLICAN ORDERS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_61-CURIAL_CARDINAL_QUESTIONS_POPE_LEO_XIII_DECLARATION_ON_NULLITY_OF_ANGLICAN_ORDERS.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 62-CALLS HOMOEOPATHY A SCIENCE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_62-CALLS_HOMOEOPATHY_A_SCIENCE.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 63-DISTORTS SCRIPTURE TEACHES FALSE CATHOLIC ESCHATOLOGY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_63-DISTORTS_SCRIPTURE_TEACHES_FALSE_CATHOLIC_ESCHATOLOGY.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 64-CLIMATE OF FEAR IN THE ROMAN CURIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_64-CLIMATE_OF_FEAR_IN_THE_ROMAN_CURIA.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 65-EXHORTS CATHOLIC YOUTH TO MAKE A MESS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_65-EXHORTS_CATHOLIC_YOUTH_TO_MAKE_A_MESS.doc
INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE, COUNCILS, PAPAL AND VATICAN DOCUMENTS

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INFALLIBILITY_OF_THE_POPE_COUNCILS_PAPAL_AND_VATICAN_DOCUMENTS.doc
INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE COUNCILS PAPAL AND VATICAN DOCUMENTS 02 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INFALLIBILITY_OF_THE_POPE_COUNCILS_PAPAL_AND_VATICAN_DOCUMENTS_02.doc
OBEDIENCE TO THE BISHOPS-RON SMITH 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/OBEDIENCE_TO_THE_BISHOPS-RON_SMITH.doc
2016-THE YEAR POPE FRANCIS FINALLY SHOWED HIS HAND

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/2016-THE_YEAR_POPE_FRANCIS_FINALLY_SHOWED_HIS_HAND.doc
A CLOSED LETTER TO POPE FRANCIS NOW OPEN-FR CONRAD SALDANHA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/A_CLOSED_LETTER_TO_POPE_FRANCIS_NOW_OPEN-FR_CONRAD_SALDANHA.doc
AN INDICTMENT OF POPE FRANCIS-ANTONIO SOCCI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_INDICTMENT_OF_POPE_FRANCIS-ANTONIO_SOCCI.doc
AN OPEN LETTER ON THE CRISIS IN THE CHURCH-ARCHBISHOP PAWEL

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_OPEN_LETTER_ON_THE_CRISIS_IN_THE_CHURCH-ARCHBISHOP_PAWEL.doc 
AN OPEN LETTER TO POPE FRANCIS-FR GEORGE DAVID BYERS 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_OPEN_LETTER_TO_POPE_FRANCIS-FR_GEORGE_DAVID_BYERS.doc
AN OPEN LETTER TO POPE FRANCIS-FR RICHARD CIPOLLA 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_OPEN_LETTER_TO_POPE_FRANCIS-FR_RICHARD_CIPOLLA.doc
AN OPEN LETTER TO POPE FRANCIS-RANDY ENGEL 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_OPEN_LETTER_TO_POPE_FRANCIS-RANDY_ENGEL.doc
CARDINAL OSWALD GRACIAS INTERPRETS POPE FRANCIS PERSONAL REMARK ON HOMOSEXUALS AS CHURCH TEACHING 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CARDINAL_OSWALD_GRACIAS_INTERPRETS_POPE_FRANCIS_PERSONAL_REMARK_ON_HOMOSEXUALS_AS_CHURCH_TEACHING.doc
CATHOLIC OPPOSITION TO POPE FRANCIS GROWING 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_OPPOSITION_TO_POPE_FRANCIS_GROWING.doc
HOMOSEXUALITY INSIDE THE VATICAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOMOSEXUALITY_INSIDE_THE_VATICAN.doc
INTERVIEW WITH JOHN VENNARI ON AMORIS LAETITIA AND SEX EDUCATION-RANDY ENGEL http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INTERVIEW_WITH_JOHN_VENNARI_ON_AMORIS_LAETITIA_AND_SEX_EDUCATION-RANDY_ENGEL.doc
CATHOLIC ANSWERS DIRECTOR APOLOGIST TIM STAPLES ADVOCATES HOLY COMMUNION FOR THOSE LIVING IN ADULTERY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_ANSWERS_DIRECTOR_APOLOGIST_TIM_STAPLES_ADVOCATES_HOLY_COMMUNION_FOR​_THOSE_LIVING_IN_ADULTERY.com
IS POPE FRANCIS UNDERGOING TREATMENT WITH NEW AGE ALTERNATIVE THERAPIES? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_UNDERGOING_TREATMENT_WITH_NEW_AGE_ALTERNATIVE_THERAPIES.doc
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH UNDER POPE FRANCIS IN SCHISM 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH_UNDER_POPE_FRANCIS_IS_IN_SCHISM.doc
THE FRANCIS EFFECT & WHO AM I TO JUDGE-THE SPIRIT OF VATICAN COUNCIL II? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_FRANCIS_EFFECT_&_WHO_AM_I_TO_JUDGE-THE_SPIRIT_OF_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II.doc
WE ACCUSE POPE FRANCIS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WE_ACCUSE_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
THE LANGUAGE OF POPE FRANCIS IS AT TIMES TRYING FOR CATHOLICS-EVANGELII GAUDIUM 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_LANGUAGE_OF_POPE_FRANCIS_IS_AT_TIMES_TRYING_FOR_CATHOLICS-EVANGELII_GAUDIUM.doc
THE POPE FRANCIS LITTLE BOOK OF INSULTS AND NAME-CALLING 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_POPE_FRANCIS_LITTLE_BOOK_OF_INSULTS_AND_NAME-CALLING.doc
THE SHOCKING INITIATIVES OF POPE FRANCIS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_SHOCKING_INITIATIVES_OF_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
POPE EMERITUS BENEDICT XVI BREAKS HIS SILENCE FOR A FOURTH TIME 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_EMERITUS_BENEDICT_XVI_BREAKS_HIS_SILENCE_FOR_A_FOURTH_TIME.doc
A-Z LIST OF CONCERNS WITH POPE FRANCIS


http://ephesians-511.net/docs/A-Z_LIST_OF_CONCERNS_WITH_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
FOUR YEARS LATER-REFLECTIONS ON AN UNPRECEDENTED PONTIFICATE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FOUR_YEARS_LATER-REFLECTIONS_ON_AN_UNPRECEDENTED_PONTIFICATE.doc
UNEDIFYING IMAGES OF POPE FRANCIS

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/UNEDIFYING_IMAGES_OF_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
PUTTING POPE FRANCIS INTO PERSPECTIVE 2013-2017 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PUTTING_POPE_FRANCIS_INTO_PERSPECTIVE_2013-2017.doc
IS POPE FRANCIS THE FALSE PROPHET OF THE BIBLE? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_THE_FALSE_PROPHET_OF_THE_BIBLE.doc
SATAN MUST REIGN IN THE VATICAN-THE POPE MUST BE HIS SLAVE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SATAN_MUST_REIGN_IN_THE_VATICAN-THE_POPE_MUST_BE_HIS_SLAVE.doc
INDIAN PRIEST IN ITALY CRITICIZES POPE FRANCIS CONGREGATION STORMS OUT 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INDIAN_PRIEST_IN_ITALY_CRITICIZES_POPE_FRANCIS_CONGREGATION_STORMS_OUT.doc
POPE EMERITUS BENEDICT XVI BREAKS HIS SILENCE FOR A FIFTH TIME-CHURCH ON THE VERGE OF CAPSIZING 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_EMERITUS_BENEDICT_XVI_BREAKS_HIS_SILENCE_FOR_A_FIFTH_TIME-CHURCH_ON_THE_VERGE_OF_CAPSIZING.doc
POPE FRANCIS CONFIDANTE JESUIT FR ANTONIO SPADARO ATTACKS CATHOLIC MINISTRY 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_CONFIDANTE_JESUIT_FR_ANTONIO_SPADARO_ATTACKS_CATHOLIC_MINISTRY.doc
THE DESTRUCTION OF CARDINAL PELL-THE INSIDE STORY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_DESTRUCTION_OF_CARDINAL_PELL-THE_INSIDE_STORY.doc
POPE FRANCIS AMBIGUOUS WORDS AND ACTS HAVE CAUSED APOSTASY 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_AMBIGUOUS_WORDS_AND_ACTS_HAVE_CAUSED_APOSTASY.doc
UNDER POPE FRANCIS HOMOSEXUALISTS ARE NOW IN CONTROL OF THE VATICAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/UNDER_POPE_FRANCIS_HOMOSEXUALISTS_ARE_NOW_IN_CONTROL_OF_THE_VATICAN.doc
POPE FRANCIS-APPOINTED PRO-GAY JESUIT FR JAMES MARTIN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS-APPOINTED_PRO-GAY_JESUIT_FR_JAMES_MARTIN.doc
JESUIT FR ARTURO SOSA MARXIST-BUDDHIST BLACK POPE REINTERPRETING JESUS AND SATAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/JESUIT_FR_ARTURO_SOSA_MARXIST-BUDDHIST_BLACK_POPE_REINTERPRETING_JESUS_AND_SATAN.doc
THE ANTI-CHURCH IS HERE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_ANTI-CHURCH_IS_HERE.doc
EUCHARIST DESECRATED AT POPE FRANCIS MASS IN PHILIPPINES 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/EUCHARIST_DESECRATED_AT_POPE_FRANCIS_MASS_IN_PHILIPPINES.doc
IS POPE FRANCIS PLANNING TO OVERTURN SUMMORUM PONTIFICUM AND END THE LATIN MASS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_PLANNING_TO_OVERTURN_SUMMORUM_PONTIFICUM_AND_END_THE_LATIN_MASS.doc
THE MORE POPE FRANCIS TALKS THE WORSE IT GETS 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_MORE_POPE_FRANCIS_TALKS_THE_WORSE_IT_GETS.doc
DO NOT BE MORE CATHOLIC THAN I-POPE FRANCIS TO FAITHFUL CATHOLICS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DO_NOT_BE_MORE_CATHOLIC_THAN_I-POPE_FRANCIS_TO_FAITHFUL_CATHOLICS.doc
STAUNCH DUBIA OPPONENT MSGR VITO PINTO IS A FREEMASON 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/STAUNCH_DUBIA_OPPONENT_MSGR_VITO_PINTO_IS_A_FREEMASON.doc
POPE FRANCIS POPULAR BUT THE CHURCH IN DECLINE 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_POPULAR_BUT_THE_CHURCH_IN_DECLINE.doc
BUILDUP OF RESISTANCE TO POPE FRANCIS

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BUILDUP_OF_RESISTANCE_TO_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
ROME IS IN CHAOS AND NO ONE SHOULD BE SURPRISED ONE BIT 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ROME_IS_IN_CHAOS_AND_NO_ONE_SHOULD_BE_SURPRISED_ONE_BIT.doc
AMORIS LAETITIA AND THE CURRENT CRISIS IN THE CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AMORIS_LAETITIA_AND_THE_CURRENT_CRISIS_IN_THE_CHURCH.doc 
AMORIS LAETITIA AND THE GAY MAFIA IN THE VATICAN 01 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AMORIS_LAETITIA_AND_THE_GAY_MAFIA_IN_THE_VATICAN_01.doc
AMORIS LAETITIA-THE SSPX ANALYSIS AND CRITICISM

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AMORIS_LAETITIA-THE_SSPX_ANALYSIS_AND_CRITICISM.doc
THE DUBIA OR DOUBTS ABOUT AMORIS LAETITIA-FOUR CARDINALS ASK FIVE QUESTIONS
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_DUBIA_OR_DOUBTS_ABOUT_AMORIS_LAETITIA-FOUR_CARDINALS_ASK_FIVE_QUESTIONS.doc 
POPE FRANCIS HIMSELF QUESTIONED ORTHODOXY OF AMORIS LAETITIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_HIMSELF_QUESTIONED_ORTHODOXY_OF_AMORIS_LAETITIA.doc
INDIAN CHURCH SYMPOSIUM ON AMORIS LAETITIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INDIAN_CHURCH_SYMPOSIUM_ON_AMORIS_LAETITIA.doc 
