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Quo Vadis, Papa Francisco?

17 – HOW WILL TRADITION VIEW POPE FRANCIS’ PAPACY?  
My comments/inclusions are in green.

For continuity and a more complete record of the present dangers to traditional Catholic sexual morality, see the related files on the 2015 Synod and Pope Francis listed at the end of this present collation of information.

There have been many views like the ones below expressed in the conservative Catholic media in the roughly 30 months since Francis succeeded Benedict XVI and these views are increasingly commonplace: 

Pope appoints leading opponents of Catholic doctrine to Ordinary Synod
http://voiceofthefamily.com/pope-appoints-leading-opponents-of-catholic-doctrine-to-ordinary-synod/ EXTRACT
September 15, 2015
Voice of the Family notes with alarm that amongst the special appointees Pope Francis has invited to the Ordinary Synod there are prelates who have demonstrated support for positions contrary to the teaching or practice of the Catholic Church. 
Nearly 800,000 Catholics request doctrinal clarity from Pope Francis
http://voiceofthefamily.com/nearly-800000-catholics-request-doctrinal-clarity-from-pope-francis/
September 29, 2015 […]
8 October – Thoughts about the Synod at this point
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2015/10/8-october-thoughts-about-the-synod-at-this-point/ EXTRACT
Posted on 8 October 2015 by Fr. John Zuhlsdorf 
It seems that His Eminence George Card. Pell made a statement from the floor suggesting that the composition of the group appointed to write the Final Report was not all that it could be.
It seems that, then, the Pope himself shut that down.

A couple things follow.

First, since His Holiness stomped on Card. Erdõ the General Relator, for his opening speech and then stomped, or at least kicked a little, Card. Pell for his suggestions about the writing committee, then I suppose that Pope Francis now “owns” this Synod. Whatever the results, they are his.

Second, a question is raised. If the Synod is all about involvement and consultation and participation and sharing, etc. Why was Card. Pell’s suggestion about the Final Report committee not more warmly received? A while back we heard reports that the Final Report was already being written. Could that have anything to do with it?

9 of 88 readers’ responses:

1. This thing is going to go down in history like the Synod of Pistoia.

2. At this point, it’s pretty clear that the Pope wants a certain outcome and given his comments, it’s not as bad as the innovators desire, but given the annulment reforms, it won’t be a good either.

If it’s a sin to want this Papacy to end, then may God have mercy on me, but I do want Pope Francis to feel happy that he’s done what he set out to do and retire so someone better can assume the Papacy that has the fortitude to undo the damage.

Unfortunately, I fear that just as the synod was rigged, so will the conclave be rigged since the foxes are in charge of the hen house. Without a fair selection and strong but wise Pope that is willing to cut the leaders of these heresies at the knees, at least one schism will happen and it won’t be pretty. If I didn’t know Church History and I didn’t have complete faith in the Church, I’d be in despair now. As it stands now, I’m fortifying myself and my family against the coming storm.

3. So much for collegiality. So much for the Catechism. So much for the Gospel. It seems that the Holy Father wants” involvement and consultation and participation and sharing” as long as it agrees with what his henchmen have planned. 
So now we wait for the “Final Solution”…ahem…the “Final Report.” 

Cardinal Burke, where are you? 

Unless the Holy Spirit directly intervenes, I think we are in big trouble, folks. We need a miracle–fast.

4. I keep imagining this Synod to be one huge giant poker tournament, and the only person who’s got his poker face going strong is the Pope. We all have no clue how this thing is going to end, because we have no idea what the Pope has in his head.
In fact, for most of us, we assume he has already made up his mind….and what is frightening is we don’t know if he is going to fold or go all in.

The bishops attending this Synod are exceptionally polarized, with the violent passions of the Orthodox (who I support) trying to not get passed, and our fellow Kasperites who want us to diet on sugar and spice and everything nice.

I understand why the Pope keeps on reaffirming that the only words that stand in these next few weeks are his. There is a battle of the floor, one of petulant children, but a battle nonetheless. Someone has to have the final say. 

He’s a shrewd Pope. Despite our feelings and uncertainty about his words so far, none of us can see where this is going. Keep on praying and fasting!!!!
5. I logged into a site called http://www.adoptasynodfather.org and was assigned to pray for Cardinal Pell. A friend of mine told me that he was already orthodox so he didn’t need further prayers. That has not deterred me from praying for him, as today’s developments are evident. I have been praying the St. Michael Prayer for him that he and the other faithful bishops continue defending the Church’s dogma, doctrine and discipline on marriage.
My friend keeps reminding me of the promises that Jesus made to St. Peter about the gates of hell not prevailing over the Church. That doesn’t mean that they aren’t lapping flames close to Her.

6. I actually had a bad dream about the Synod last night. I never thought that I would be having actual nightmares about what is happening in the Church.

7. If the “Synod” (in name only) concludes that each bishop may legitimately order that Communion may be given to the divorced-and-remarried, then it will be saying EXACTLY what the American bishops voted in 2004, that a bishop may “legitimately” give Communion to pro-abortion Catholics. Cf. “Catholics in Political Life.” –Fr. Vincent Fitzpatrick
8. The boldness of Erdõ and Pell would seem to make it easier for other bishops to speak out. If this is true, and we see more such interventions, we can also count on the media to play up this “conflict” — because that’s what makes a story. Which means that at some point, the Holy Father has a bit of a problem, if he tacks in a significantly different direction. Does he really want whatever course of action he opts for to be framed as rejection of the very synod he, himself, summoned?

(And forget about the progressive hypocrisy argument. Yes, of course it’s true, but there’s no mileage to be gained there. ) 

You might say, so what? Why should he care? I might point out that both Pope St. John Paul II and Pope Benedict had trouble governing as they really wanted, because they didn’t enjoy the cooperation of the world’s bishops. Did they care about that? We know that they did.

Meanwhile, I cannot help wondering if there are cardinals who are thinking about the next conclave. In the last conclave, they voted for a different sort of papacy; they wanted to see things “shaken up” — or so goes the explanation for the outcome. Regardless of any other consideration, surely they would be thinking about what’s next, whenever that time comes. –Fr. Martin Fox

9. I’d love to see all the faithful cardinals get up and start shouting “heresy, we resist these machinations!” And then resist! Stage a sit in.
Why we fear the Ordinary Synod is being manipulated
http://voiceofthefamily.com/why-we-fear-the-ordinary-synod-is-being-manipulated/ EXTRACT
October 2, 2015
It is widely considered that the Extraordinary Synod on the Family, held in Rome last October, was manipulated by those controlling it in order to promote changes in the teachings of the Catholic Church on questions relating to human sexuality, marriage and the family.
The evidence for such a view has been very ably set out by experienced Vatican correspondent Edward Pentin in his recent book The Rigging of a Vatican Synod? (A review of the book can be found here). […]
'The Pope Has the Final Word' - An Assessment of the New Synod Rules
http://m.ncregister.com/46843/b EXTRACT
By Edward Pentin, October 3, 2015
After the chicanery of last year’s Extraordinary Synod on the Family, the Vatican has clearly been taking steps, on paper at least, to make the larger and longer Ordinary Synod that begins on Sunday more transparent and less open to manipulation. […]
Has the intervention of Pope Francis returned Synod to heterodox trajectory?
http://voiceofthefamily.com/has-the-intervention-of-pope-francis-returned-synod-to-heterodox-trajectory/ EXTRACT
October 7, 2015
The Ordinary Synod on the Family moved much closer yesterday to a repudiation of the teachings of the Catholic Church on human sexuality. […]
Thirteen Cardinals Have Written to the Pope. Here’s the Letter
http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1351154?eng=y EXTRACT
By Sandro Magister, Rome, October 12, 2015
But Francis has rejected their requests en bloc. 

And meanwhile, the “Relatio finalis” has disappeared from the program of the synod […]
Incredible but true. With the synod in full swing, a question mark has suddenly been raised over the very existence of that “Relatio finalis” which figured in the programs as the goal toward which all of the work of the synod was finalized. […]
EWTN’s ‘honest analysis’ of Synod: Media confined to covering press conferences, Vatican spokesmen like Fr. Rosica
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/ewtns-honest-analysis-of-synod-media-confined-to-covering-press-conferences 
By Steve Jalsevac, October 12, 2015 EXTRACT

The October 8 EWTN World Over program led by Raymond Arroyo, who was joined by canon lawyer and New York pastor Fr. Gerald Murray, as well as Robert Royal, editor of the TheCatholicThing.org, presented a surprisingly “honest analysis” of the tumultuous first week of the Synod on the Family.
Arroyo and his two guests expressed many concerns about the Synod process and what took place during the first week. They notably commented at length on the statements about homosexuals by Fr. Thomas Rosica that they said “seemed to come out of nowhere” and which were not mentioned by the other language Vatican press office reporters as having been discussed by the bishops. […]

Arroyo emphasized that the Synod “is merely an advisory meeting of the bishops. It is in no way binding on the pope” and therefore it is uncertain what impact all the discussions will have on the final outcome, to be determined solely by Francis. […]
A ploy that will boomerang
http://www.johnthavis.com/a-ploy-that-will-boomerang EXTRACT
October 13, 2015
As the smoke clears, somewhat, over the “Letter of the 13” cardinals to Pope Francis regarding the Synod of Bishops, a couple of things stand out.

First is that some synod participants – a small minority, it appears – don’t trust the synodal process as modified by Pope Francis to be fair or collegial. They chose to raise the issue in a private letter rather than on the floor of the synod. […]
A Difficult Feat (at the Roman Circus) 
http://www.onepeterfive.com/a-difficult-feat-at-the-roman-circus/ EXTRACT
By Maureen Mullarkey, October 14, 2015
Hilary White — artist, journalist, and keeper of the weblog, Orwell’s Picnic emailed from Norcia to ask if I would contribute thoughts on the Synod to her new project on that topic. I really was not sure I had any thoughts. But her request left me wondering if perhaps I should. 
Truth to tell, I have not been keeping track of the fluctuations of the Synod all that closely. For one thing, we are really not following the proceedings; we are following only selective comments made to the media. There is something of a dog-and-pony show about it. Francis has already short-circuited it with his motu proprio—placed grandly under the protection of the Mother of God, we are told. And there is little doubt Francis already knows what he will do.

At the end of the day, Francis is the final arbiter of whatever comes out of this Synod. Participants and procedures have been selected to give the pope the advice he wishes to follow. Disclosure of Francis’s peremptory rejection of a cautionary letter, signed by thirteen cardinals and delivered by Cardinal Pell, has spurred dark speculation on the outcome, already seen as a done deal. […]
However this Synod resolves itself, the world will be the worse for this pope.
Ignorance—ideological fixity—and cunning are a dangerous combination. Francis embodies both. He is too sly to trigger schism. All will be resolved to the satisfaction of orthodoxy. And all will stink of sulphur.
A Little St. Paul, Anyone? 
http://www.churchmilitant.com/video/episode/the-vortexa-little-st.-paul-anyone EXTRACT
By Michael Voris, October 14, 2015
Now to news of the Synod, which has had to be called as a result of the crisis as a point of fact.
This is terrible news to have to ponder, but it must be pondered and digested and faced up to: Too many Catholics have been content for too long to simply look the other way in the face of such frightening realities. There are men in bishops' and cardinals' robes in this Synod who do not believe the Catholic faith. […]
Is there still a sense of sin among the Synod Fathers? 
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/10/is-there-still-sense-of-sin-among-synod.html 

By Roberto de Mattei, Rome Correspondent, October 14, 2015
The work at the Synod is confirming the existence of a strong clash between two minorities inside the Catholic Church. On the one side we have a maniple of Synod Fathers determined to defend traditional morality and on the other we have a group of “innovators” who seem to have lost the Catholic Faith. Between the two minorities, there is, as always, a soft and wavering centre, made up of those that don’t dare defend nor attack the truth and are moved by considerations linked more to their own personal interests than doctrinal debate. […]
With orthodox Catholic confidence at its seeming lowest ever in and with the present Pope, one media apostolate organised a mid-Synod petition appealing to the participants to “abandon the failed Synod”:
Catholic Faithful ask Bishops to Abandon the Failed Synod

http://www.onepeterfive.com/catholic-faithful-ask-bishops-to-abandon-the-failed-synod/
October 14, 2015 […]
The previous day, they had published this essay on the “bad” Popes of the past, with Pope Francis’ being now under the scanner and senior prelates anticipating a possible Hobson’s choice between heresy and schism:
Getting Real about Catholic History: A Brief Review of Papal Lapses
http://www.onepeterfive.com/getting-real-about-catholic-history-a-brief-review-of-papal-lapses/
By Benedict Constable, October 13, 2015

This essay is not for the weak in faith, who cannot bear to see any pope criticized for any reason—as if the whole Catholic Faith will come tumbling down when we can show that a particular Vicar of Christ was a scoundrel, cheat, murderer, fornicator, coward, compromiser, ambiguator, verger on heresy, promulgator of heresy, promoter of lax or faulty discipline, or what have you.
The Catholic Faith comes to us from God, from Our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Head of the Church, its immovable cornerstone, its permanent guarantee of truth and holiness. The content of that Faith is not determined by the Pope. It is determined by Christ, once for all, and handed down in Sacred Scripture, Sacred Tradition, and the Magisterium—with the Magisterium understood not as anything and everything that emanates from bishops or popes, but as the public, official, definitive, and universal teaching of the Church enshrined in dogmatic canons and decrees, anathemas, bulls, encyclicals, and other instruments of teaching, and precisely inasmuch as they announce their intention.
One serious problem that faces us is the rampant papolatry that blinds Catholics to the reality that Popes are peccable and fallible human beings like the rest of us, and that their pronouncements are guaranteed to be free from error only under strictly delimited conditions. [1] 
Apart from that, the realm of papal ignorance, error, sin, and disastrous prudential governance is broad and deep—although secular history affords no such catalog of greatness as the nearly 100 papal saints, and plenty of worse examples than the worst popes, which says a lot about man’s fallen condition.

At a time when so many Catholics seem to be confused about whether and how the Pope can go wrong, it seems useful to compile examples in three categories: 
(1) times when the popes were guilty of grave personal immorality; 
(2) times when popes connived at or with heresy, or were guilty of a harmful silence or ambiguity in regard to heresy; 
(3) times when popes promulgated something heretical or harmful to the faithful.
Of course, not everyone will agree that every item listed is, in fact, a full-blooded example of the category in question, but that is beside the point; the fact that there are a number of problematic instances is sufficient to show that the Pope is not an automatic oracle of God who hands down only what is good, right, holy, and laudable. (If that last statement seems like a caricature, one need only look at how conservative Catholics today are bending over backwards to try to get lemonade out of every lemon offered by Pope Francis, and denying with vehemence that Roman lemons could ever be rotten or poisonous.)

*          *          *

Times When the Popes were Guilty of Grave Personal Immorality
This, sadly, is an easy category to fill, and it need not detain us much. For simplicity’s sake, we will take as our examples the eight popes treated by E. R. Chamberlin in The Bad Popes: Stephen VI (896–897), who hated his predecessor Pope Formosus so much that he had him exhumed, tried, de-fingered, and thrown in the Tiber; John XII (955–964), who gave land to a mistress, murdered several people, and was killed by a man who caught him in bed with his wife; Benedict IX (1032–44, 1045, 1047–48), who managed to be pope thrice, having sold it off; Boniface VIII (1294–1303), whom Dante lampoons in the Divine Comedy; Urban VI (1378–1389), who complained that he did not hear enough screaming when cardinals who had conspired against him were tortured; Alexander VI (1492–1503), guilty of nepotism and other forms of immorality; Leo X (1513–1521), a profligate Medici who once spent 1/7 of his predecessors’ reserves on a single ceremony; Clement VII (1523–1534), also a Medici, whose power-politicking with France, Spain, and Germany got Rome sacked.
Times When Popes Connived at or With Heresy, or were Guilty of a Harmful Silence or Ambiguity in Regard to Heresy
Pope St. Peter (d. ca. 64)
It may seem daring to begin with St. Peter, but after all, he did shamefully compromise on the application of an article of faith, viz., the equality of Jewish and Gentile Christians and the abolition of the Jewish ceremonial law—a lapse for which he was rebuked to his face by St. Paul (cf. Galatians 2:11). This has been commented on so extensively by the Fathers and Doctors of the Church and by more recent authors that it needs no special treatment here. It should be pointed out that Our Lord, in His Providence, allowed His first Vicar to fail more than once so that we would not be scandalized when it happened again with his successors. This, too, is why he chose Judas: so that the treason of bishops would not cause us to lose faith that He remains in command of the Church and of human history.

Pope Liberius (352–366)
The story is complicated, but the essentials can be told simply enough. The Arian Emperor Constantius had, with typical Byzantine arrogance, “deposed” Liberius in 355 for not subscribing to Arianism. After two years of exile, however, Liberius came to some kind of accord with the still-Arian Emperor, who then permitted him to return to Rome. What doctrinal formula he signed is unknown, but his successor, Pope Damasus, called a synod in 367 that condemned Liberius for his submission to Constantius.

Pope Vigilius (537–555)
The charges against Vigilius are four. First, he made an intrigue with the empress Theodora, who offered to have him installed as pope in return for his reinstating the deposed Anthimus in Constantinople. [2] 
Second, he usurped the papacy. Third, he changed his position in the affair of the Three Chapters, writings that were condemned by the Eastern bishops for going too far in an anti-Monophysite direction. Vigilius at first refused to agree to the condemnation, but when the Second Council of Constantinople confirmed it, Vigilius was prevailed on by imperial pressure to ratify the conciliar decree. It seems that Vigilius recognized the condemnation of the Three Chapters as problematic because it was perceived in the West as undermining the doctrine of the Council of Chalcedon, but nevertheless allowed himself to be cajoled into doing so. Fourth, his wavering on this question and his final decision were responsible for a schism that ensued in the West, since some of the bishops of Italy refused to accept the decree of Constantinople. Their schism against both Rome and the East was to last for many years. [3]

Pope Honorius (625–638)
In their efforts to reconcile the Monophysites of Egypt and Asia, the Eastern emperors took up the doctrine of Monothelitism, which proposed that, while Christ has two natures, He has only one will. When this was rejected by theologians as also heretical, the further compromise was advanced that, although Christ has two wills, they have nevertheless only one operation. This, too, was false, but the patriarch of Constantinople made efforts to promote reunion by stifling the debate and forbidding discussion of either one or two operations. In 634, he wrote to Pope Honorius seeking support for this policy, and the pope gave it, ordering that neither expression should be defended. In issuing this reply, Honorius disowned the orthodox writers who had used the term “two operations” in their writings. More seriously, he gave support to those who wished to fudge doctrinal clarity to conciliate a party in rebellion against the Church.

Fifteen years later, the Emperor Constans II published a document called the Typos in which he ordained precisely the same policy that Honorius had done, but the new pope, Martin I, summoned a synod that condemned the Typos and upheld the doctrine of two operations. An enraged Constans had Martin brought to Constantinople and, after a cruel imprisonment, exiled him to the Crimea, where he died. In 680–681, after the death of Constans, there was held the Third Council of Constantinople, which discarded the aim of harmony with the Monophysites in favor of that with Rome. Flaunting solidarity with the persecuted Martin, it explicitly disowned his predecessor: “We decide that Honorius be cast out of the holy Church of God.” The then-reigning pope, Leo II, in a letter accepting the decrees of this council, condemns Honorius with the same forthrightness: “We anathematize Honorius, who did not seek to purify this apostolic Church with the teaching of apostolic tradition, but by a profane betrayal permitted its stainless faith to be surrendered.” In a letter to the bishops of Spain, Pope Leo II again condemned Honorius as one “who did not, as became the apostolic authority, quench the flame of heretical doctrine as it sprang up, but quickened it by his negligence.”[4]

Pope St. John Paul II (1978–2005)
John Paul II designed the gathering of world religions in Assisi in 1986 in such a way that the impression of indifferentism and the commission of sacrilegious and blasphemous acts were not accidental but in accord with the papally-approved program. He was thus guilty of grave dereliction of his duty to uphold and proclaim the one true Catholic Faith and gave considerable scandal to the faithful. [5]
See SPIRIT OF ASSISI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SPIRIT_OF_ASSISI.doc 
Times When Popes Promulgated Something Heretical or Harmful to the Faithful
Here, we enter into more controversial territory, but there can be no doubt that the cases lists below are real problems for a papal positivist or ultramontanist, in the sense that the latter term has recently acquired: one who overstresses the authority of the words and actions of the reigning pontiff, as if they are the sole standard of what constitutes the Catholic Faith.
Pope Paschal II (1099–1118)
In his desire to obtain cooperation from Emperor Henry V, Pope Paschal II reversed the policy of all his predecessors by conceding to the emperor the privilege of investiture of bishops with the ring and crosier which signified both temporal and spiritual power. This concession provoked a storm of protest throughout Christendom. In a letter, St. Bruno of Segni (c. 1047–1123) called Pope Paschal’s position “heresy” because it contradicted the decisions of many church councils and argued that whoever defended the pope’s position also became a heretic thereby. Although the pope retaliated by removing St. Bruno from his office as abbot of Monte Cassino, eventually Bruno’s argument prevailed and the pope renounced his earlier decision.[6]

Pope John XXII (1316–1334)
In his public preaching from November 1, 1331 to January 5, 1332, Pope John XXII denied the doctrine that the just souls are admitted to the beatific vision, maintaining that this vision would be delayed until the general resurrection at the end of time. This error had already been refuted by St. Thomas Aquinas and many other theologians, but its revival on the very lips of the pope drew forth the impassioned opposition of a host of bishops and theologians, among them Guillaume Durand de Saint Pourçain, Bishop of Meaux; the English Dominican Thomas Waleys who, as a result of his public resistance underwent trial and imprisonment; the Franciscan Nicholas of Lyra; and Cardinal Jacques Fournier. 
When the Pope tried to impose this erroneous doctrine on the Faculty of Theology in Paris, the King of France, Philip VI of Valois, prohibited its teaching, and, according to accounts by the Sorbonne’s Chancellor, Jean Gerson, even reached the point of threatening John XXII with burning at the stake if he did not make a retraction. The day before his death, John XXII retracted his error. His successor, Cardinal Fournier, under the name Benedict XII, proceeded forthwith to define ex cathedra the Catholic truth in this matter. St. Robert Bellarmine admits that John XXII held a heretical opinion with the intention of imposing it on the faithful but was never permitted by God to do so. [7]

Pope Paul III (1534–1549)
In 1535, Pope Paul III approved and promulgated the radically novel and simplified breviary of Cardinal Quignonez, which, although approved for the private recitation of the clergy, ended up in some cases being implemented publicly. Some Jesuits welcomed it but most of the clergy, religious, and laity viewed it with grave misgivings and opposed it, sometimes violently, because it was seen as an unwarrantable attack on the liturgical tradition of the Church. [8] 
Its very novelty constituted an abuse of the lex orandi and therefore of the lex credendi. It was harmful to those who took it up because it separated them from the Church’s organic tradition of worship; it was a private person’s fabrication, a rupture with the inheritance of the saints. In 1551, Spanish theologian John of Arze submitted a passionate protest against it to the Fathers of the Council of Trent. Fortunately, Pope Paul IV repudiated the breviary by rescript in 1558, and Pope St. Pius V prohibited it altogether in 1568. Thus, five popes and 32 years after its initial papal approval, this mangled “on the spot product” was buried. [9]
Pope Paul VI (1963–1978)
There are several errors with which Paul VI is connected.

1. Gaudium et Spes #24
The Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World Gaudium et Spes, promulgated by Pope Paul VI on December 7, 1965, contains at least one heretical statement. Section 24 states that “love of God and neighbor is the first and greatest commandment.” This contradicts Christ’s own words: “‘Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind.’ This is the first and greatest commandment. And the second is like it: ‘Love your neighbor as yourself.’ All the Law and the Prophets hang on these two commandments” (Matthew 22:37–40). Are we required both to assent to Christ’s words that the first and greatest commandment is the love of God and the second, love of neighbor, and to assent to GS 24 that the first and greatest commandment is the love of God-and-neighbor? 
This error is repeated in Apostolicam Actuositatem #8: “The greatest commandment in the law is to love God with one’s whole heart and one’s neighbor as oneself.”[10] 
While the love of God and of neighbor are intimately conjoined, it has never been stated in the entire Christian tradition that love of neighbor stands on the same level as the love of God, as if they are the very same commandment with no differentiation. Yes, in loving our neighbor, we do love God, we love Christ; but God is the first, last, and proper object of charity, and we love our neighbor on account of God. We love our neighbor and even our enemies because we love God more and in a qualitatively different way. 
2. Gaudium et Spes #63
The Pastoral Constitution claims: “Man is the source, the center, and the purpose of all economic and social life.” 
This might have been true in a hypothetical universe where the Son of God did not become incarnate (although one might still have a doubt, inasmuch as the Word of God is the exemplar of all creation), but in the real universe of which the God-Man is the head, the source, and the center, the purpose of all economic and social life is and cannot be other than Christ the King and, consequently, the realization of His Kingdom. Anything other than that is a distortion and a deviation. The fact that the same document says that God is the ultimate end of man (e.g., GS 13) does not cancel out the bald untruth of this statement in section 63.
3. Dignitatis Humanae
Like some kind of frenzied merry-go-round, the hermeneutical battles over this document (promulgated by Paul VI on December 7, 1965) will never stop until it is definitively set aside by a future pope or council. In spite of attempts at reconciling DH with the preceding magisterium, however, it is at least prima facie plausible that the document’s assertion of a natural right to hold and propagate error is contrary both to natural reason and to the Catholic faith. [11]

4. The General Instruction on the Roman Missal of 1969
The first edition of the General Instruction of the Roman Missal, promulgated with the signature of Paul VI on April 3, 1969, contained formally heretical statements on the nature of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. When Cardinals Ottaviani* and Bacci (et alia) pointed out the grave problems, the Pope ordered the text to be corrected, so that a second revised edition could be brought out. In spite of the fact that the differences in the text are astonishing, the first edition was never officially repudiated, nor was it ordered to be destroyed; it was merely replaced. [12] 
Moreover, although expounding the claim would exceed the scope of this article, the promulgation of the Novus Ordo Missae itself was unquestionably both a dereliction of the pope’s duty to protect and promote the organic tradition of the Latin Rite and, at very least, an occasion of immense harm to the faithful. This state of affairs has continued unabated since its introduction in Advent of 1969.
*See NOVUS ORDO MASS A MOST TRAGIC ALTERNATIVE-CARDINAL OTTAVIANI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NOVUS_ORDO_MASS_A_MOST_TRAGIC_ALTERNATIVE-CARDINAL_OTTAVIANI.doc
Pope St. John Paul II 
He asserted on multiple occasions a right to change one’s religion, regardless of what that religion may be. This, of course, is true only if you hold to a false religion, because no one is bound to what is false, whereas everyone is bound to seek and adhere to the one true religion. If you are a Catholic, however, you cannot possibly have a right, either from nature or from God, nature’s author, to abandon the faith. Hence a statement such as this: “Religious freedom constitutes the very heart of human rights. Its inviolability is such that individuals must be recognized as having the right even to change their religion, if their conscience so demands”[13] is false taken at face value—and dangerously false, one might add, because of its liberal, naturalistic, indifferentist conceptual foundation.

Pope Francis
Numerous canonists and commentators believe that the recent annulment reforms will amount, in practice, to “Catholic divorce,” particularly because of the utterly novel concept of a “presumption of invalidity.” 
Such a presumption contradicts both the natural moral law and the divine law. Moreover, even if there were nothing doctrinally problematic in the content of the motu proprios, the result of a vast increase in easily-granted annulments on thin pretexts will certainly redound to the harm of the faithful in at least three ways: first, by weakening the already weak understanding of and commitment to the indissoluble bond of marriage among Catholics; second, by making it much more probable that some valid marriages will be declared null, thus rubber-stamping adultery and profaning the sacraments; third, by lowering the esteem with which all marriages are perceived.[14]
See MITUS IUDEX DOMINUS IESUS AND MITUS ET MISERICORS IESUS (ON ANNULMENTS) 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MITUS_IUDEX_DOMINUS_IESUS_AND_MITUS_ET_MISERICORS_IESUS.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 18-CATHOLIC CRITICISM OF POPE FRANCIS’ MOTU PROPRIOS ON MARRIAGE ANNULMENT 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_18-CATHOLIC_CRITICISM_OF_POPE_FRANCIS’_MOTU_PROPRIOS_ON_MARRIAGE_ANNULMENT.doc
[For Catholic criticism of Pope Francis’ above motu proprios, see the 4 articles below (also to be found in)

THE SYNOD ON THE FAMILY-BETWEEN HERESY AND SCHISM 02 –Release due on 21 SEPTEMBER 2015

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_SYNOD_ON_THE_FAMILY-BETWEEN_HERESY_AND_SCHISM_02.doc
1. Secret Vatican Curia dossier critiques Pope’s annulment changes: Müller warns of harm to Church

https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/vatican-prelates-quietly-circulate-dossier-raising-concern-over-popes-annul
By Maike Hickson, Rome, September 14, 2015

2. Rebellion in Rome

Prelates in Rome are circulating a dossier critical of the Pope's annulment reforms

http://www.churchmilitant.com/news/article/rebellion-in-rome 

By Christine Niles, Rome, September 15, 2015
3. Stinging criticism of papal annulment “reform” circulating among Curia?

https://veneremurcernui.wordpress.com/2015/09/15/stinging-criticism-of-papal-annulment-reform-circulating-among-curia/ 

September 15, 2015
4. "The Pope is not an absolute monarch whose thoughts and desires are law"

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/09/the-pope-is-not-absolute-monarch-whose.html 

September 19, 2015]
Other examples could be brought forward, but this review is enough to permit us to see one essential point: if heresy can be held and taught by a pope, even temporarily or to a certain group, it is a fortiori evident that disciplinary acts promulgated by the Pope could also be erroneous and harmful. After all, heresy in itself is worse than lax or contradictory discipline.

*          *          *

Melchior Cano, an eminent theologian at the Council of Trent, famously said:

Peter has no need of our lies or flattery. Those who blindly and indiscriminately defend every decision of the Supreme Pontiff are the very ones who do most to undermine the authority of the Holy See—they destroy instead of strengthening its foundations.
Let us return to our point of departure. The Catholic faith is revealed by God, nor can it be modified by any human being: “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever” (Hebrews 13:8). The Pope and the bishops are honored servants of that revelation, which they are to hand down faithfully, without novelty and without change, from generation to generation. As St. Vincent of Lerins so beautifully explains, there can be growth in understanding and formulation, but absolutely no contradiction, no “evolution.” The truths of the Faith, contained in Scripture and Tradition, are authentically defined, interpreted, and defended in the narrowly-circumscribed acta of councils and popes over the centuries. In this sense, it is quite true and proper to say: “Look in Denzinger—that’s the doctrine of the Faith.”

Catholicism is, has always been, and will always be stable, perennial, objectively knowable, a rock of certitude in a sea of chaos—despite the efforts of Satan or any of his dupes to change it. The crisis we are passing through is largely a result of collective amnesia of who we are and what we believe (already authoritatively established long ago!), together with a nervous tendency towards hero worship, looking here and there for the Great Leader who will rescue us. But our Great Leader, our King of Kings and Lord of Lords, is Jesus Christ. We follow and obey the pope and the bishops inasmuch as they transmit to us the pure and salutary doctrine of our Lord and guide us in following His way of holiness, not when they offer us polluted water to drink or lead us to the muck. Just as our Lord was a man like us in all things except sin, so we follow them in all things except sin—whether their sin be one of heresy, schism, sexual immorality, or sacrilege. The faithful have a duty to form their minds and their consciences to know whom to follow and when; we are not mechanical puppets.

And neither are the popes: they are men of flesh and blood, with their own intellect and free will, memory and imagination, opinions, aspirations, ambitions. They can cooperate better or worse with the graces and responsibilities of their supreme office. The pope unquestionably has a singular and unique authority on earth as the Vicar of Christ. It follows that he has a moral obligation to use it virtuously, for the common good of the Church—and that he can sin by abusing his authority or by failing to use it when or in the manner in which he ought to do so. Infallibility, correctly understood, is the Holy Spirit’s gift to him; the right and responsible use of his office is not something guaranteed by the Holy Spirit. Here the pope must pray and work, work and pray like the rest of us. He can rise or fall like the rest of us. Popes can make themselves worthy of canonization or of execration. At the end of his mortal pilgrimage, each successor of St. Peter will either attain eternal salvation or suffer eternal damnation. Faithful Christians, in like manner, will become either saintly by following the authentic teaching of the Church and repudiating all error and vice, or damnable by following spurious teaching and embracing what is false and evil.

Our teacher, our model, our doctrine, our way of life, these are all given to us, etched in stone, gloriously manifested in the Incarnate Word, inscribed in the fleshy tablets of our hearts. We are not awaiting them from the Pope, as if they do not already exist in fully finished form. He is here to help us do what our Lord is calling us to do, what our Lord has called every man to do. If any human being on the face of the earth tries to stand in the way, be it even the Pope himself, we must resist him and do what we know is right. [15]

NOTES
[1] To understand this point better, I recommend reading the words of Fr. Adrian Fortescue, http://liturgyguy.com/2015/09/26/papal-infallibility-revisited/, and the excellent posts of Fr. Hunwicke, such as http://liturgicalnotes.blogspot.com/2015/01/pope-or-tradition.html, http://liturgicalnotes.blogspot.com/2015/09/the-pope-and-spirit.html, http://liturgicalnotes.blogspot.com/2010/09/ratzingers-infallibility-2.html. This explanation of infallibility is also worthy of consideration: http://www.fisheaters.com/papolatry.html
[2] Following (sometimes verbatim) H. J. A. Sire’s account in Phoenix from the Ashes (Kettering, OH: Angelico Press, 2015), 17–18.

[3] He did not carry through with this move—but only because the Emperor forbade it.

[4] Again following the account in Sire, Phoenix, 18–19.

[5] See Sire, Phoenix, 384–88.

[6] Following the detailed account of Roberto de Mattei, http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/03/de-mattei-st-brunos-filial-resistance.html.

[7] For full details, see http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/01/a-pope-who-fell-into-heresy-church-that.html.

[8] See Alcuin Reid, The Organic Development of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2005), 37.

[9] We should not be surprised to find that, almost 400 years later, Archbishop Bugnini in 1963 expressed his unbounded admiration for the Quignonez Breviary, which in many ways served as the model for the new Liturgy of the Hours.

[10] It only gets worse in Pope Francis’ Evangelii Gaudium n. 161, where we read the absurd statement: “Along with the virtues, this [observance of Christ’s teaching] means above all the new commandment, the first and the greatest of the commandments, and the one that best identifies us as Christ’s disciples: ‘This is my commandment, that you love one another as I have loved you’ (John 15:12).” 
Never in the Christian tradition has John 15:12 been confused with the first and greatest commandment. Characteristic of the same confusion are the misleading applications of Romans 13:8, 10 and James 2:8 that follow, which give the impression that “the law” being spoken of is comprehensive, when in fact it refers to the moral law. In other words, to say that love of neighbor “fulfills the whole law” means that it does all that the law requires in our dealings with one another. It is not speaking of our prior obligation to love God first and more than everyone else, including our very selves.

[11] See Sire, Phoenix, 331–358, for an excellent treatment of the problems.

[12] For details, see Michael Davies, Pope Paul’s New Mass (Kansas City: Angelus Press, 2009), 299–328; Sire, Phoenix, 249, 277–82.

[13] Message for the World Day of Peace, 1999; compare the formula in a letter from 1980: “freedom to hold or not to hold a particular faith and to join the corresponding confessional community.”

[14] For good commentary, see Joseph Shaw: http://www.lmschairman.org/2015/09/marriage-and-annulment-reform.html, http://www.lmschairman.org/2015/09/worries-about-arguments-for-annulment.html, http://www.lmschairman.org/2015/09/annulment-reform-and-kasper-proposal.html, http://www.lmschairman.org/2015/09/what-will-we-make-of-quickie-annulments.html.

[15] St. Robert Bellarmine writes: “Just as it is licit to resist the Pontiff that aggresses the body, it is also licit to resist the one who aggresses souls or who disturbs civil order, or, above all, who attempts to destroy the Church. I say that it is licit to resist him by not doing what he orders and by preventing his will from being executed; it is not licit, however, to judge, punish, or depose him, since these acts are proper to a superior” (De Romano Pontifice, II.29, cited in Christopher Ferrara and Thomas Woods, The Great Façade, second ed. [Kettering, OH: Angelico Press, 2015], 187).

Why Should the Synod Fathers Walk Out?

http://www.onepeterfive.com/why-should-the-synod-fathers-walk-out/
By Steve Skojec, October 15, 2015
A person who still has the indissoluble sacramental marriage bond and who in spite of this lives in a stable marital cohabitation with another person, by Divine law cannot be admitted to Holy Communion. To do so would be a public statement by the Church nefariously legitimizing a denial of the indissolubility of the Christian marriage and at the same time repealing the sixth commandment of God: “Thou shalt not commit adultery”. No human institution, not even the Pope or an Ecumenical Council, has the authority and the competency to invalidate even in the slightest or indirect manner one of the ten Divine commandments or the Divine words of Christ: “What therefore God has joined together, let man not separate (Matthew 19:6)”. –Bishop Athanasius Schneider
Yesterday, I announced my participation in an open letter* asking Synod fathers to walk out rather than allow themselves to give the appearance of their consent to a heterodox outcome. This was not solely my idea, nor did it originate with me, though I am one of the text’s two principal co-authors, along with Patrick Archbold of Creative Minority Report and other Catholic publications. We received the help and consultation of others, including two veteran Catholic journalists, a theologian who has taken the Oath of Fidelity to the Magisterium as laid out by Ex Corde Ecclesiae, and a number of concerned laymen. This work was the result of a nearly-spontaneous idea that arose among a group of concerned Catholics who have seen mounting evidence that the Ordinary Synod on the Family which is happening right now is every bit as rigged as the Extraordinary Synod that happened last year, if not more so.

*http://www.onepeterfive.com/catholic-faithful-ask-bishops-to-abandon-the-failed-synod/ 
With the letter obtaining over 1000 signatures in less than 8 hours (and over 1900 within 24 hours), it seems clear that we do not stand alone in our concerns.
As one might expect after creating something like this, we’ve received a few questions, concerns, and even some angry responses to this initiative, so I wanted to take some time to explain why we are asking for this course of action.
Why are you asking the good bishops to run away? We need them to stand and fight!
This is the most common objection we’ve seen, and it’s an understandable one. We all want to fight evil, but that doesn’t mean we should rush into a slaughter, or worse, allow ourselves to be framed for one. This objection is indicative of an incomplete understanding of what is actually transpiring at the Synod. Our concern isn’t just about a stacked deck or an unfair fight – it’s that the entire outcome has already been pre-determined. We are troubled with mounting evidence that the Synod is only for show, and the goal of those who control it is to simply discard the concerns of its orthodox participants while producing a final document or set of instructions that undermine the Church’s teaching on marriage and sexuality without ever officially “changing” it.

If indeed the Synod is just ecclesiastical theater, and the bishops in attendance are able to determine that, why should they allow themselves to be used? Why should good bishops and cardinals lend the credibility of their presence to something that is, in fact, a lie? We have not asked them to leave now; our letter requests that “each and every faithful Catholic bishop at the Synod, having made every effort to resist these attacks on Christ’s teaching, if its direction remains unaltered and those faithful voices remain unheard, do his sacred duty and publicly retire from any further participation in the Synod before its conclusion so as to prevent greater scandal and confusion.”

This is a provisional request: IF the direction remains unaltered. IF the faithful voices remain unheard. Retire BEFORE the conclusion – at whatever point they deem any continuation of the exercise to be futile.

When it comes to this Synod, there are multiple causes for concern. It seems important, in light of our request, that we compile some of the more noteworthy among them here:

(This Ordinary Synod is a continuation of last year’s Extraordinary Synod, which was so extensively manipulated that the details of those events filled an entire book.

(There were a number of procedural abnormalities introduced to this portion of the Synod which would make it easier to maintain secrecy and to advance the Kasper position.

(It has been revealed that a group referred to as a “Shadow Synod” were already at work on the final recommendations to be given to Pope Francis before the Synod even began. It remains likely, though uncertain, that this is the same group that has been reported to be meeting privately on a daily basis with Pope Francis as the Synod’s work continues.

(The roster of papal appointees to this Synod reads like who’s who of heterodox bishops. Most notable among them are Cardinal Walter Kasper, whose eponymous proposal to allow the divorced and remarried to receive Holy Communion remains the focal point of faithful Catholic resistance to the Synod proceedings; and Cardinal Godfried Danneels, who, in addition to having advocated for same-sex marriage and legalized abortion, has been implicated in silencing clerical sex abuse victims in Belgium – with one notable instance caught on tape. He is also a participant in the so-called “St. Gallen Mafia,” a cabal of prelates who worked in secret against Pope Benedict and wanted to see Cardinal Bergoglio elected to modernize the Church.

(The information that is coming out of the Synod has been filtered through regional language attachés, with little coming directly from Synod participants. The English-language attaché, Fr. Thomas Rosica, has a clear bias, and has been widely accused of distorting the proceedings to support a heterodox agenda. In retaliation, he has blocked so many Twitter followers discussing his involvement that he has inspired his own hashtag: #RosicaBlockParty. These are not the actions of someone committed to transparency.

(Archbishop Stanislaw Gadecki of Poland has been blogging those Synod discussions and events he believes are important for the faithful to know. The Secretary General of the Synod, Cardinal Baldisseri, ordered these removed from his site, followed by a terse reminder of the restrictions from Fr. Rosica.

(Before being silenced, Archbishop Gadecki was the reason we came to know that Jose Luiz Cardinal Lacunza Maestrojuán, president of the Panamanian Bishops’ Conference “and appointed by Pope Francis as a synod rapporteur, made so bold as to propose that the Church abandon what Jesus says about marriage and divorce and return to the Law of Moses, whom he blasphemously claimed was more merciful than Jesus, the Font of Mercy.” He is also why we know that Maestrojuán was rebuked by Greek-Melkite Patriarch of Antioch, His Beatitude Gregory III Laham.

(Archbishop Gadecki also revealed that pro-homosexual theological propaganda has been being distributed among the Synod fathers.

(13 Cardinals were reported to have expressed their concerns to the pope about the Synod proceedings. Some have denied their involvement, while new names have emerged as signatories. Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the CDF, told Italian daily Corriere della Sera this week, “This is a new Vatileaks: the Pope’s private documents are private property of the Pope and no one else. No one can publish it, I do not know how that could happen. … The intention of those who willed its publication is to sow strife, to create tensions. I think that’s clear.”

(The pope himself is said to have been dismissive of the cardinals’ concerns.

(Article 26 § 1 of the official Synod rules states, “To arrive at the majority of votes, if the vote is for the approval of some item, 2/3 of the votes of the Members casting ballots is required; if for the rejection of some item, the absolute majority of the same Members is necessary.” 
Cardinal Baldisseri refused to acknowledge whether this rule would be honored in the pre-Synod press conference. We received word this week that when certain fathers asked about removing troubling language from the Instrumentum Laboris, they were told, “Well, if you want to get them out, it will require a two-thirds vote.” This is a clear change in the rules, which only require an “absolute” majority of 50% plus one.

(As we reported on Monday: The documents related to the synod coming out of the Vatican are written in Italian. This has caused some concerns because there are indications that the translations of the documents are being manipulated. Archbishop Chaput expressed his concern on this matter, stating: “As we move on to the process, there is a bit of worry in our group that when the final document is pronounced in Italian, and we’re asked to vote, we may not be very clear on what we’re voting for.”

(Of the final report committee, Gloria.TV reported: “Sandro Magister has examined the ten-member commission appointed by Pope Francis to write the final report on the synod. Four of them (Cardinal Wuerl, Archbishop Fernández, Cardinal Dew and Bishop Semeraro) were appointed by Francis to the Synod. All of them are pro-divorce and pro-homosexual. At least three other members represent the same ideology: Cardinal Baldisseri, Archbishop Forte, and the Superior General of the Jesuits, Fr Nicolás Pachón.”

This is not an exhaustive list. A good summary of what these factors signify for the Synod can be found in the words of Archbishop Tomash Peta of Astana, Kazakhstan, who has said:

Some synod fathers have not understood correctly the appeal of Pope Francis for an open discussion and started to bring forward ideas which contradict the bi-millennial Tradition of the Church, rooted in the Eternal Word of God. Unfortunately, one can still perceive the smell of this “infernal smoke” in some items of the “Instrumentum Laboris” and also in the interventions of some synod fathers this year.

To my mind, the main task of a Synod consists in indicating again to the Gospel of the marriage and of the family and that means to the teaching of Our Savior. It is not allowed to destroy the fundament – to destroy the rock.

Even if the Synod is being manipulated, this is a magisterial body, and a walkout is unprecedented/would be a schismatic act!
Not so. At various points throughout history, there have been bad synods, where manifest problems demanded protest by orthodox participants. A look back through the Church offers certain notable examples. The “Robber Council of Ephesus” (which was really a sham Synod) took place in 449. The heretical Synod of Pistoia was held in 1786 and condemned by Pope Pius VI in 1794.

At the Council of Basel, called by Pope Martin V in 1431, there arose a problem of runaway conciliarism. Conciliarism is an error in which it is believed that true ecclesiastical power rests within the body of the faithful, rather than in the pope or the bishops. According to conciliarism, the leaders of the Church, in exercising their powers of governance, do so because the faithful have thus bestowed this power upon them. (A bit like the way we do Western democracy these days.) Pope Martin died only a few weeks after convoking the council, and his successor, Pope Eugenius (Eugene) IV, saw the truth of what was happening – and that it represented a significant threat to his papal authority, particularly in the wake of the Great Schism. With this in mind, Pope Eugenius suspended the proceedings at Basel, and the orthodox bishops present there heeded his call to resume the council in Florence.  Some bishops, however, remained — believing that even the pope was subject to the authority of a general council — and when they attempted to suspend Eugenius, he excommunicated them.

The 15th Century is a long time ago. They did things differently then.
Fair enough. A more recent example is Vatican I, and the protest of a sizeable number of bishops over the promulgation of papal infallibility in Pastor Aeternus:
The most controverted question to come before the Council was that of papal infallibility. Like the rest of the bishops, the Americans were divided on the advisability and the possibility of a definition. The most active and vocal among them joined the opposition. The undisputed leader of this group was Kenrick. His chief supporters were Purcell, Domenec, Vérot, Whelan and Fitzgerald, of Little Rock.

[…]

The preliminary vote on the Constitution Pastor Aeternus, which contained the definitions of papal primacy and infallibility, was taken on July 13. Twenty-eight Americans were present. Eighteen of them approved the constitution as it stood; three asked further revisions; seven voted against it. After considerable discussion, the “International Committee” decided not to cast negative ballots at the public session on July 18. Instead, 55 of the opposition Fathers addressed a formal protest to the Pope and then left Rome. Kenrick, Vérot and Domenec were among the signers.

Only two of the American opponents attended the session at which, to the accompaniment of thunder and lightning, the Pope proclaimed the dogma of infallibility. One was Archbishop McCloskey, who joined 24 other prelates from the United States in voting placet. The other was Bishop Fitzgerald, of Little Rock, who has gone down in history as one of the two Fathers who voted non placet. A satisfactory explanation of Fitzgerald’s decision to attend and vote “no” has never been given.

All of the American bishops accepted the dogma once it had been proclaimed.
In his True Story of the Vatican Council, Henry Edward Cardinal Manning recounts:
The two bishops who voted on that day against the decree, as soon as Pius the Ninth had confirmed it, at once submitted and made a profession of their faith. They proved by their adverse vote the liberty which the 55 who left Rome equally possessed; and by their prompt submission they showed to the world that their opposition had been offered not to the truth of the doctrine, but to the expediency of defining it.
In the instance of the First Vatican Council, these 55 bishops removed themselves from the proceedings rather than vote against the promulgation of Pastor Aeternus, and by extension, Pope Pius IX, openly. They opposed something which in fact became a dogma; but these were not schismatic men, nor were they accused of being such. They were faithful sons of the Church, loyal to her teaching, concerned about the potential damage such a proclamation might do, and ultimately, obedient to the legitimate exercise of papal authority on the matter.

If bishops can in good conscience and without culpability leave an Ecumenical Council in protest over the promulgation of something proven to be a Divine Truth, how much more liberty should they be afforded when faced with the possibility of removing themselves from a Synod attempting to introduce pastoral practices which will lead the faithful into error and sin?

It is an unfortunate fact that those who remain at the Synod until the end will be suspected of complicity in what it produces; as with the letter of the 13 cardinals, it will be very difficult (and perhaps even impossible, depending upon the confidentiality maintained around the proceedings) to know who took what stand and why.

If it comes to a point where the Synod can be deemed irretrievably engineered in favor of a bad outcome, why shouldn’t those who love Christ and His Church remove themselves in protest? It would be a profound statement, and one not soon forgotten.

5 out of 21 readers’ comments:
1. You make a strong case, Steve. Well done. Those bullet points are powerful, I must say. I did hear today a possible problem that could arise from a 'walk out'. Namely, what would the exiting bishops do if Pope Francis himself were to command them, order them, to return to the Synod hall? I am not myself well-versed enough in ecclesiastical law to know what their responsibilities under obedience to the Supreme Pontiff would be in such a case, but I think it is worth considering as a 'future possible' circumstance. And if they were in fact compelled to return, the questions would arise: would that make their act more (or less) powerful?

The historical precedent you cite from Vatican I is indeed powerful because, as you observe, that was an Ecumenical Council of the Church and not a mere 'Synod' offering "recommendations" to the pope. Good point. Good enough for Vatican I, good enough for me. However, there are two important distinctions that I think need to be made in regard to this example. First [and not to be facile but] there was no internet, obviously, in the 19th century, and therefore no way for the lay faithful 'en masse' to exert such a [possibly momentous] pressure on the assembled prelates. But in our day for every person who signs this petition, there IS that moral question of whether they are, in the eyes of God, *justified* in so inserting themselves into such an august assembly of cardinals and bishops under the direct supervision of the pope himself. Yes, per Canon 212, the lay faithful have the "right" to manifest their views to the Pastors of the Church. But the question of whether it is *suitable* for them to do so, especially in these circumstances, remains to be answered, I think.

Second, the example of Vatican I shows that these 55 bishops *themselves* decided to walk out in protest. It says nothing about any pressure being applied to them from outside the Council halls to do so. And this might seem like nit-picking, but I disagree. Yes, these bishops walked out. Good for them. But they were BISHOPS after all. And, as well, they were, by the providence of God, selected to be actual PARTICIPANTS at the Council. It WAS fully under THEIR aegis to do so. And these two facts are not, I think, inconsequential for someone today considering whether or not they should sign this petition. You and I, as lay faithful, are NOT bishops and, in the providence of God, we have NOT been called ourselves to participate at this Synod.

Yes, in a general way, Canon 212 gives us rights as lay persons (and even duties, it is true) to "manifest to the sacred Pastors [our] views on matters which concern the good of the Church". But, as both Aristotle and Aquinas would surely remind us, the *circumstances* of an act are very important for determining whether it is morally upright or not. There is a difference between meeting in private, for example, with our local bishop to 'make our views known' and starting a worldwide public petition addressed to a formal assembly of bishops in Rome. What is appropriate in the first circumstance may not be appropriate in the second. Object, Intention, Circumstances. The 'Object' is surely covered by Canon 212. The 'Intention' is for each signee to determine for themselves before God. But the Circumstances of this act *could* make it such that a reasonable and prudent man would demur.

Moreover, Canon 212[3] does also state: "...in keeping with their knowledge, competence, and position". This goes, I think, directly to the question of "who we are" to make such a bold action. Do we [signees] have the Knowledge of all the [pertinent] details of the bullet points above? Do we [signees] have the theological and philosophical training (competence) to make such important distinctions? And, perhaps most importantly, do we [signees] have the Position (authority by God's providence) to act so decisively in the matter? How much "authority", in other words, does Canon 212 grant us, given these specific circumstances?

Anyway, these were some of the things I thought about as I considered signing this petition. And don't get me wrong, I think there is a strong case indeed for the licitude of signing. There is a lot of evidence, as your numerous bullet points attest, of good reasons for prudent persons to sign. I just wanted to bring up these considerations as a contribution to the discussion. And they are delivered with all affection because I am a big fan of you personally and of 1P5. Godspeed man.

2. I imagine brighter minds have already hashed this out, but in my mind, Steve's idea very neatly parallels Matthew 16:23. When Peter proposes evil, Christ himself would disengage.
3. In addition to the heresy that is being 'discussed' at the Synod, it's very important not to miss a very "dangerous" item of devolving doctrinal authority to local churches that has been brought up by Rorate Caeli on Oct 14. Here is the must-read link: http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/10/doctrinal-devolution-to-bishops.html.
I quote Rorate Caeli with respect to Pope Francis' observed intentions:

"If ever a measure of doctrinal authority were to be devolved to the bishops' conferences, then Rome would be faced with a never-ending battle to regulate, limit or claim back that authority. The damage to the papacy's authority and the chaos that would spread throughout the universal Church are too terrible to contemplate." 

The above is also a danger that one of your commenters, Johnny Curedents, has mentioned in his comments on your blog. I posted the following comment, (under the name of "geneticallycatholic"), on Fr. Ray Blake's blog post entitled "From Dissolubility of Marriage to Dissolubility of the Church": (N.B.I made a few changes below for hopefully, easier reading):

Rorate Caeli posted a very important post, which provides an explanation of the possibility -indeed probability - of danger to the Church of Rome. Last year, when Pope Francis heralded Cardinal Kasper at the Consistory in Feb 2104, because orthodox Cardinals whom I respected were so against what Cardinal Kasper had written, I did some research, which I had forgotten about until I read the above-mentioned Rorate Caeli's post.

Here are the results of my research, and my interpretation: Pope Francis is going to devolve authority to the local episcopal areas. Indeed, ‘devolution of authority to local churches’ has been an on-going battle between Kasper and Benedict XVI has been for many years. Cardinal Avery Dulles wrote about this battle (see a summary of Cardinal Dulles’ article here: https://www.ewtn.com/library/T... ) In this summary, Cardinal Dulles alludes to Gallicanism – which I believe is why Danneels et al called themselves St. Galen’s Mafia. Remember the St. Galen Mafia that Cardinal Danneels boasted about and admitted to being a part of recently - and which opposed to Benedict XVI during his pontificate?.

Cardinal Danneels was also on Cardinal Kasper’s side, regarding devolution of authority to local churches. See an article by Fr. Raymond de Souza here: http://www.ncregister.com/dail... . Fr. Raymond de Souza in this article uses the same quote as Rorate Caeli did today: “Quis custodiet Kasper?” It now makes sense why the Holy Father, in spite of Cardinal Danneels’ record of condoning sex abuse, has appointed Cardinal Danneels on the Synod committee to draft the final SYNOD report. The recommendation will be to devolve authority to the local churches.

Knowing what Pope Francis probably will do, also gives us an understanding as to why Cardinal Marx has changed his tune from ‘We are not a subsidiary of Rome’, to ‘we will be in unity with the pope’ – as probably Pope Francis will use the excuse of the ‘deadlock’ between progressive and orthodox participants at the Synod to give local churches decision-making power to perhaps not change doctrine (as Rorate Caeli suggests) but to institute their own praxis – which of course will undermine doctrine. Cardinals Marx and Kasper then can happily go about giving the Eucharist to the divorced and remarried.

We really need to pray that this does not happen…Sounds pretty far-fetched doesn't it? But is it any more far off than what is currently being debated about in the Synod? And the links that I have provided show that the role of local churches vs the Church of Rome has been hotly debated.

Here is yet another quote about the debate "... the debate between Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger and Cardinal Walter Kasper on the relation between the universal Church and the local churches is of utmost importance. William Henn, O.F.M. Cap., notes that “it is widely considered 
to be one of the most pressing theological tasks of the Church today.” ...source: (http://cdn.theologicalstudies.... )

Finally, I'll end with quote from the same post of Rorate Caeli : "It is the height of irony for Catholic apologists and commentators to continue to be silent in the face of this obvious attack on the authority of the Apostolic See and the unity of the universal Church..." which is why I bring it up. I don't do irony.

P.S. I signed the petition asking the Synod Fathers to walk because it's important to not keep quiet about what's going on- though I don't know if even walking out will stop Pope Francis from this particular action: devolving doctrinal powers to the local churches. Perhaps only Our Lady and the Holy Spirit will be able to get him to change his mind.

4. Very well done, Steve. Though I know you did not intend for your list to be exhaustive, I would like to mention here in the comments at least one other thing which, I think, deserves attention: the fact that the executive director of a heretical, pro-sodomy "Catholic" organization ("New Ways Ministry") with exactly zero journalistic credentials was given a press pass and called upon to ask questions, while a priest (Fr. Nicholas Gregoris) with very good credentials was given the boot for confronting a prelate after the conclusion of the press conference.
5. This synod is a continuation of the Revolution which took place at Vatican II as is brilliantly explained by Dr. Robert Sungenis in his talk Was God Behind the Ambiguities of Vatican II? Anyone who wants to read a transcript of this enlightening Talk can Message me on Facebook and I will send the transcript to their email address –Lawrence Myers
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