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MARCH 4/UPDATED JULY 25, 2017        
The Dubia or Doubts about Pope Francis’ Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia
2016: In chronological order till page 54; some updating of 2016 articles pages 54-59 
Pope fails to reply to 4 cardinals’ urgent plea for clarification, so they go public

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pope-fails-to-reply-to-4-cardinals-urgent-plea-for-clarification-so-they-go
By John-Henry Westen, November 14, 2016
Four Cardinals have released an historic letter to Pope Francis in which they pleaded with him for clarity regarding his Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

Dated September 19, 2016, the letter asked the pope 5 short questions which call for ‘yes or no’ answers which would immediately clarify the meaning of the confusion-plagued document on precisely those points where theologians, priests and even bishops have offered contradicting interpretations.

After nearly two months of the pope’s refusal to respond, the Cardinals have released their letter with an explanatory note giving the faithful the opportunity to see their grave concerns, which touch directly on the integrity of the Catholic faith.

The timing of the letter to the pope is notable. It comes ten days after the release of the first public indication that Pope Francis approved an interpretation of Amoris Laetitia that had been previously described as ‘heretical’ by one of the Cardinal signatories – one that would permit remarried divorcees who could not get an annulment to receive communion without forgoing sexual relations. That public revelation was a letter from Pope Francis to the bishops of the Buenos Aires region in Argentina approving of their interpretation of the controversial eighth chapter of Amoris Laetitia as the only valid one.

The questions and an explanatory note about them are reproduced below by LifeSiteNews.  Other than the practical question on the availability of confession and communion to divorced and remarried Catholics who refuse continence, the questions concern the constant teaching of the Catholic Church on absolute moral norms, on intrinsically evil acts that are binding without exceptions, on the objective situation of grave habitual sin and on conscience.

Signed by Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner, the letter tells the Pope of the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from Amoris Laetitia. The cardinals explain that they are “compelled in conscience by our pastoral responsibility” to call on Pope Francis “with profound respect” to give answer to the questions posed reminding him that as Pope he is “called by the Risen One to confirm his brothers in the faith” and to “resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity.”

In a note explaining to the faithful their release of the letter, the cardinals reveal the letter had its “origin in a deep pastoral concern,” about the “grave disorientation and great confusion of many faithful regarding extremely important matters for the life of the Church.”

As cardinals, they wrote, they “are entrusted with the task of helping the Pope to care for the universal Church.”  The four Cardinals interpreted the Pope’s decision not to respond “as an invitation to continue the reflection, and the discussion, calmly and with respect” and thus chose to inform “the entire people of God about our initiative, offering all of the documentation.”

They expressed their hope that it would not be interpreted as “any form of politics in the Church” nor lead to their being unjustly accused as “adversaries of the Holy Father and people devoid of mercy.” Rather, they said, “What we have done and are doing has its origin in the deep collegial affection that unites us to the Pope, and from an impassioned concern for the good of the faithful.”

The gravity of the present situation in the Church is underlined by the rarity of the intervention of the four cardinals now made public.
As the cardinals state in an explanatory note, “the interpretation of (Amoris Laetitia) also implies different, contrasting approaches to the Christian way of life,” and thus the questions touch “on fundamental issues of the Christian life.”

It is noteworthy that of the four signatories, three are retired cardinals, thus unable to be removed from offices by a pope who has demonstrated a willingness to remove from office those who do not share his vision. Cardinal Burke is the only one not retired.
Moreover, while the cardinals surely undertook the measure to make the letter public for the good of the Church and in the spirit of the pope’s oft repeated call for synodality, the publication of the letter also serves to reveal to the faithful not only the grave disorientation and confusion caused by Pope Francis, but also his knowledge of its gravity and his choice not to end the confusion.
See the full text of the letter and accompanying explanatory notes and the five questions here [see below].
Readers have left 112 comments

[The Dubia] Full Text and Explanatory Notes of Cardinals’ Questions on ‘Amoris Laetitia’
The full documentation relating to the cardinals’ initiative, entitled ‘Seeking Clarity: A Plea to Untie the Knots in Amoris Laetitia.’ 

http://www.ncregister.com/blog/edward-pentin/full-text-and-explanatory-notes-of-cardinals-questions-on-amoris-laetitia 

By Edward Pentin, National Catholic Register, Rome correspondent, November 14, 2016
Four cardinals have turned to what they call an “age-old” process of posing a series of questions to Pope Francis in the hope that his clarification will help clear up “grave disorientation and great confusion” caused by key parts of his summary document on the synod on the family, Amoris Laetitia.

The cardinals — Carlo Caffarra, archbishop emeritus of Bologna; Raymond Burke, patron of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta; Walter Brandmüller, president emeritus of the Pontifical Committee for Historical Sciences; and Joachim Meisner, archbishop emeritus of Cologne — sent five questions, called dubia (Latin for “doubts”), to the Holy Father and Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, on Sept. 19, along with an accompanying letter.

Each of the dubia is aimed at eliciting from the Apostolic See clarification on key parts of the document, most notably whether it is admissible to allow any remarried divorcees without an annulment Holy Communion.

Due to varying interpretations of this and other parts of the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia (The Joy of Love), some of which appear to contradict previous papal teachings (those of Pope St. John Paul II in particular), the cardinals said they chose to highlight those points in “charity and justice,” for the sake of Church unity. 

Consistent with his tendency of so far not responding to concerns about the apostolic exhortation, the Holy Father also did not reply to their request, although sources confirm that he did receive it.

The cardinals therefore said they “have interpreted his sovereign decision as an invitation to continue the reflection and the discussion, calmly and with respect” and “are informing the entire people of God about our initiative, offering all of the documentation.”

Here below is the complete documentation comprising “a necessary foreword,” the dubia, the accompanying letter sent to the Pope and the cardinals’ explanatory notes. 

Seeking Clarity: A Plea to Untie the Knots in Amoris Laetitia

1. A Necessary Foreword
The sending of the letter to His Holiness Pope Francis by four cardinals derives from a deep pastoral concern.

We have noted a grave disorientation and great confusion of many faithful regarding extremely important matters for the life of the Church. We have noted that even within the episcopal college there are contrasting interpretations of Chapter 8 of Amoris Laetitia.

The great Tradition of the Church teaches us that the way out of situations like this is recourse to the Holy Father, asking the Apostolic See to resolve those doubts, which are the cause of disorientation and confusion.

Ours is, therefore, an act of justice and charity.

Of justice: With our initiative, we profess that the Petrine ministry is the ministry of unity, and that to Peter, to the Pope, belongs the service of confirming in the faith.

Of charity: We want to help the Pope to prevent divisions and conflicts in the Church, asking him to dispel all ambiguity.

We have also carried out a specific duty. According to the Code of Canon Law (349) the cardinals, even taken individually, are entrusted with the task of helping the Pope to care for the universal Church.

The Holy Father has decided not to respond. We have interpreted his sovereign decision as an invitation to continue the reflection and the discussion, calmly and with respect.

And so we are informing the entire people of God about our initiative, offering all of the documentation.

We hope that no one will choose to interpret the matter according to a “progressive/conservative” paradigm. That would be completely off the mark. We are deeply concerned about the true good of souls, the supreme law of the Church, and not about promoting any form of politics in the Church.

We hope that no one will judge us unjustly, as adversaries of the Holy Father and people devoid of mercy. What we have done and are doing derives from the deep collegial affection that unites us to the Pope, and from an impassioned concern for the good of the faithful.

Cardinal Walter Brandmüller

Cardinal Raymond L. Burke

Cardinal Carlo Caffarra

Cardinal Joachim Meisner

 

2. The Letter of the Four Cardinals to the Pope

To His Holiness Pope Francis and for the attention of His Eminence Cardinal Gerhard L. Müller

Most Holy Father,

Following the publication of your apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, theologians and scholars have proposed interpretations that are not only divergent, but also conflicting, above all in regard to Chapter VIII. Moreover, the media have emphasized this dispute, thereby provoking uncertainty, confusion and disorientation among many of the faithful.

Because of this, we the undersigned, but also many bishops and priests, have received numerous requests from the faithful of various social strata on the correct interpretation to give to Chapter VIII of the exhortation.
Now, compelled in conscience by our pastoral responsibility and desiring to implement ever more that synodality to which Your Holiness urges us, with profound respect, we permit ourselves to ask you, Holy Father, as supreme teacher of the faith, called by the Risen One to confirm his brothers in the faith, to resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity, benevolently giving a response to the dubia that we attach the present letter.

May Your Holiness wish to bless us, as we promise constantly to remember you in prayer.

Cardinal Walter Brandmüller

Cardinal Raymond L. Burke

Cardinal Carlo Caffarra

Cardinal Joachim Meisner

Rome, September 19, 2016

 

3. The Dubia
1. It is asked whether, following the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (300-305), it has now become possible to grant absolution in the sacrament of penance and thus to admit to holy Communion a person who, while bound by a valid marital bond, lives together with a different person more uxorio without fulfilling the conditions provided for by Familiaris Consortio, 84, and subsequently reaffirmed by Reconciliatio et Paenitentia, 34, and Sacramentum Caritatis, 29. Can the expression “in certain cases” found in Note 351 (305) of the exhortation Amoris Laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio?
 

2. After the publication of the post-synodal exhortation Amoris Laetitia (304), does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 79, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, on the existence of absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts and that are binding without exceptions?
 

3. After Amoris Laetitia (301) is it still possible to affirm that a person who habitually lives in contradiction to a commandment of God’s law, as for instance the one that prohibits adultery (Matthew 19:3-9), finds him or herself in an objective situation of grave habitual sin (Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, “Declaration,” June 24, 2000)?
 

4. After the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (302) on “circumstances which mitigate moral responsibility,” does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 81, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, according to which “circumstances or intentions can never transform an act intrinsically evil by virtue of its object into an act ‘subjectively’ good or defensible as a choice”?
 

5. After Amoris Laetitia (303) does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 56, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, that excludes a creative interpretation of the role of conscience and that emphasizes that conscience can never be authorized to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object?

4. Explanatory Note of the Four Cardinals

CONTEXT
Dubia (from the Latin: “doubts”) are formal questions brought before the Pope and to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith asking for clarifications on particular issues concerning doctrine or practice.

What is peculiar about these inquiries is that they are worded in a way that requires a “Yes” or “No” answer, without theological argumentation. This way of addressing the Apostolic See is not an invention of our own; it is an age-old practice.

Let’s get to what is concretely at stake.

Upon the publication of the post-synodal apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia on love in the family, a debate has arisen particularly around its eighth chapter. Here specifically, Paragraphs 300-305 have been the object of divergent interpretations.

For many — bishops, priests, faithful — these paragraphs allude to or even explicitly teach a change in the discipline of the Church with respect to the divorced who are living in a new union, while others, admitting the lack of clarity or even the ambiguity of the passages in question, nonetheless argue that these same pages can be read in continuity with the previous magisterium and do not contain a modification in the Church’s practice and teaching.

Motivated by a pastoral concern for the faithful, four cardinals have sent a letter to the Holy Father under the form of dubia, hoping to receive clarity, given that doubt and uncertainty are always highly detrimental to pastoral care.

The fact that interpreters come to different conclusions is also due to divergent ways of understanding the Christian moral life. In this sense, what is at stake in Amoris Laetitia is not only the question of whether or not the divorced who have entered into a new union can — under certain circumstances — be readmitted to the sacraments.

Rather, the interpretation of the document also implies different, contrasting approaches to the Christian way of life.

Thus, while the first question of the dubia concerns a practical question regarding the divorced and civilly remarried, the other four questions touch on fundamental issues of the Christian life.
 

THE QUESTIONS

Doubt No. 1:

It is asked whether, following the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (300-305), it has now become possible to grant absolution in the sacrament of penance, and thus to admit to holy Communion a person who, while bound by a valid marital bond, lives together with a different person more uxorio without fulfilling the conditions provided for by Familiaris Consortio, 84, and subsequently reaffirmed by Reconciliatio et Paenitentia, 34, and Sacramentum Caritatis, 29. Can the expression “in certain cases” found in Note 351 (305) of the exhortation Amoris Laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio?

Question 1 makes particular reference to Amoris Laetitia, 305, and to Footnote 351. While Note 351 specifically speaks of the sacraments of penance and Communion, it does not mention the divorced and civilly remarried in this context, nor does the main text.

Pope John Paul II’s apostolic exhortation Familiaris Consortio, 84, already contemplated the possibility of admitting the divorced and civilly remarried to the sacraments. It mentions three conditions:

(The persons concerned cannot separate without committing new injustices (for instance, they may be responsible for the upbringing of their children);

(They take upon themselves the commitment to live according to the truth of their situation, that is, to cease living together as if they were husband and wife (more uxorio), abstaining from those acts that are proper to spouses;

(They avoid giving scandal (that is, they avoid giving the appearance of sin so as to avoid the danger of leading others into sin).

 

The conditions mentioned by Familiaris Consortio, 84, and by the subsequent documents recalled will immediately appear reasonable once we remember that the marital union is not just based on mutual affection and that sexual acts are not just one activity among others that couples engage in.

Sexual relations are for marital love. They are something so important, so good and so precious that they require a particular context, the context of marital love. Hence, not only the divorced living in a new union need to abstain, but also everyone who is not married. For the Church, the Sixth Commandment — “Do not commit adultery” — has always covered any exercise of human sexuality that is not marital, i.e., any kind of sexual relations other than those engaged in with one’s rightful spouse. It would seem that admitting to Communion those of the faithful who are separated or divorced from their rightful spouse and who have entered a new union in which they live with someone else as if they were husband and wife would mean for the Church to teach by her practice one of the following affirmations about marriage, human sexuality and the nature of the sacraments:

 

(A divorce does not dissolve the marriage bond, and the partners to the new union are not married. However, people who are not married can under certain circumstances legitimately engage in acts of sexual intimacy.
( A divorce dissolves the marriage bond. People who are not married cannot legitimately engage in sexual acts. The divorced and remarried are legitimate spouses and their sexual acts are lawful marital acts.

(A divorce does not dissolve the marriage bond, and the partners to the new union are not married. People who are not married cannot legitimately engage in sexual acts, so that the divorced and civilly remarried live in a situation of habitual, public, objective and grave sin. However, admitting persons to the Eucharist does not mean for the Church to approve their public state of life; the faithful can approach the Eucharistic table even with consciousness of grave sin, and receiving absolution in the sacrament of penance does not always require the purpose of amending one’s life. The sacraments, therefore, are detached from life: Christian rites and worship are on a completely different sphere than the Christian moral life.  
 

Doubt No. 2:

After the publication of the post-synodal exhortation Amoris Laetitia (304), does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 79, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, on the existence of absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts and that are binding without exceptions?

The second question regards the existence of so-called intrinsically evil acts. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 79, claims that one can “qualify as morally evil according to its species … the deliberate choice of certain kinds of behavior or specific acts, apart from a consideration of the intention for which the choice is made or the totality of the foreseeable consequences of that act for all persons concerned.”

Thus, the encyclical teaches that there are acts that are always evil, which are forbidden by moral norms that bind without exception (“moral absolutes”). These moral absolutes are always negative, that is, they tell us what we should not do. “Do not kill.” “Do not commit adultery.” Only negative norms can bind without exception.

According to Veritatis Splendor, with intrinsically evil acts no discernment of circumstances or intentions is necessary. Uniting oneself to a woman who is married to another is and remains an act of adultery, that as such is never to be done, even if by doing so an agent could possibly extract precious secrets from a villain’s wife so as to save the kingdom (what sounds like an example from a James Bond movie has already been contemplated by St. Thomas Aquinas, De Malo, q. 15, a. 1). John Paul II argues that the intention (say, “saving the kingdom”) does not change the species of the act (here: “committing adultery”), and that it is enough to know the species of the act (“adultery”) to know that one must not do it.
 

Doubt No. 3:

After Amoris Laetitia (301) is it still possible to affirm that a person who habitually lives in contradiction to a commandment of God’s law, as for instance the one that prohibits adultery (Matthew19:3-9), finds him or herself in an objective situation of grave habitual sin (Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, “Declaration,” June 24, 2000)?

In Paragraph 301, Amoris Laetitia recalls that: “The Church possesses a solid body of reflection concerning mitigating factors and situations.” And it concludes that “hence it can no longer simply be said that all those in any ‘irregular’ situation are living in a state of mortal sin and are deprived of sanctifying grace.”
In its “Declaration,” of June 24, 2000, the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts seeks to clarify Canon 915 of the Code of Canon Law, which states that those who “obstinately persist in manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to holy Communion.” The Pontifical Council’s “Declaration” argues that this canon is applicable also to faithful who are divorced and civilly remarried. It spells out that “grave sin” has to be understood objectively, given that the minister of the Eucharist has no means of judging another person’s subjective imputability.

Thus, for the “Declaration,” the question of the admission to the sacraments is about judging a person’s objective life situation and not about judging that this person is in a state of mortal sin. Indeed, subjectively he or she may not be fully imputable or not be imputable at all.

Along the same lines, in his encyclical Ecclesia de Eucharistia, 37, St. John Paul II recalls that “the judgment of one’s state of grace obviously belongs only to the person involved, since it is a question of examining one’s conscience.” Hence, the distinction referred to by Amoris Laetitia between the subjective situation of mortal sin and the objective situation of grave sin is indeed well established in the Church’s teaching.

John Paul II, however, continues by insisting that “in cases of outward conduct which is seriously, clearly and steadfastly contrary to the moral norm, the Church, in her pastoral concern for the good order of the community and out of respect for the sacrament, cannot fail to feel directly involved.” He then reiterates the teaching of Canon 915 mentioned above.

Question 3 of the Dubia, hence, would like to clarify whether, even after Amoris Laetitia, it is still possible to say that persons who habitually live in contradiction to a commandment of God’s law, such as the commandment against adultery, theft, murder or perjury, live in objective situations of grave habitual sin, even if, for whatever reasons, it is not certain that they are subjectively imputable for their habitual transgressions.

 

Doubt No. 4:

After the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (302) on “circumstances which mitigate moral responsibility,” does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 81, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, according to which “circumstances or intentions can never transform an act intrinsically evil by virtue of its object into an act ‘subjectively’ good or defensible as a choice”?

In Paragraph 302, Amoris Laetitia stresses that on account of mitigating circumstances “a negative judgment about an objective situation does not imply a judgment about the imputability or culpability of the person involved.” The Dubia point to the Church’s teaching as expressed in John Paul II’s Veritatis Splendor, according to which circumstances or good intentions can never turn an intrinsically evil act into one that is excusable or even good.

The question arises whether Amoris Laetitia, too, is agreed that any act that transgresses against God’s commandments, such as adultery, murder, theft or perjury, can never, on account of circumstances that mitigate personal responsibility, become excusable or even good.

Do these acts, which the Church’s Tradition has called bad in themselves and grave sins, continue to be destructive and harmful for anyone committing them in whatever subjective state of moral responsibility he may be?

Or could these acts, depending on a person’s subjective state and depending on the circumstances and intentions, cease to be injurious and become commendable or at least excusable?

 

Doubt No. 5:

After Amoris Laetitia (303) does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 56, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, that excludes a creative interpretation of the role of conscience and that emphasizes that conscience can never be authorized to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object?

Amoris Laetitia, 303, states that “conscience can do more than recognize that a given situation does not correspond objectively to the overall demands of the Gospel. It can also recognize with sincerity and honesty what for now is the most generous response which can be given to God.” The Dubia ask for a clarification of these affirmations, given that they are susceptible to divergent interpretations.

For those proposing the creative idea of conscience, the precepts of God’s law and the norm of the individual conscience can be in tension or even in opposition, while the final word should always go to conscience that ultimately decides about good and evil. According to Veritatis Splendor, 56, “on this basis, an attempt is made to legitimize so-called ‘pastoral’ solutions contrary to the teaching of the magisterium, and to justify a ‘creative’ hermeneutic according to which the moral conscience is in no way obliged, in every case, by a particular negative precept.”

In this perspective, it will never be enough for moral conscience to know “this is adultery,” or “this is murder,” in order to know that this is something one cannot and must not do.
Rather, one would also need to look at the circumstances or the intentions to know if this act could not, after all, be excusable or even obligatory (Question 4 of the Dubia). For these theories, conscience could indeed rightfully decide that, in a given case, God’s will for me consists in an act by which I transgress one of his commandments. “Do not commit adultery” is seen as just a general norm. In the here and now, and given my good intentions, committing adultery is what God really requires of me.  Under these terms, cases of virtuous adultery, lawful murder and obligatory perjury are at least conceivable.

This would mean to conceive of conscience as a faculty for autonomously deciding about good and evil and of God’s law as a burden that is arbitrarily imposed and that could at times be opposed to our true happiness.
However, conscience does not decide about good and evil. The whole idea of a “decision of conscience” is misleading. The proper act of conscience is to judge and not to decide. It says, “This is good.” “This is bad.” This goodness or badness does not depend on it. It acknowledges and recognizes the goodness or badness of an action, and for doing so, that is, for judging, conscience needs criteria; it is inherently dependent on truth.

God’s commandments are a most welcome help for conscience to get to know the truth and hence to judge verily. God’s commandments are the expression of the truth about our good, about our very being, disclosing something crucial about how to live life well. Pope Francis, too, expresses himself in these terms, when, in Amoris Laetitia, 295: “The law is itself a gift of God which points out the way, a gift for everyone without exception.”

Edward Pentin is the author of “The Rigging of a Vatican Synod? An Investigation into Alleged Manipulation at the Extraordinary Synod on the Family”, published by Ignatius Press.
PETITION TO POPE FRANCIS:

To Pope Francis: I support the 4 cardinals' letter pleading for clarity

https://lifepetitions.com/petition/pope-francis-i-support-the-4-cardinals-letter-pleading-for-clarity-on-amoris-laetitia 
Background:
Four Cardinals have released an historic letter (FULL TEXT) to Pope Francis in which they plead with him for clarity regarding his Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

Dated September 19, 2016, the letter asked the pope five short questions which call for ‘yes or no’ answers which would immediately clarify the meaning of the confusion-plagued document on precisely those points where theologians, priests and even bishops have offered contradicting interpretations.

After nearly two months of the pope’s refusal to respond, the Cardinals have released their letter with an explanatory note giving the faithful the opportunity to see their grave concerns, which touch directly on the integrity of the Catholic faith.

Signed by Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner, the letter tells the Pope of the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from Amoris Laetitia. 

The cardinals explain that they are “compelled in conscience by our pastoral responsibility” to call on Pope Francis “with profound respect” to give answer to the questions posed, reminding him that as Pope he is “called by the Risen One to confirm his brothers in the faith” and to “resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity.”

The Holy Father needs to know that the cardinals' concerns about the confusion caused by Amoris Laetitia are also shared by many of the faithful. Please take a moment to sign the petition and to share it.

To: His Holiness, Pope Francis 

Recently four cardinals sent you a letter expressing their concerns about what they called the "grave disorientation" and "great confusion" that has followed in the wake of the publication of the apostolic exhortation, Amoris Laetitia.
Bearing in mind canon law (§ 212:3) which states that the faithful "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" I express to you my full support for the content of the cardinals' letter. I also add my voice to their urgent request that you dispel confusion by responding to their five questions with a clear affirmation of the perennial teaching of the Church on marriage, the Sacraments, the moral law, and the nature and role of conscience.

Finally, I assure you of my heartfelt and daily prayers, that you be given the grace to lead Holy Mother Church with wisdom, prudence, and a courageous commitment to proclaiming the Gospel of Life in season and out of season. 

Updated: Famed papal ‘mouthpiece’ tweets about ‘witless worm’ while criticizing 4 Cardinals
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/popes-mouthpiece-deletes-witless-worm-tweet-using-gandalf-to-criticize-card
By Pete Baklinski, Rome, November 18/December 29, 2016
Update Dec. 29, 2016: Fr. Antonio Spadaro claimed in a Nov. 27 tweet that he was “considering” a tweet that referred to himself and the Pope as Wormtongue and Saruman when he tweeted the “witless worm” screenshot. 
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A Jesuit priest often described as Pope Francis' "mouthpiece" has deleted a tweet in which he appeared to compare cardinals of the Church to the character Wormtongue from the Lord of the Rings.

Fr. Antonio Spadaro's tweet came amidst a stream of posts criticizing four cardinals for raising concerns about the Pope’s confusion-plagued exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

Spadaro began criticizing those who “don't like what they hear” in a series of more than a dozen tweets beginning Monday Nov. 14, the same day the cardinals’ went public with their letter asking Francis to answer five "yes or no" questions (Dubia) to clarify what they called “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation” in the Exhortation.
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The following day, Spadaro ramped up his criticism, calling the Pope’s exhortation an “act of the Magisterium,” a point largely contested by Cardinal Burke, one of the signers of the “Dubia.” Spadaro stated that those who find the exhortation problematic should stop asking the “same question until you get the answer *you* want.”
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Only hours later that same day Spadaro tweeted a screenshot from the Lord of the Rings Trilogy where the hero Gandalf confronts the traitor Wormtongue for poisoning the King’s ear to accept the reign of evil. In the screenshot, Spadaro included the subtitle of Gandalf stating, in reference to the traitor, that he refuses “to bandy crooked words with a witless worm.”

Twitter users apparently had no trouble understanding the meaning behind the post, with some even wondering if Spadaro’s account had been hacked. 
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It was shortly after this that Spadaro deleted the tweet, but not before it was retweeted and later captured and preserved by others.
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Catholic bloggers, faithful to the teaching of the Catholic Church, did not fail to see the irony in Spadaro’s tweet. 

“Yes, one of the Pope's closest allies wants you to think that those who supported the ‘Dubia’ are akin to the traitorous spies of Saruman. And Pope Francis is Gandalf… Maybe Spadaro took down his tweet because the irony was too rich even for him,” wrote one blogger. 

The exhortation continues to be a hotbed of controversy since its publication in April. It has been criticized for its ambiguity on the issues of the indissolubility of marriage and whether couples in adulterous relationships can receive Holy Communion.

Sources in Rome close to the Pope say he is “not happy at all” and is "boiling with rage" over the Cardinals raising their concerns about his exhortation. 

Spadaro tweeted today that he “laughs” at such a suggestion. He wrote off the Cardinals’ Dubia as a matter of “ecclesiastical quarrels.”
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Earlier this week Francis took the unprecedented step of canceling a scheduled meeting with the world's cardinals that was to take place during this weekend's consistory, in which they were to discuss important issues facing the Church. 
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‘At best naive’: New U.S. Cardinal Tobin chides 4 Cardinals over Amoris criticism

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-elect-tobin-blasts-amoris-critics-not-a-yes-or-no-matter
By Claire Chretien, Rome, November 21, 2016
New American Cardinal Joseph Tobin strongly criticized the "troublesome" request of four cardinals to Pope Francis asking him to clarify whether Amoris Laetitia is at odds with Catholic moral teaching.

Tobin, recently named to become the archbishop of Newark, told The Tablet before the consistory last week that the cardinals' concerns about Amoris Laetitia are "at best naive" and hinted that they might be comparable to the Arian heresy of the fourth century.

The most recent concerns about Amoris Laetitia, which some progressives interpret to contradict Catholic doctrine by seemingly giving permission for the divorced and remarried to receive Holy Communion, came from Cardinals Raymond Burke, Joachim Meisner, Walter Brandmüller, and Carlo Caffarra. Their dubia, or formal request, for clarification went unanswered by the pope for two months. The cardinals then went public with it.

Burke has said the cardinals are contemplating a “formal correction” if their concerns remain unanswered.

Although Pope Francis still hasn't officially responded, he admonished the "legalism" of Amoris Laetitia critics in an interview and said he wasn't "losing sleep" over the matter. EWTN's Edward Pentin says a Vatican source told him the pope is "boiling with rage" over the criticism.

Tobin told The Tablet, "Amoris Laetitia cannot simply be reduced to a question of ‘yes or no’ in a specific pastoral situation. The Holy Father is capturing the work of two synods so if four cardinals say that two synods were wrong, or that somehow the Holy Father didn’t reflect what was said in those synods, I think that should be questioned."

"Reading the [synod] documents and knowing a little about the participants, I realize it was not easy but you are dealing with difficult pastoral questions," Tobin continued. "Just to simply reduce it to a 'dubium', I think it is at best naive."

Tobin also had strong words for the United States after its presidential election. He blasted the "distressing and shocking" "polarization in American society" that "always risks seeping into the Church as well."
"One of the principle missions of the Church in the United States is to be an agent of healing that promotes the common good, and unity in diversity," he said. "That’s always been a hallmark of the American Church, because American Catholics all came from some place else. If we forgot that as American Catholics, on the day of judgment it will not be Jesus who condemns us, it will be our grandparents, because we forgot...In the wake of that election I feel the mission of the Church is even more crucial, not simply to be faithful to the Gospel but to help our nation preserve the best of its traditions."

Tobin is one of three American bishops made cardinals on the weekend. The other two are Cardinal Blase Cupich, archbishop of Chicago, and Cardinal Kevin Farrell, prefect of the Vatican's newly-created Dicastery for Laity, Family, and Life. 

At the U.S. bishops' meeting earlier this week, Tobin asked his brother bishops if their new three-year strategic plan is focused enough on environmentalism. He worried that the Trump administration won't focus enough on protecting the environment, making the issue "more urgent than ever."

Readers have left 25 comments

Head of Greek bishops rips Four Cardinals: You receive Communion ‘sacrilegiously,’ not the divorced

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/greek-bishop-rips-four-cardinals-its-you-who-receive-communion-sacrilegious
By Pete Baklinski, Greece, November 22, 2016
A Roman Catholic Greek bishop, who, during the Synod on the Family stated “it is not easy to sin,” has accused four Cardinals of “two very serious sins” for presenting Pope Francis with a set of yes-or-no questions that seek to clarify his recent exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

Retired Bishop Frangiskos Papamanolis, who serves as President of the Bishops’ Conference of Greece, wrote in a scathing open-letter dated Nov. 20 to the Cardinals that they should have renounced their title as “Cardinal” before presenting the Pope with their “dubia,” and thereby committing the sins of “apostasy” and “scandal.”

Following a standard, but little used, procedure within the Church, Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner wrote to the Pope asking him to answer five questions that would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from Amoris Laetitia.

The exhortation continues to be a hotbed of controversy since its publication in April. It has been criticized for its ambiguity on the issues of the indissolubility of marriage and whether couples in adulterous relationships can receive Holy Communion.

The four cardinals stated when they went public with their “dubia” last week, after the Pope failed to give them a response, that Amoris Laetitia “implies different, contrasting approaches to the Christian way of life,” and thus their questions touch “on fundamental issues of the Christian life.”

The five yes-or-no questions they ask are: 1) whether adulterers can receive Holy Communion; 2) whether there are absolute moral norms that must be followed “without exceptions;” 3) if habitual adultery is an “objective situation of grave habitual sin;” 4) whether an intrinsically evil act can be turned into a “‘subjectively’ good” act based on “circumstances or intentions;” and 5) if, based on “conscience,” one can act contrary to known “absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts.”

The cardinals explain that they were “compelled in conscience by our pastoral responsibility” to call on the pope “with profound respect” to give answer to the questions posed, reminding him that, as Pope, he is “called by the Risen One to confirm his brothers in the faith” and to “resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity.”

During his pontificate, Pope Francis has stressed “dialogue” and “openness” to those with whom one disagrees. In 2013 Francis personally phoned a Catholic journalist — who had been fired by a Catholic news organization after writing a piece critical of the pope — to tell him that the pope considers it “important” to receive “criticism.” On another occasion that same year, the pope wrote to conservative Archbishop Agostino Marchetto, thanking him for offering him correction on an undisclosed theological matter.

Instead of addressing the specific concerns raised by the Cardinals in their letter to the pope, Bishop Papamanolis accused them of heresy for questioning the pope, even claiming that as a result of their intervention, their Masses are sacrilegious.

“I fear your mental categories will find sophisticated arguments to justify what you are doing, so that you will not even consider it a sin to be dealt with in the sacrament of penance, and you will continue to celebrate Holy Mass each day and receive the Sacrament of the Eucharist sacrilegiously, while you claim you are scandalised if, in specific cases, a divorced person receives the Eucharist and you accuse the Holy Father Francis of heresy,” wrote the Bishop Emeritus of Syros, Santorini and Crete.

Last year Pope Francis broke away from standard practice by inviting two retired bishops, Papamanolis being one of them, to partake in the Synod on the Family. Prior to this, emeritus bishops were not permitted to attend such events.

Papamanolis concluded his letter this way: “Dearest brothers, may the Lord enlighten you to recognise your sin as soon as possible, and to make good the scandal you have given. With the love of Christ, I greet you fraternally.”

The four Cardinals have been the objects of derision for raising their concerns to Francis.

Last week Jesuit priest Fr. Antonio Spadaro took to Twitter to criticize the cardinals, at one point comparing them to a “witless worm.” Newly minted Cardinal Joseph Tobin has called the four “troublesome,” while Cardinal Blase Cupich, also newly minted, stated that Catholics who have “doubts or questions” about the exhortation need to have “conversion in their lives.”
Despite the backlash, the cardinals are holding fast to the course they have set, with Cardinal Burke stating last week that should the pope not clarify his meaning in the exhortation, they will consider making a “formal act of correction of a serious error.”

A translation of Bishop Papamanolis' letter (original here): […]
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Who are these four cardinals who wrote the ‘dubia’ to the Pope?

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/who-are-these-witless-worms-troublesome-heretics-and-apostates-who-wrote-th
By Pete Baklinski, November 22, 2016
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Editor's Note: This story has been updated Nov. 23, 2016 to include Vatican posts as well as academic qualifications of the four cardinals. 
While the four Cardinals who sent five yes-or-no questions to the pope asking him to clarify ambiguity in Amoris Laetitia have been called “witless worm[s],”

 HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-elect-tobin-blasts-amoris-critics-not-a-yes-or-no-matter"  “troublesome,”

 HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/greek-bishop-rips-four-cardinals-its-you-who-receive-communion-sacrilegious"  heretics and apostates, not many people know who these men are and what makes them uniquely qualified to ask the pope questions regarding his understanding of marriage, the sacraments, and morality.

Following what is essentially a standard, but little used, procedure within the Church, Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner wrote to the Pope in September asking him to answer five questions that would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which was released in April.

The exhortation has caused confusion among Church leaders for what critics say boils down to ambiguous teaching on the crucial issues of the indissolubility of marriage, the existence of absolute moral norms, and the role of conscience in making decisions.

These four Cardinals are internationally renowned for having fought long and hard on the fronts of life, marriage, and the family in their service to the Church. One is the world's foremost authority on Roman Catholic canon law. Another was specifically tasked by St. John Paul II to found academic institutions globally to form students in Catholic teaching on love, marriage, sexuality, and the family. Another is a world-renowned scholar of church history. Some of them have held top Vatican posts. 

They are known for their faithfulness, uncompromising fidelity to the Gospel, and zeal for truth. All have worked hard in their various capacities to restore the world to what St. John Paul II called a “culture of life.”

Cardinal Walter Brandmüller, 87 years old, continues to be one of the leading voices critical of proposals stemming from the Vatican’s Synod on the Family that critics say risk subverting Catholic teaching on the sacraments and morality.

He is a world renowned-scholar of church history, having published numerous books on the Crusades, the Spanish Inquisition, and the Reformation. He holds a doctorate in theology and is the former President of the Pontifical Commission for Historical Sciences. 

Brandmüller was one of five cardinals who contributed to the 2014 book Remaining in the Truth of Christ, which criticized Cardinal Walter Kasper’s proposal to open up Communion to civilly divorced and remarried Catholics.

He gave an interview in 2014 where he stated that pastoral work can in “no circumstances … be in contradiction with doctrine.” He also stated during this time that a valid marriage between a baptized man and a woman that has been consummated “is indissoluble: Only death can part them.”

In a 2015 interview, Brandmüller criticized what he called a “perverse lust for self-destruction” that he saw in the liberal agenda among Germany’s bishops, stating that the self-destruction comes about “by undermining the procreation of life in different ways and in putting into question the natural sexual identity of man and woman.” The Cardinal openly stated that same year that those who advocate for changing Catholic teaching on marriage are ‘heretics,’ even if they are bishops.

Earlier this year, just days before Pope Francis’ release of his exhortation, Brandmüller criticized as “impossible” the Synod’s suggestion that civilly divorced and remarried Catholic become “more integrated” into the Church. Married Catholics who enters into a new civil union are “committing adultery,” and that as long as such persons are unwilling to put an end to the sinful situation, they “cannot receive either absolution in Confession nor the Eucharist.” Any path other than repentance and change of life is “bound to fail,” the cardinal said, due to “its inherent untruthfulness.”

Cardinal Raymond Burke, patron of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta, has been an outspoken champion of the Church’s pro-life and pro-family teachings, especially as articulated by Popes Benedict and John Paul II.

He is recognized as one of the world’s foremost authorities on Roman Catholic canon law and became the first American in 2008 to hold the position of Defender of the Bond of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura, the church’s highest court. He holds a Doctorate in Canon Law (JCD) with a specialization in jurisprudence, a Diploma in Latin Letters, a Licentiate in Canon Law (JCL), and various other theology and philosophy degrees. 

Cardinal Burke has served at the Vatican in various posts, including: Congregation for Bishops, Member of the Secretariat of State (second section), member of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, member of the Congregation for the Causes of Saints, and member of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts.

In 2013, the Cardinal was removed by Pope Francis from the Congregation for Bishops, the influential department that oversees the selection of new bishops, while very liberally-minded prelates, such as Washington's Cardinal Donald Wuerl and Archbishop Vincent Nichols were added to replace him. Earlier this year, with Burke having been removed, then-Archbishop Blase Cupich of Chicago, yet another leader of the so-called ‘progressive’ camp in the Church, was also added as a member to the all-important Congregation. 
Under Pope Benedict, Burke is said to have played a major role in the appointments of some of the currently most orthodox bishops for the United States and other nations.

Burke was also demoted by Pope Francis in 2014 from being the Prefect of the Apostolic Signatura due to what critics said was his uncompromising defense of Church's teaching on life and family issues. He was also removed from the Congregation for Divine Worship this month, after submitting the "Dubia" to the Pope. 

In his commitment to defending the sacraments while holding fast to the Church’s teaching against abortion, the Cardinal has frequently insisted that persistently pro-abortion Catholic politicians be denied Holy Communion, as stated by Canon law.

He has called fighting the all-pervasive ‘contraceptive mentality’ “essential” for restoring the culture of life, has defended parents as the primary educators of their children, and has strongly defended marriage as the sacred union of one man and one woman.

Burke has urged Catholics on numerous occasions in the past two years to brace for martyrdom in the face of growing opposition to the Church’s clear teachings on marriage and the family.

His motto “Secundum Cor Tuum” (After Your own Heart) comes from the prayer “O good Jesus, make me a priest after Your own Heart.”

The Cardinal was vocal about problems arising during the Synod on the Family, stating that a door to offering Holy Communion for civilly divorced and remarried Catholics “does not exist and cannot exist.” He called the final synod report “deceptive in a serious way,” especially for its treatment of the sacraments and of parental responsibility for education.

In a 2015 interview, Burke said he was happy to be labeled a “fundamentalist” if that meant upholding the basics of the faith.

He caused a firestorm earlier this year when he stated that the Pope’s exhortation Amoris Laetitia was “not an act of the magisterium,” but a “personal reflection of the Pope” and therefore not “binding in conscience.”

The 68-year-old Cardinal will likely vote in the next conclave.

Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, 78 years old, who was tasked by Saint Pope John Paul II more than three decades ago with founding an institute to study marriage and the family, has been a respected leader in reinvigorating the life and family movement within the Church.

Along with having a doctorate in Canon law he also holds a diploma of specialization in moral theology. In his early priesthood he was a professor of moral theology to seminarians, giving special attention to the Church's doctrine on marriage and the ethics of procreation. He later taught medical ethics in Rome.

He was nominated an expert at the Synod of Bishops on Matrimony and the Family in 1980, and the following year, was appointed by John Paul II to as founder and president of the John Paul II Pontifical Institute for Studies on Marriage and the Family. From 1983-88 he held the position of Consultor of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

The Cardinal serves as a member of the Congregation for the Causes of Saints, the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura, the Pontifical Council for the Family, and the Pontifical Academy for Life.

In 2008, Caffarra gave an interview in which he spoke about a letter he had received from the last Fatima seer, Sister Lucia dos Santos, concerning the final battle between God and Satan. When the Cardinal wrote to Sister Lucia 36 years ago asking for her prayers as he began the process of founding the institute, he never expected a reply. Instead, the seer responded with a message of profound significance.

States Caffarra: “In [her letter] we find written: ‘The final battle between the Lord and the reign of Satan will be about marriage and the family. Don’t be afraid,’ she added, ‘because anyone who operates for the sanctity of marriage and the family will always be contended and opposed in every way, because this is the decisive issue.’ And then she concluded: ‘However, Our Lady has already crushed its head.’”

In a 2010 doctrinal note issued in his diocese he wrote that any Catholic who approves of same-sex “marriage” can no longer be considered Catholic.

The Archbishop Emeritus of Bologna has called the Pope’s exhortation Amoris Laetitia ‘objectively unclear,’ noting how fellow bishops have conflicting interpretations of what it means.

Caffarra has been clear that where confusion arises in interpreting papal texts, one has to refer to the continuity of the Magisterium of the past as the principle guiding light. “In matters of Doctrine and Morals, the Magisterium cannot contradict itself,” he has stated.

Last year, the Cardinal contributed to a book released by Ignatius Press titled Eleven Cardinals Speak that defended Catholic teaching on marriage and sexuality.
Cardinal Joachim Meisner, who holds a doctorate in theology, has never minced words when it comes to preaching the Gospel truth about life and family issues.

In 2005, before Cologne hosted World Youth Day that same year, Meisner compared abortion to the Nazi holocaust in his sermon for the January 6 commemoration of the Epiphany. He stated that “first there was Herod, who ordered the children of Bethlehem to be killed, then there was Hitler and Stalin among others, and today unborn children are being killed in their millions.”

In 2007, the Cardinal established a $9.1 million fund dedicated to supporting marriage and the family, stating that “Fathers, mothers and children need more support and guidance.”

In 2013, he stated that stay-at-home moms having more children is the solution to Germany’s demographic crisis. “Where are women really publicly encouraged to stay at home and bring three or four children into the world? This is what we should do, and not – as Mrs. (Angela) Merkel does now – simply present immigration as the solution to our demographic problem,” he stated at that time.

When a topless pro-abort jumped on the altar during Christmas Eve Mass at Cologne’s Cathedral in 2014 while the Cardinal was celebrating Mass, Meisner stated about the event afterward: “I’m 80 years old. I've lived through so much. First the Nazi period, then the entire Communist period. Something like this can't shock me after that.”

He was a Member of the Council of Cardinals for the Study of Organizational and Economic Affairs of the Holy See.

The 82-year-old Cardinal, who is the former Archbishop of Cologne, is not eligible to vote in the next conclave because of his age.

While the animosity toward the four Cardinals coming from the Pope and his closest collaborators was expected, observers of the Vatican continue to be surprised at to what extent the character assassinations have gone. Despite the animosity, the Cardinals, who are not strangers to standing firm in the face of opposition, appear to be calmly proceeding with their course of action, indicating last week that should Francis refuse to answer their concerns, they would consider issuing a “formal correction” of the pope.

Readers have left 19 comments
Bishop Schneider backs four Cardinals: They ‘did their basic duty’ 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/breaking-another-bishop-defends-the-four-cardinals-they-did-their-basic-dut 

By Pete Baklinski, November 23, 2016 

Bishop Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan has added his voice of support to the four Cardinals who have been slammed by prelates as “witless worm[s],” “troublesome,” and heretics and apostates after they asked Pope Francis to clarify key moral passages in the exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

“In publishing a plea for clarity in a matter that touches the truth and the sanctity simultaneously of the three sacraments of Marriage, Penance, and the Eucharist, the four Cardinals only did their basic duty as bishops and cardinals, which consists in actively contributing so that the revelation transmitted through the Apostles might be guarded sacredly and might be faithfully interpreted,” wrote the bishop in an open letter published today by Rorate Caeli.

Schneider stated that in voicing their concerns to the Pope, the Cardinals have “merely stated real facts in the life of the Church.”

“These facts are demonstrated by pastoral orientations on behalf of several dioceses and by public statements of some bishops and cardinals, who affirm that in some cases divorced and remarried Catholics can be admitted to Holy Communion even though they continue to use the rights reserved by Divine law to validly married spouses,” he wrote.

It was in September that the Cardinals submitted the “dubia” to the pope, a set of five yes-or-no questions that seeks to clarify whether Amoris Laetitia is at odds with Catholic moral teaching.

Specifically, they ask: 1) whether adulterers can receive Holy Communion; 2) whether there are absolute moral norms that must be followed “without exceptions;” 3) if habitual adultery is an “objective situation of grave habitual sin;” 4) whether an intrinsically evil act can be turned into a “‘subjectively’ good” act based on “circumstances or intentions;” and 5) if, based on “conscience,” one can act contrary to known “absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts.”

The Cardinals went public with their “dubia” last week after the pope failed to reply to their questions. They received immediate backlash from high ranking prelates, including newly minted Cardinals Blase Cupich and Thomas Tobin, and were openly mocked by lesser ones, including Jesuit priest Fr. Antonio Spadaro — often described as Pope Francis' "mouthpiece" — who referred to them as “witless worm[s].”

Earlier this week, retired Roman Catholic Greek bishop Frangiskos Papamanolis ripped the cardinals for committing the sins of “apostasy” and “scandal,” saying they receive Holy Communion “sacrilegiously” for raising concerns about the pope’s document.

Bishop Schneider said he had "great astonishment" for what he called the “unusually violent and intolerant” nature of the backlash, adding that such reaction runs contrary to the Pope’s call for “dialogue and acceptance of legitimate plurality of opinions.”

“Such apodictic merciless judgments reveal not only intolerance, refusal of dialogue, and irrational rage but demonstrate also a surrender to the impossibility of speaking the truth, a surrender to relativism in doctrine and practice, in faith and life,” he said.

Schneider said the “violent reaction” has only one aim: “to silence the voice of the truth, which is disturbing and annoying the apparently peaceful nebulous ambiguity of these clerical critics.”

He noted how in previous ages, faithful bishops would be exiled — such as the Nicene bishops during the Arian crisis — whereas today “exile of the bishops is replaced by hush-up strategies and by slander campaigns.”

The bishop stated that history would remember the four Cardinals’ “prophetic voice” in the face of doctrinal and practical confusion.

“The Four Cardinals with their prophetic voice demanding doctrinal and pastoral clarity have a great merit before their own conscience, before history, and before the innumerable simple faithful Catholics of our days, who are driven to the ecclesiastical periphery, because of their fidelity to Christ’s teaching about the indissolubility of marriage,” he said.

“But above all, the Four Cardinals have a great merit in the eyes of Christ. Because of their courageous voice, their names will shine brightly at the Last Judgment,” he added.

Schneider’s defense of the Cardinals comes on the heels of a similar one by Auxiliary Bishop Józef Wróbel of Lublin, Poland, who stated that the cardinals were “right to ask for clarification.”

“They have done well and they have exercised correctly the provisions of canon law. I think it is not only a right, but even a duty. It would have been just to answer to their observations. They asked no questions about the next day’s weather, but on issues concerning the Church’s teaching and therefore the faithful,” he stated earlier this week.
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Bishop Athanasius Schneider strongly defends four Cardinals who submitted dubia to Pope Francis
http://feedreader.com/observe/voiceofthefamily.info/bishop-athanasius-schneider-strongly-defends-four-cardinals-who-submitted-dubia-to-pope-francis%2F%3F+itemId=4828389162
November 24, 2016 
His Excellency Bishop Athanasius Schneider, auxiliary bishop of Astana in Kazakhstan, has published a strongly worded defence of the dubia submitted to Pope Francis by four cardinals on 19 September 2016 and made public on 14 November 2016  after the Holy Father chose not to respond to the document. In his article, published first on the blog Rorate Caeli, His Excellency draws striking parallels between the current crisis in the Church and the Arian crisis of the fourth century. The four cardinals, Walter Cardinal Brandmüller, Raymond Cardinal Burke, Carlo Cardinal Caffara, and Joachim Cardinal Meisner, are, by their public profession of Catholic doctrine in the face of heresy within the structures of the Church, acting in a manner reminiscent of the courageous witness of St Athanasius, St Hilary of Poitiers, St Gregory Nazianzen and St Basil the Great in the fourth century.
A Prophetic Voice of Four Cardinals of the Holy Roman Catholic Church
Out of “deep pastoral concern,” four Cardinals of the Holy Roman Catholic Church, His Eminence Joachim Meisner, Archbishop emeritus of Cologne (Germany), His Eminence Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop emeritus of  Bologna (Italy), His Eminence Raymond Leo Burke, Patron of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta, and His Eminence Walter Brandmüller, President emeritus of the Pontifical Commission of Historical Sciences, have published on November 14, 2016, the text of five questions, called dubia (Latin for “doubts”), which previously on September 19, 2016, they sent to the Holy Father and to Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, along with an accompanying letter. The Cardinals ask Pope Francis to clear up “grave disorientation and great confusion” concerning the interpretation and practical application, particularly of chapter VIII, of the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia and its passages relating to admission of remarried divorcees to the sacraments and the Church’s moral teaching.

In their statement entitled “Seeking Clarity: A Plea to Untie the Knots in Amoris Laetitia,” the Cardinals say that to “many — bishops, priests, faithful — these paragraphs allude to or even explicitly teach a change in the discipline of the Church with respect to the divorced who are living in a new union.” Speaking so, the Cardinals have merely stated real facts in the life of the Church. These facts are demonstrated by pastoral orientations on behalf of several dioceses and by public statements of some bishops and cardinals, who affirm that in some cases divorced and remarried Catholics can be admitted to Holy Communion even though they continue to use the rights reserved by Divine law to validly married spouses.
In publishing a plea for clarity in a matter that touches the truth and the sanctity simultaneously of the three sacraments of Marriage, Penance, and the Eucharist, the Four Cardinals only did their basic duty as bishops and cardinals, which consists in actively contributing so that the revelation transmitted through the Apostles might be guarded sacredly and might be faithfully interpreted. It was especially the Second Vatican Council that reminded all the members of the college of bishops as legitimate successors of the Apostles of their obligation, according to which “by Christ’s institution and command they have to be solicitous for the whole Church, and that this solicitude, though it is not exercised by an act of jurisdiction, contributes greatly to the advantage of the universal Church. For it is the duty of all bishops to promote and to safeguard the unity of faith and the discipline common to the whole Church” (Lumen gentium, 23; cf. also Christus Dominus, 5-6).

In making a public appeal to the Pope, bishops and cardinals should be moved by genuine collegial affection for the Successor of Peter and the Vicar of Christ on earth, following the teaching of Vatican Council II (cf. Lumen gentium, 22); in so doing they render “service to the primatial ministry” of the Pope (cf. Directory for the Pastoral Ministry of Bishops, 13).

The entire Church in our days has to reflect upon the fact that the Holy Spirit has not in vain inspired Saint Paul to write in the Letter to the Galatians about the incident of his public correction of Peter. One has to trust that Pope Francis will accept this public appeal of the Four Cardinals in the spirit of the Apostle Peter, when St Paul offered him a fraternal correction for the good of the whole Church. May the words of that great Doctor of the Church, St Thomas Aquinas, illuminate and comfort us all: “When there is a danger for the faith, subjects are required to reprove their prelates, even publicly. Since Paul, who was subject to Peter, out of the danger of scandal, publicly reproved him. And Augustine comments: “Peter himself gave an example to superiors by not disdaining to be corrected by his subjects when it occurred to them that he had departed from the right path” (Summa theol., II-II, 33, 4c).

Pope Francis often calls for an outspoken and fearless dialogue between all members of the Church in matters concerning the spiritual good of souls. In the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia, the Pope speaks of a need for “open discussion of a number of doctrinal, moral, spiritual, and pastoral questions. The thinking of pastors and theologians, if faithful to the Church, honest, realistic and creative, will help us to achieve greater clarity” (n. 2). Furthermore, relationships at all levels within the Church must be free from a climate of fear and intimidation, as Pope Francis has requested in his various pronouncements.

In light of these pronouncements of Pope Francis and the principle of dialogue and acceptance of legitimate plurality of opinions, which was fostered by the documents of the Second Vatican Council, the unusually violent and intolerant reactions on behalf of some bishops and cardinals against the calm and circumspect plea of the Four Cardinals cause great astonishment. Among such intolerant reactions one could read affirmations such as, for instance: the four Cardinals are witless, naive, schismatic, heretical, and even comparable to the Arian heretics.

Such apodictic merciless judgments reveal not only intolerance, refusal of dialogue, and irrational rage, but demonstrate also a surrender to the impossibility of speaking the truth, a surrender to relativism in doctrine and practice, in faith and life. The above-mentioned clerical reaction against the prophetic voice of the Four Cardinals parades ultimately powerlessness before the eyes of the truth. Such a violent reaction has only one aim: to silence the voice of the truth, which is disturbing and annoying the apparently peaceful nebulous ambiguity of these clerical critics.

The negative reactions to the public statement of the Four Cardinals resemble the general doctrinal confusion of the Arian crisis in the fourth century. It is helpful to all to quote in the situation of the doctrinal confusion in our days some affirmations of Saint Hilary of Poitiers, the “Athanasius of the West”.

“You [the bishops of Gaul] who still remain with me faithful in Christ did not give way when threatened with the onset of heresy, and now by meeting that onset you have broken all its violence. Yes, brethren, you have conquered, to the abundant joy of those who share your faith: and your unimpaired constancy gained the double glory of keeping a pure conscience and giving an authoritative example” (Hil. De Syn., 3).

“Your [the bishops of Gaul] invincible faith keeps the honourable distinction of conscious worth and, content with repudiating crafty, vague, or hesitating action, safely abides in Christ, preserving the profession of its liberty. For since we all suffered deep and grievous pain at the actions of the wicked against God, within our boundaries alone is communion in Christ to be found from the time that the Church began to be harried by disturbances such as the expatriation of bishops, the deposition of priests, the intimidation of the people, the threatening of the faith, and the determination of the meaning of Christ’s doctrine by human will and power. Your resolute faith does not pretend to be ignorant of these facts or profess that it can tolerate them, perceiving that by the act of hypocritical assent it would bring itself before the bar of conscience” (Hil. De Syn., 4).

“I have spoken what I myself believed, conscious that I owed it as my soldier’s service to the Church to send to you in accordance with the teaching of the Gospel by these letters the voice of the office which I hold in Christ. It is yours to discuss, to provide and to act, that the inviolable fidelity in which you stand you may still keep with conscientious hearts, and that you may continue to hold what you hold now” (Hil. De Syn., 92).

The following words of Saint Basil the Great, addressed to the Latin Bishops, can be in some aspects applied to the situation of those who in our days ask for doctrinal clarity, including our Four Cardinals: “The one charge which is now sure to secure severe punishment is the careful keeping of the traditions of the Fathers. We are not being attacked for the sake of riches, or glory, or any temporal advantages. We stand in the arena to fight for our common heritage, for the treasure of the sound faith, derived from our Fathers. Grieve with us, all you who love the brethren, at the shutting of the mouths of our men of true religion, and at the opening of the bold and blasphemous lips of all that utter unrighteousness against God. The pillars and foundation of the truth are scattered abroad. We, whose insignificance has allowed of our being overlooked, are deprived of our right of free speech” (Ep. 243, 2.4).
Today those bishops and cardinals, who ask for clarity and who try to fulfill their duty in guarding sacredly and faithfully interpreting the transmitted Divine Revelation concerning the Sacraments of Marriage and the Eucharist, are no longer exiled as it was with the Nicene bishops during the Arian crisis. Contrary to the time of the Arian crisis, today, as wrote Rudolf Graber, the bishop of Ratisbone, in 1973, exile of the bishops is replaced by hush-up strategies and by slander campaigns (cf. Athanasius und die Kirche unserer Zeit, Abensberg 1973, p. 23).

Another champion of the Catholic faith during the Arian crisis was Saint Gregory Nazianzen. He wrote the following striking characterization of the behavior of the majority of the shepherds of the Church in those times. This voice of the great Doctor of the Church should be a salutary warning for the bishops of all times: “Surely the pastors have done foolishly; for, excepting a very few, who either on account of their insignificance were passed over, or who by reason of their virtue resisted, and who were to be left as a seed and root for the springing up again and revival of Israel by the influences of the Spirit, all temporized, only differing from each other in this, that some succumbed earlier, and others later; some were foremost champions and leaders in the impiety, and others joined the second rank of the battle, being overcome by fear, or by interest, or by flattery, or, what was the most excusable, by their own ignorance” (Orat. 21, 24).

When Pope Liberius in 357 signed one of the so called formulas of Sirmium, in which he deliberately discarded the dogmatically defined expression “homo-ousios” and excommunicated Saint Athanasius in order to have peace and harmony with the Arian and Semi-Arian bishops of the East, faithful Catholics and some few bishops, especially Saint Hilary of Poitiers, were deeply shocked. Saint Hilary transmitted the letter that Pope Liberius wrote to the Oriental bishops, announcing the acceptance of the formula of Sirmium and the excommunication of Saint Athanasius. In his deep pain and dismay, Saint Hilary added to the letter in a kind of desperation the phrase: “Anathema tibi a me dictum, praevaricator Liberi” (I say to you anathema, prevaricator Liberius), cf. Denzinger-Schönmetzer, n. 141. Pope Liberius wanted to have peace and harmony at any price, even at the expense of the Divine truth. In his letter to the heterodox Latin bishops Ursace, Valence, and Germinius announcing to them the above-mentioned decisions, he wrote that he preferred peace and harmony to martyrdom (cf. cf. Denzinger-Schönmetzer, n. 142).

“In what a dramatic contrast stood the behavior of Pope Liberius to the following conviction of Saint Hilary of Poitiers: “We don’t make peace at the expense of the truth by making concessions in order to acquire the reputation of tolerance. We make peace by fighting legitimately according to the rules of the Holy Spirit. There is a danger to ally surreptitiously with unbelief under the beautiful name of peace.” (Hil. Ad Const., 2, 6, 2).

Blessed John Henry Newman commented on these unusual sad facts with the following wise and equilibrated affirmation: “While it is historically true, it is in no sense doctrinally false, that a Pope, as a private doctor, and much more Bishops, when not teaching formally, may err, as we find they did err in the fourth century. Pope Liberius might sign a Eusebian formula at Sirmium, and the mass of Bishops at Ariminum or elsewhere, and yet they might, in spite of this error, be infallible in their ex cathedra decisions” (The Arians of the Fourth Century, London, 1876, p. 465).

The Four Cardinals with their prophetic voice demanding doctrinal and pastoral clarity have a great merit before their own conscience, before history, and before the innumerable simple faithful Catholics of our days, who are driven to the ecclesiastical periphery, because of their fidelity to Christ’s teaching about the indissolubility of marriage. But above all, the Four Cardinals have a great merit in the eyes of Christ. Because of their courageous voice, their names will shine brightly at the Last Judgment. For they obeyed the voice of their conscience remembering the words of Saint Paul: “We cannot do anything against the truth, but only for the truth” (2 Cor 13: 8). Surely, at the Last Judgment the above-mentioned mostly clerical critics of the Four Cardinals will not have an easy answer for their violent attack on such a just, worthy, and meritorious act of these Four Members of the Sacred College of Cardinals.

The following words inspired by the Holy Spirit retain their prophetic value especially in view of the spreading doctrinal and practical confusion regarding the Sacrament of Marriage in our days: “For the time is coming when people will not endure sound teaching, but having itching ears they will accumulate for themselves teachers to suit their own passions, and will turn away from listening to the truth and wander off into myths. As for you, always be sober-minded, endure suffering, do the work of an evangelist, fulfill your ministry” (2 Tim. 4: 3-5).

May all, who in our days still take seriously their baptismal vows and their priestly and episcopal promises, receive the strength and the grace of God so that they may reiterate together with Saint Hilary the words: “May I always be in exile, if only the truth begins to be preached again!” (De Syn., 78). This strength and grace we wish wholeheartedly to our Four Cardinals and as well as to those who criticize them.

+ Athanasius Schneider, Auxiliary Bishop of the Archdiocese of Saint Mary in Astana
Jesuits’ new general superior supports Pope’s silent treatment of four Cardinals
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/jesuit-orders-leader-supports-popes-silent-treatment-of-the-four-cardinals
By Jan Bentz, November 29, 2016
The newly elected head of the order of Jesuits has taken a position regarding the dubia of the four Cardinals.
Fr. Arturo Sosa Abascal of Venezuela was elected 31st General Superior of the Jesuits on October 14. His first public statement was in defense of Pope Francis, also a Jesuit.

In an interview with the Italian La Lettura dell Corriere della Sera, the “Black Pope,” as Sosa Abascal has been called, explained that he is “not worried” about the dubia of the four Cardinals.

The general of the order supports Pope Francis in his method of dealing with the Cardinals.

“[The four Cardinals] have taken the liberty in their announcement to which the Pope invited them,” he said.
Sosa Abascal insists —as Brazilian Cardinal Claudio Hummes has done — that the discernment of the truth is somehow the democratic decision of a plurality. “In our language of Jesuits, we say that it is necessary to know the opinion of all in order to take a true communal discernment.”

At the same time, Sosa Abascal proposes only two possible justifications to explain the behavior of the Cardinals: “Of course the game has to be played loyally. If one wants a clarification because he did not understand, then we are operating in the realm of loyalty. The situation would be different if someone were to voice a calculated critique as instrument of gaining an advantage or to ask questions in order to create difficulty [for the Pope].”

Sosa Abascal therefore judges that either the Cardinals did not understand Amoris Laetitia or they are playing a vicious game against the Pope. That the text of the Post-Synodal Exhortation might be unclear or ambiguous in itself seems to not be a possibility in Sosa Abascal’s view.

6 of 7 readers’ comments

1. The Jesuits continue to do want they want, regardless of rules, history and the Magisterium.
2. No Roman collar (Re. image of Fr. Sosa). Very telling.
3. Very sad, and I feel sorry for what appears to be the very few good Jesuits left. In my youth, and I am in my seventies, I knew many. But these days, how incredible, what can you expect of a Jesuit superior, or even worse of a Jesuit Pope?

4. The Jesuits are dying out as they have nothing to offer but intellectual snobbery and they clearly have a superiority complex. Not really fit for purpose, so not sad to see them dissipate into la la land.

5. The new Jesuit General is a liar. Everyone knows papa Francis sows confusion, hides his real meaning, manipulates synods. But papa Francis is not always unclear, I mean be fair, he did state very clearly that most catholic marriages are null and void. He did tell couples they do not have to breed like, what was it again, oh yes..."rabbits".
Papa Francis the humble, gentle happy shepherd of God's Church.
Give me a break. This pope is simply a very bad pope.

6. "Who is going to save our Church? Not our Bishops, not our priests and religious. It is up to the people. You have the minds, the eyes, the ears to save the Church. Your mission is to see that your priests act like priests, your bishops like bishops and your religious act like religious” - Archbishop Fulton Sheen
Four Cardinals’ ‘dubia’ is a ‘very serious scandal’: Dean of Vatican’s top appeals court
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/dubia-could-lead-pope-to-remove-four-cardinals-red-hats-dean-of-vaticans-to
By Jan Bentz, Madrid, November 29, 2016
Update Dec. 1, 2016: The original source of Msgr. Pinto's quotes, Spanish news agency Religión Confidencial, now says they erred in reporting that he had said the pope could remove the four cardinals from the College of Cardinals over the dubia. In fact, they now report, after reviewing the tape again, it is clear that he said the pope would not remove their red hats. See the full story here.
While the dubia of four Cardinals concerning clarification of Amoris Laetitia spreads wider and wider ripples in the Vatican and worldwide, the dean of the Apostolic Tribunal of the Roman Rota, the highest appeals court of the Church, says that they risk losing their Cardinalate.

“The action of the Holy Spirit cannot be doubted,” he says. “[The Cardinals] question not one synod but two! The ordinary and the extraordinary,” Mons. Vito Pinto explained during a conference in the Ecclesiastical University of San Dámaso in Madrid, Spain.

The four Cardinals, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner, asked Pope Francis for clarification on September 19, and then went public with their concerns earlier this month when Francis failed to answer.

 “Which Church do these Cardinals defend?” Pinto reproaches. “The Pope is faithful to the doctrine of Christ.”

“What they have done is a very serious scandal that could lead the Holy Father to remove them from the Cardinalate, as it has sometimes happened in Church history,” Pinto expounds.

The Cardinalate – unlike the deaconate, priestly, or bishop’s ordination – does not entail an ontological change in the individual, but is an office conferred by the Pope. Therefore the Church speaks of “creating” Cardinals who join the College of Cardinals. They serve principally as helpers - in Latin, “hinges” (cardines) - to the Pope in ruling the Church. Therefore, they could theoretically be removed from their positions and return to being “simple” bishops or archbishops.

Mons. Vito Pinto affirms that the Pope has not directly answered their dubia but “indirectly he has told them that they only see in white or black, when in the Church there are shades of colors.” Pinto referred to multiple instances in which Pope Francis stated that life is not black and white but grey.

In the same conference, Mons. Pinto recalls, referring to Catholic “remarried” divorcees, how the center of Francis’ message is that the Church needs to accept the injured and fallen: “A nun told me that there are people divorced or living together who are communicating. And what should the Church do, say ‘yes, you may’ and ‘no, you may not’? Pope Francis wants a Church that is very close to the people.”
For Mons. Pinto the only solution – and the key to Francis’ pontificate – is acceptance, what he calls “mercy.” “In our time the Bride of Christ prefers to use the medicine of mercy and not wield the weapons of severity. The Catholic Church wishes to show herself to be a kind mother to all, patient and full of mercy to the children separated from her.”

Readers have left 121 comments

Cardinal Pell on four Cardinals’ dubia: ‘How can you disagree with a question?’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-pell-on-dubia-how-can-you-disagree-with-a-question 

By Claire Chretien, London, November 29, 2016
Australian Cardinal George Pell called the four cardinals' letter to Pope Francis asking for moral clarification on Amoris Laetitia "significant" in an interview suggesting he isn't bothered by it.

“How can you disagree with a question?” Pell said in reply to an inquiry about whether he agreed with the cardinals' questions.

Pell was speaking at St. Patrick’s Church in London, where he addressed the current state of Catholicism and a proper understanding of conscience. 

“A number of regularly worshipping Catholics” are “unnerved by the turn of events” within the Church, Pell said, like the notion that individual conscience can trump moral law.

This question about the role of conscience is one of the many concerns theologians, bishops, and others have expressed in the wake of the papal exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which critics say contains passages that undermine or can be interpreted to undermine Catholic moral teaching. Four cardinals sent Pope Francis a dubia, or formal request, asking him to clarify whether parts of Amoris Laetitia are at odds with Catholic moral teaching. The pope has not yet responded.

Pell pointed out that "those emphasising 'the primacy of conscience' only seemed to apply it to sexual morality and questions around the sanctity of life," the Catholic Herald reported. "People were rarely advised to follow their conscience if it told them to be racist, or slow in helping the poor and vulnerable, the cardinal said."

"The idea that you can somehow discern that moral truths should not be followed or should not be recognised [is] absurd," said Pell. "We all stand under the truth," but objective truth may be "different from our understanding of the truth."

Along with Cardinal Burke, Pell was recently removed from the Congregation for Divine Worship, the Vatican liturgy office.

Readers have left 15 comments

How the 'dubia' drama will end
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/issues/december-2nd-2016/how-the-dubia-drama-will-end/ 

By Fr. Mark Drew, November 30/December 2, 2016
Pope Francis has declined to answer four cardinals’ ‘doubts’ about his teaching on marriage. The Church is now in uncharted territory

Prognostications are a dangerous pastime for commentators, and in the papacy of Pope Francis the business of making predictions seems a particularly dangerous one. Back in April, when Francis issued a document called Amoris Laetitia (“The Joy of Love”), I warned readers to expect ongoing controversy around an unanswered question. This time I was not wrong.

The unanswered question was the one which had been hotly debated at the two consecutive synods of bishops held in 2014 and 2015 – namely, whether divorced and remarried Catholics might be admitted to the Eucharist in certain circumstances. At the two synods the proposal, pushed by prelates handpicked by Francis, faced strong opposition from many bishops and failed to achieve the necessary consensus. The document produced by the 2015 meeting came up with an ambiguous formula, essentially fudging the issue.

After the synod all eyes were on Francis to see if he would intervene with a clear decision. Popes usually publish “post-synodal exhortations” after these gatherings. Most are anodyne and soon forgotten, but this one aroused feverish hopes and anxieties in a polarised Church. When it arrived, readers thumbed hastily through more than 300 pages to find the eagerly awaited response. That answer, hidden away in two footnotes, was once again ambiguous.

The past six months have seemed at times like a war of attrition. The controversy has centred largely on how the Pope’s words are to be interpreted. Some national bishops’ conferences – Germany, for example – seem more or less united in favour of liberalising the discipline, while others – such as Poland – insist that nothing has changed. The bishops of Buenos Aires produced a document suggesting that the way is now open for Communion for the remarried in some cases where subjective guilt might be diminished. The Pope responded with a private letter commending this interpretation as the right one. In what has become a familiar aspect of disputes around the Pope’s real intentions, the purportedly private exchange was leaked – a transparent attempt to give momentum to the liberalising tendency.

The division doesn’t just run between national groups; it also divides episcopal conferences internally. Archbishop Charles Chaput of Philadelphia published norms for his diocese which made it clear that the discipline there would remain unchanged. Those in irregular unions might receive Communion only if they lived in continence. His compatriot Cardinal Kevin Farrell, head of the new Vatican body overseeing family issues, criticised Chaput for jumping the gun on what should have been, according to him, decided collegially by the American bishops. Farrell clearly implied that such a policy should be more open to Francis’s favoured “option of mercy”. Amoris Laetitia, he said, was the Holy Spirit speaking.
Amid these manoeuvrings, a bombshell exploded. A letter was made public, addressed to the Pope by four cardinals known to be hostile to any change in the discipline. It took the form of dubia, “doubts”, traditionally addressed to the competent Roman authority by those seeking clarification of points of Church teaching or canon law deemed insufficiently clear. 

Of the cardinals concerned, only one is currently serving, albeit in a role of reduced importance. He is Cardinal Raymond Burke, already well known as a conservative “bruiser”. The others cardinals are all retired: Walter Brandmüller, a highly respected academic historian; Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop Emeritus of Bologna and a distinguished moral theologian; and Joachim Meisner, Archbishop of Cologne until 2014 and one of the strongest supporters of the last two popes among the world’s bishops.
The dubia covered five questions, all referring to magisterial teachings of St John Paul II, contained notably in the landmark texts Familiaris Consortio and Veritatis Splendor. It is evident that the questions, all put respectfully and with detailed arguments, were not innocent, in that their purpose is to suggest that there are difficulties in reconciling Amoris Laetitia, or at least its implications, with established Catholic doctrine. But neither are they purely rhetorical questions: they do present the Pope, or those liberalising theologians he seems to favour, with an opportunity to develop, with concrete and precise reasoning, their assertion that what is underway constitutes an authentic development of doctrine.

The Pope let it be known that he would not be delivering a response to the four cardinals. It was this determined silence which pushed them to make the dubia public. To many, this has seemed a direct challenge to Francis. As if to confirm this, Cardinal Burke has even gone so far as to state that he and the others may make a “formal act of correction” if the Pope did not clarify his teaching. The clear implication is that the Holy Father is possibly teaching error.

What is the significance of Pope Francis’s silence? And how audacious is the cardinals’ initiative?

The Pope is in a difficult position. If he were to state that the principles taught by St John Paul II were no longer part of the Church’s teaching, he would cause a theological earthquake. Never in modern times has a pope publicly disavowed his predecessor. To do so would provoke open revolt among the many who cling tenaciously to the doctrine of previous popes – not merely the last two, but the entire Catholic tradition as it has evolved over the centuries. It might even provoke a formal schism.

What’s more, it would relativise Pope Francis’s own teaching authority – after all, if his predecessors got it wrong, why should anyone think his own statements had any lasting value beyond his lifetime?

On the other hand, if Francis reaffirms the previous teaching, then he must either abandon his attempts to reform the discipline of the sacraments, or come up with arguments to show that the contradiction is only apparent. Defenders of the change, chief among them Cardinal Christoph Schönborn of Vienna, have said that the change they advocate is not a reversal of former teaching but a development of doctrine. I have so far seen nothing which convinces me that this is more than mere affirmation, unsupported by cogent, rational demonstration.

Is the Pope furious with the four authors of the dubia, as some suggest? I doubt it. He has, after all, called for parrhesia – courageous and frank debate. The signs are that he believes in initiating processes, rather than dictating outcomes. He should recognise, then, that initiatives which aim at balancing the discussion, even at putting a break on evolutions judged by many to be inopportune, are a normal part of such processes in a Church which he has called upon to become more “synodal”, or collegial.

I am less convinced of the serene disposition of many who surround Francis and might seek to use his popularity to advance agendas of their own. There have been intemperate and angry reactions. Bishop Frangiskos Papamanolis, president of the bishops’ conference of the minuscule Catholic Church in Greece, charged the four cardinals with schism, heresy and even apostasy. Nobody who understands properly the Catholic doctrine of the papacy believes that challenging the prudential judgments of a pope makes anybody a renegade from the Catholic faith. But I am concerned that this reaction exemplifies some worrying factors in this debate, beyond the anger and divisive rhetoric present on both sides.

The first is the anti-intellectualism which seems present in some quarters. Bishop Papamanolis reproached the four cardinals with making “sophisticated arguments”, as if this were something unforgivable. Pope Francis has contended that “realities are greater than ideas”. But hardening this into a contempt for rationality and logical discourse risks handing over the Church to the reign of the emotive and the sentimental in a way which cannot in the end sustain its efforts to evangelise.

Secondly, there is the risk of replacing the proper understanding of papal authority with an excessive attachment to a particular pope verging on a cult of personality. I am worried when some of those who were warning against this danger under St John Paul II now seem quite happy to tolerate it under a pope they believe to favour their agenda. 

Popes are human beings whose job is to teach Christian doctrine, and in cases of necessity to intervene to restore unity on the basis of truth. They can make errors of judgment in pursuing this task, as they have in the past and doubtless will in the future. They teach and govern in union with their collaborators – the bishops – who have a role in advising them and, if necessary, urging caution.

Pope Francis has chosen to open a debate, and I believe that one day, in a global Church requiring globally consistent teaching and discipline, he or one of his successors will be called upon to close it. The authority of the world’s bishops will need to be involved in such a decision – perhaps in a future synod or even an ecumenical council.

Vatican’s doctrine chief responds to four Cardinals’ dubia

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/the-vaticans-doctrine-chief-responds-to-four-cardinals-dubia
By Jan Bentz, December 1, 2016
The Church’s highest authority on doctrinal matters besides the pope, Cardinal Gerhard Ludwig Müller, says his Congregation will not answer the four Cardinals who have formulated their doubts (dubia) regarding Amoris Laetitia until further notice.

The Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith explained in an interview with Kathpress on Thursday that his congregation “acts and speaks” with the authority of the Pope and cannot take part “in a difference of opinion.”

The Prefect sees the danger of a “polarization” between camps in the Church. Müller explains that the letter with the five dubia had been written to the Pope directly – before its publication – and Pope Francis could still give the CDF the commission to resolve the tension. The CDF is in charge of all matters regarding the faith in the Catholic Church and is highest authority therein.
“At the moment it is important for each one of us to stay focused and objective and not to be driven into polemics, much less create them,” Müller goes on. Regarding the passages of Amoris Laetitia that created confusion he does not comment. Instead he points out that documents cannot be interpreted in a way that refutes previous teachings of the Popes or of the Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith.

Regarding Communion for “remarried” divorced Catholics he cites a letter of the CDF from 1994 in which they answered three German bishops on the same subject. In this answer the then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger denied the possibility for bishops to permit Communion for the couples in question.

The indissolubility of marriage must be “the unshaken foundation of teaching and of every pastoral accompaniment,” Müller emphasizes.

Concerning the question of fighting between camps within the Vatican walls, Müller gave a negative answer. There is no “power struggle behind the scenes or the ‘high walls’ of the Vatican, between the reformers and those who want to put on the brakes.” These rumors show “how thinking and acknowledgement of categories of power have already turned [minds] bad.”

Readers have left 26 comments
Openly gay theologian defends four Cardinals: ‘I want a Church that speaks plainly’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/longtime-critic-supports-cardinal-meisner-his-cohorts-efforts-to-make-pope 
By Jan Bentz, December 5, 2016
In the wake of harsh rebukes from cardinals and other churchmen over the dubia to the pope, German Cardinal Joachim Meisner has received unlikely support from one of his past adversaries.

“The situation never before existed in this kind of dimension,” theologian David Berger wrote on his website. “They [the Cardinals] are hushed up in order to implement plans that contradict the Church’s teaching on marriage while the secular media applauds.”

“The most ardent preachers of tolerance are almost always intolerant people,” he added, citing German philosopher, Walter Hoeres.

David Berger might be one of the most controversial figures in recent times. He made a name for himself as a Catholic theologian and Thomist until publicly coming out as a practicing homosexual in 2010. This led to the Church’s revocation of his license to teach (missio canonica) by Cardinal Meisner, who thought this act necessary because Berger “does not seem to conform to the norms of the Church in teaching and way of life.”

At the time, the theologian called the revocation a “heavy smash” against peace in the diocese. Today, his words are supportive of Cardinal Meisner. “While in my life I had to experience the hard hand of Meisner, I am most ashamed as a Catholic and theologian for this conduct [of Msgr. Vito Pinto] that would punish [the Cardinals] for holding on to a core teaching of Catholic thought.”

Berger was referring to a report that Msgr. Pinto had said the pope could remove the four Cardinals' red hats over the dubia. But the news agency, Religión Confidencial, has since corrected the report and indicated that Msgr. Pinto had actually said the pope would not remove them as cardinals. Msgr. Pinto then redoubled his rebuke of the four Cardinals in an interview last week.

“Even though the Rota has backpedaled and now gives the impression that everything was a misunderstanding, I know that nothing is published by the Vatican by accident. It was supposed to test the waters, how far they could go,” Berger explained to LifeSiteNews on December 1.

“Those who were at a disadvantage under Pope Benedict seem to want revenge,” he noted. “Cardinal (Raymond) Burke and Meisner are welcome targets. One knows you can shoot at them without Pope Francis stepping in. The attackers give the impression that they fight for tolerance and openness, but they fight with the most despicable and intolerant means.”

Regarding his own dispute with Cardinal Meisner in the past, he added: “I cannot have an opinion in the discussion [today] based on my bad experience with him. That would be pure subjectivism. The question is if Meisner and Burke [and the other Cardinals] are right or not.”

Regarding the dubia, Berger voiced his support, explaining that Amoris Laetitia wants to get rid of everything that is against the spirit of the times. “Now there is a wish to abolish central core elements of the Church’s moral teaching – which are irritating for the Zeitgeist – and Amoris Laetitia is a welcome ground for that. The intention [of those who hold this view] is that the Church’s teaching should be changed. That some Cardinals fight against this by signing the dubia is not just their right but their duty. Their office urges them to fight for the integrity of the Church’s teaching on faith and morals until their blood is spilled.”

“And I am happy about it. The Church was not founded by Christ as a wellness center,” he added. “I prefer a Church that scolds me than a Church which mendaciously says yes to me and teaches me the Zeitgeist while making itself laughable and superfluous.”

These words gain particular importance coming from Berger, who has strongly criticized the Church and clergy with statements such as “20 to 40 percent of Catholic clergy are homosexual” and with publications such as his book, Der heilige Schein (The Holy Sham: A Gay Theologian in the Catholic Church). He remains active in the homosexual scene, working as editor-in-chief of gaystream.eu while also writing politically and socio-political minded articles in The Huffington Post and the German disputation newspaper Junge Freiheit.
“I want a Church that speaks plainly. At the same time, I uphold the Catholic motto fortiter in re, suaviter in modo [stronger in matter, sweeter in manner]. As opposed to Islam, the Catholic Church refuses homosexuality, but she would never demand the death penalty for homosexuals."

“In recent years, I have experienced very respectful dealings with me as a homosexual by Church prelates. The Church also respects the forum internum and does not ask about things that belong in the Confessional. Therefore, I can respect her call for abstinence, which could also target married people, etc. Though when holding the mirror up to me, I do not always give a good image, I defend the doctrine unmistakably that there cannot be sacramental homosexual marriage (that would be a simulatio sacramenti).”

Instead, he called for dialogue when possible. “I see many points where homosexuals and pro-lifers could work together — and they already do here in Berlin and in the USA, for example regarding PID [pre-implantation diagnostics].”

Berger also made headlines in 2012, saying Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI was gay. On August 26 of this year, he apologized publicly to Benedict XVI on his website. “I realized what kind of awful game I had taken part in and I was ashamed. And then I apologized,” Berger said to LifeSiteNews. “He has defended the Church’s teaching in a highly intelligent and uncompromising way. That why I learned to hate the media and everything bad that has been said about [Pope Benedict] – no matter if true or not.”

Berger concluded with his support of the dubia. “I hope that Pope Francis does not gamble with the unity of the Church, only to appease a few liberal Catholics. Those are Catholics who use the Eucharist – the most sacred thing in the militant Church – in their fight for recognition of divorce as a means to an end.”

Dubia debacle shows the Church is in a ‘religious civil war’, says famed Catholic historian
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/watch-pope-francis-started-religious-civil-war-by-refusing-to-answer-4-card
By Pete Baklinski, December 5, 2016
Italian Catholic historian Roberto de Mattei has stated that Pope Francis’ refusal to answer questions by the four Cardinals about whether Amoris Laetitia conforms to Catholic teaching is itself “already an answer,” the implications of which, he says, indicates that the Catholic Church has entered into a “religious civil war.”

“This situation is so grave that a neutral position is no longer possible. Today we are in a war, a religious civil war,” de Mattei told LifeSiteNews in an exclusive interview in Rome last month. 

“It is important to comprehend that today there is a clear choice between fidelity to the Church, to the perennial Magisterium, or infidelity, which means errors, heresy, and apostasy,” he said. 
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De Mattei, a professor at the European University of Rome and the president of the Lepanto Foundation, stated that there is “tremendous confusion inside the Church” caused by the pope’s ambiguous moral teaching, especially as found in his April exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which he said has caused “division” and  “fragmentation” among bishops, priests, and the faithful. 

The exhortation specifically has been criticized by faithful Catholics for undermining the indissolubility of marriage, opening a door for couples in adulterous relationships to receive Holy Communion, and for making conscience the final arbiter of morality. As some critics feared, the exhortation is already being used by some liberal bishops to welcome openly homosexual “families” into parishes and for allowing adulterous couples to receive Holy Communion in certain cases. 

When the four Cardinals privately asked the pope in September — following a standard procedure within the Church — whether the exhortation conforms to Catholic teaching on marriage, the sacraments, and conscience, the pope failed to answer their questions. 

Specifically, they asked: 1) whether adulterers can receive Holy Communion; 2) whether there are absolute moral norms that must be followed “without exceptions;” 3) if habitual adultery is an “objective situation of grave habitual sin;” 4) whether an intrinsically evil act can be turned into a “‘subjectively’ good” act based on “circumstances or intentions;” and 5) if, based on “conscience,” one can act contrary to known “absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts.”

The cardinals then went public with their questions last month, only to receive harsh criticism from high-ranking prelates, including two who were recently made cardinals by Pope Francis. The four stand accused of being “troublesome,” in need of “conversion,” of committing “apostasy” and “scandal,” of giving the pope a “slap in the face,” and of creating “difficulty and division.”
But de Mattei argued that it was not the four cardinals who created the problem, but the pope. 
“The cause of this confusion, the author of this confusion is not the four cardinals, of course. I think that the main author of the confusion is Pope Francis, because it is since his pontificate that things go so rapidly, so fast,” he said. “It seems sometimes that he likes to create this confusion.”

De Mattei said that the cardinals acted in a “perfect way from a canonical point of view” when they submitted their five questions (dubia) to the pope.

“I consider it very grave the fact that the Pope, who is the supreme head of the congregation, didn't want to answer. This is already an answer, in fact,” he said. 

De Mattei called it “very opportune” for the cardinals to pursue what one of them —Cardinal Burke — called a “formal act of correction” of the errors found in the Pope’s exhortation. 

“The importance of this initiative is not only to warn the Pope about the errors found in Amoris Laetitia, but also to warn the faithful, to inform the faithful, because among the faithful there is confusion but there is also ignorance. And I think that we have the duty to make the faithful aware of the gravity of this situation,” he said. 

“This situation is so grave that a neutral position is no longer possible. Today we are in a war, a religious civil war, unfortunately. I don't like this war, but we are engaged in it against our will. We have not created the situation, but this situation obliges everyone to pursue a clear position. And for this, I think we have to thank the four cardinals for their courage and to push them to continue their action and their witness,” he added. 

Readers have left 44 comments
Considerations on the dubia of the four cardinals
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2016/12/article-considerations-on-dubia-of-four.html
By John R.T. Lamont D.Phil., December 5, 2016
Cardinals Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra and Meisner have performed a signal service to the Church by sending five dubia on the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia to the Holy See, requesting an authoritative clarification of the meaning of that document, and then making public the text of the dubia when no response to them was given. Cardinal Burke has performed a further service to the Church by explaining this initiative in an interview with Edward Pentin of the National Catholic Register on Nov. 15th 2016, and stating that if no response was given to the dubia the cardinals would have to make a formal act of correction of a serious error.
As is proper, the dubia were formulated in a manner appropriate to an official request of this kind, and the formal act of correction to which Cardinal Burke refers is an act with a legal character. Catholics may find it helpful to be given a presentation of the canonical, historical and theological background to the dubia and the suggested act of correction, and to the situation that has led to the action of the Cardinals. This background is no doubt well known to the four Cardinals, but it is less accessible to those who lack their specialised knowledge. This article is intended to help with the comprehension and appreciation of their initiative.
The dubia
The dubia of the four cardinals were sent to Pope Francis on Sept. 16th 2016. They are as follows (the numbering is inserted here for ease of reference):
1. It is asked whether, following the affirmations of Amoris laetitia (nn. 300-305), it has now become possible to grant absolution in the sacrament of penance and thus to admit to Holy Communion a person who, while bound by a valid marital bond, lives together with a different person more uxorio without fulfilling the conditions provided for by Familiaris consortio n. 84 and subsequently reaffirmed by Reconciliatio et paenitentia n. 34 and Sacramentum caritatis n. 29. Can the expression “in certain cases” found in note 351 (n. 305) of the exhortation Amoris laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio?
2. After the publication of the post-synodal exhortation Amoris laetitia (cf. n. 304), does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis splendor n. 79, based on Sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, on the existence of absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts and that are binding without exceptions?
3. After Amoris laetitia (n. 301) is it still possible to affirm that a person who habitually lives in contradiction to a commandment of God’s law, as for instance the one that prohibits adultery (cf. Mt 19:3-9), finds him or herself in an objective situation of grave habitual sin (cf. Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, Declaration, June 24, 2000)?
4. After the affirmations of Amoris laetitia (n. 302) on “circumstances which mitigate moral responsibility,” does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis splendor n. 81, based on Sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, according to which “circumstances or intentions can never transform an act intrinsically evil by virtue of its object into an act ‘subjectively’ good or defensible as a choice”?
5. After Amoris laetitia (n. 303) does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor n. 56, based on Sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, that excludes a creative interpretation of the role of conscience and that emphasizes that conscience can never be authorized to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object?
No response to these dubia has as yet been received.
A dubium is an inquiry on a canonical, liturgical or doctrinal question that is sent to the Holy See with a request for an authoritative and final response. It is a prerogative of bishops to send such dubia, since the answers to the questions in them can be necessary for the exercise of their office. They are formulated in such a way as to be susceptible of a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer, since the response to them is an authoritative act of ruling as well as of magisterial teaching. Dubia from bishops are in consequence always answered, and the refusal of the Holy See to answer these dubia is thus an extraordinary act.
The formulation of the dubia may seem curious, since they ask if Amoris laetitia has contradicted and abolished teachings that are described in the dubia themselves as based on Scripture and Tradition. As Cardinal Burke observes, magisterial statement have the opposite function – that of clarifying and upholding the teaching of Scripture and Tradition – and they do not have the power to contradict or abolish these teachings. Their formulation is however understandable in the light of the reason given for the dubia, which is the grave disorientation and great confusion of many faithful regarding extremely important matters for the life of the Church, and the fact that within the episcopal college there are contrasting interpretations of Chapter 8 of Amoris laetitia. This disorientation and division results from the fact that many Catholic bishops, priests, and laity do indeed understand Amoris laetitia as abolishing elements of Scripture and tradition, and claim that these elements should be rejected on the authority of Amoris laetitia. The cardinals rightly seek an authoritative statement from the Holy See to the effect that this is not the case. The questions in the dubia should be read as having the form of those Latin questions beginning with the word ‘num’, a word that indicates that the answer to the question should be ‘no’.
It is useful to compare the dubia to the theological censures of Amoris laetitia signed by 45 Catholic scholars and sent to Cardinal Sodano, the dean of the College of Cardinals, on June 29th 2016. [1] These censures and the dubia were developed and sent independently – although the four cardinals would have been aware of the contents of the censures, since a copy of them was sent to every member of the Sacred College. The dubia do not inquire about the meaning of texts of Amoris laetitia or the content of the teaching it contains. They simply ask for clarification that this text and teaching do not contradict divine teaching. The censures on the other hand assert that some of the texts of Amoris laetitia are heretical, in the sense that the average reader is liable to attribute to their words. The ‘average reader’ is defined as one who is not trying to twist the words of the document in any direction, but who will take the natural or the immediate impression of the meaning of the words to be correct. The four cardinals are more circumspect in their approach. Their position is not however incompatible with that of the censures, since their dubia would not be worth raising if the text of Amoris laetitia did not in fact contradict Catholic teaching on a natural interpretation of its words.
The content of the dubia is closely related to that of the censures; dubium 1 corresponds to censure 12, dubium 2 corresponds to censure 11, dubium 3 corresponds to censures 7 and 8, dubium 4 corresponds to censures 10 and 11, and dubium 5 corresponds to censure 10). More generally, both the dubia and the censures identify two kinds of heretical deviations that seem to be present in Amoris laetitia; errors concerning specific questions concerned with the morality of actions by divorced and remarried Catholics, and errors about general moral and theological principles that are used to justify the specific erroneous claims (and that must be maintained if these specific claims are to be defended). The general claims are important because they extend the denial of Catholic teaching beyond the area of marriage and sexual morality, and into fundamental questions of law, grace, and justification. These fundamental questions extend the theological issues at stake beyond the content of Amoris laetitia, because they are related to the statements of Pope Francis on the theology of Martin Luther. The agreement between the dubia and the censures is significant as indicating that the four cardinals are not simply upholding their individual theological opinions, or engaging in a purely political attack on Amoris laetitia. They are presenting a theological position that is shared by a large number of reputable and scholarly Catholic theologians.
The nature of the error in Pope Francis’s statements
Cardinal Burke in his interview with the National Catholic Register states ‘There is, in the Tradition of the Church, the practice of correction of the Roman Pontiff. It is something that is clearly quite rare. But if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error.’
The initiative of formally correcting the error of the Supreme Pontiff is quite a different kind of act from the submission of dubia. The idea of such an initiative is not familiar to most Catholics, and raises a number of questions that call for answers. To begin with, the term ‘error’ in this context requires discussion. In order to understand what it could mean, we must first consider the nature of heresy.
The essence of heresy lies in the denial of a truth that has been divinely revealed, i.e. that has been communicated to mankind by God Himself, and that is believed to be true on this account, because God can neither lie nor be deceived. Such a truth can denied either by doubting it – and thus implicitly rejecting its divine origin – or by positively affirming a proposition that contradicts it.
This denial itself can take more than one form. On a moral level, it is the refusal of an individual to believe or profess that a doctrine of the faith is true and is known to be true as being communicated by God. This refusal, which in a Catholic is a sin against the theological virtue of faith, can be judged by a priest in the confessional. It can be absolved or not absolved, depending on whether or not the individual in question manifests contrition for this sin and rejects it by again believing and professing the truth that he had denied.
On a doctrinal level, heresy is a property of propositions rather than of persons. (‘Proposition’ is a technical term for a basic notion; a proposition is anything that can be true or false and can be thought or expressed in language.) A heretical proposition is one that contradicts a proposition that has been divinely revealed.
On a juridical level, heresy is a crime that is punishable by canonical means. The juridical notion of heresy involves not only public expression of a heretical proposition, but pertinacious adherence to this proposition. Such pertinacity exists when the individual is confronted with the fact that the proposition is heretical by the responsible authorities of the Church, and refuses to renounce the proposition.
A person who is juridically culpable of heresy may be presumed to also be guilty of the sin of heresy. The medicinal function of canonical punishment for heresy, which seeks to promote the spiritual good of the person upon whom it is imposed by providing them with a motivation to turn away from their sin of unbelief (cf. 1 Tim. 19-20), presupposes that the juridical offence is an indication of personal sin against faith. The converse is not the case; the personal sin of heresy does not in itself make a person guilty of the canonical offence of heresy, or make them subject to a canonical punishment for heresy. This offence and punishment require a public statement of a heresy and pertinacious adherence to it.
These different senses of heresy enable us to explain the possible senses of error as applied to the statements of Pope Francis. Error can be explained in terms of the moral sense of heresy. In this sense, it occurs when a Catholic holds a belief that contradicts divine revelation, but is unaware of the fact that the belief in question is heretical. Such unawareness can be blameless, as in cases where it is due to a simple lack of education that the believer in question is not in a position to remedy, or it can be culpable, when the doctrine of the faith that is denied by the heresy believed is one that the believer could and should have known. Nonetheless, even if it is culpable, such error is not heresy provided that the believer does not know that it contradicts what the Catholic Church teaches as being divinely revealed.
The term ‘error’ can also be understood as meaning the theological censure ‘erronea’ or ‘erronea in fide’. The only theological censure whose meaning has been defined by the Church is ‘haeretica’, which is understood in the doctrinal sense of ‘heresy’ given above. The term ‘erronea’ has however frequently been used in magisterial condemnations of propositions. [2] Theologians are not agreed on its meaning. For some, it refers solely to propositions that contradict theological conclusions, i.e. to propositions that contradict statements that are not themselves divinely revealed but are logically implied by divine revelation. [3] For others, it includes propositions that can be said with reasonable certainty to be divinely revealed, but that are not infallibly taught by the Church to be divinely revealed and hence can be denied without committing the sin of heresy. The latter view is to be preferred, since it is universally admitted that some propositions whose denial at one time was merely erroneous have been defined by the Church as divinely revealed, and a proposition cannot change from not being a part of divine revelation to being included in that revelation.
It seems that the term ‘error’ in the dubia should be understood in the moral sense of heresy, rather than in the sense of the theological censure of error. The erroneous theses of a general character that the dubia refer to include denial of the existence of absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts and that are binding without exceptions, and the assertion that circumstances or intentions can transform an act intrinsically evil by virtue of its object into an act ‘subjectively’ good or defensible as a choice. These are fundamental moral principles that are presupposed by all the numerous specific moral teachings found in divine revelation. They are clearly heretical. The specific theses about the reception of communion by the divorced and civilly remarried flatly contradict the statements of the Holy Scriptures about marriage, divorce, and the reception of the Holy Eucharist. The theological censures of Amoris laetitia identity specific Scriptural and magisterial statements on the content of divine revelation that are contradicted by passages in the apostolic exhortation; Exodus 20:12, Luke 16:18, Mk. 10:2-12, Mt. 3:9-12, 1 Cor. 5, 1 Cor. 7:10, and 1 Cor. 11:27 are the key texts for divorce and remarriage, and should be reviewed by anyone considering this issue.
It is helpful to compare these specific theses with the position of Protestants on marriage and divorce. Since the Reformation, Protestants have claimed that it is possible for Christian marriages to be dissolved. They base this claim on a Scriptural text (Matthew 19:9) that they misinterpret as providing an exception to Christ’s ban on divorce. In consequence, they hold that it is permissible for divorced and remarried Christians to receive the Eucharist, because they think that such Christians are no longer married to the former spouses and are actually married to the persons they have remarried. But Amoris laetitia explicitly upholds Catholic teaching on the indissolubility of marriage. It rules out the possibility of divorced and remarried Christians no longer being married to their original spouses and actually being married to their civil partners. In consequence, when it states that the divorced and remarried may under certain circumstances receive Communion, it is explicitly asserting that adulterers may receive the sacrament. It is difficult to identify a heresy in the history of the Church that has so flatly denied Scriptural teaching.
This affirmation of the indissolubility of marriage logically requires support for some elements of Luther’s understanding of justification. Justification makes a person acceptable in the sight of God and secures their eternal salvation. If a person can break a divine law – the law pertaining to divorce and remarriage in this case – yet not be in a state of mortal sin, and not suffer eternal damnation if they continue to break this divine law without repenting and choosing to keep it, then their justification must consist in something other than their keeping divine law; and it must not require their keeping of the divine law. This is what Luther’s conception of justification claims. Following this logic, Pope Francis has in fact endorsed Luther’s conception of justification, as we shall see below. This endorsement need not be supposed to extend to every component of Luther’s thought on justification, but it certainly embraces Luther’s claim that justification is independent of the keeping of the divine law. Pope Francis’s stand on Luther suggests that his approach to divorce and remarriage is not a purely practical one that is motivated by a desire to accommodate divorced and remarried Catholics, but a worked out theoretical position.
The assertion that the positions mentioned in the dubia are errors would then refer to the character of Pope Francis’s act in publicly upholding them. It would mean that his adherence to these positions is not claimed to be formally heretical, but is taken to be simply erroneous, i.e. to be made in ignorance of the fact that they are rejections of divinely revealed truth. 
The reason for taking this stand is presumably that any Catholic, and especially the Supreme Pontiff, should be given the benefit of the doubt when they express heretical views, and not be accused of heresy until they uphold these views pertinaciously after being informed that the views are heretical.
This characterisation of the statements of Pope Francis as erroneous does however imply that their content is actually heretical. This implication may shock some Catholics, either because they deny that it is possible for a pope to be a heretic, or because they deny that Pope Francis has actually advanced heretical views. Both these issues need to be discussed.
The possibility of a heretical pope
It is probable that rejection of the very possibility of a heretical pope is influenced by a theological claim of the ultramontane school, according to which a pope is not only capable of teaching infallibly when the proper conditions are satisfied, but is entirely immune from heresy in virtue of his office.
This opinion seems to have originated with Albert Pighius in the 16th century. It is mentioned by St. Robert Bellarmine, who personally adhered to it but described it as a less probable opinion (in the sense of being rejected by the majority of theologians). This view was not taught by the First Vatican Council, as is clear from the statement made about it in the relatio on papal infallibility made at that council by Bishop Vincent Ferrer Gasser:
As far as the doctrine set forth in the Draft [of Pastor Aeternus] goes, the deputation is unjustly accused of wanting to raise an extreme opinion, viz., that of Albert Pighius, to the dignity of a dogma. For the opinion of Pighius, which Bellarmine indeed calls pious and probable, was that the Pope, as an individual person or private teacher, was able to err from a type of ignorance but was never able to fall into heresy or teach heresy. … The doctrine in the proposed chapter is not that of Albert Pighius or the extreme opinion of any school, but rather it is one and the same which Bellarmine teaches in the place cited by the reverend speaker and which Bellarmine adduces in the fourth place and calls most certain and assured, or rather, correcting himself, the most common and certain opinion. [4]
This doctrine adduced by Bellarmine to which Bishop Gasser refers as being taught by the draft of the conciliar document is the doctrine that the Pope is infallible when he exercises his papal office to define doctrine to be held by the entire Church. Gasser stresses that this doctrine, which is what the First Vatican Council ultimately taught about papal infallibility, is not the view of Pighius, a view that he describes in disparaging terms.
This ultramontane position should be rejected, for the following reasons.
i) Personal immunity from heresy is a property that cannot belong to human nature. It is a supernatural prerogative that we can only attribute to a person on the basis of divine revelation. There is no divine teaching that assigns this prerogative to the Pope. When the nature of the divine promise to preserve the faith of the Pope was described and taught in the most solemn manner at the First Vatican Council, the claim that this prerogative belonged to the Pope ex officio was officially excluded from the teaching of the council and described as an extreme opinion of some theologians. It cannot therefore claim to be taught by the Church, and since it is not taught by the Church there is no reason for believing in it.
ii) It is incompatible with magisterial teachings that have condemned popes for heresy, and with the facts of history. The case of Pope Honorius is the clearest example of papal heresy. Roberto de Mattei gives a good account of his condemnation: “On August 9th 681, at the end of the XVI session [of the third ecumenical council of Constantinople], the anathema against all the heretics and supporters of the heresy, including Honorius were renewed: Sergio haeretico anathema, Cyro haeretico anathema, Honorio haeretico anathema, Pyrro, haeretico anathema» (Mansi, XI, col. 622)  … the Council Acts, after more than 19 months of a “sede vacante”, were ratified by [Pope Agatho’s] successor Leo II. In the letter sent May 7th 683 to the Emperor Constantine IV, the Pope wrote: “We anathematize the inventors of the new error, that is, Theodore, Bishop of Pharan, Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter, betrayers rather than leaders of the Church of Constantinople, and also Honorius, who did not attempt to sanctify this Apostolic Church with the teaching of apostolic tradition, but by profane treachery permitted its purity to be polluted” (Mansi, XI, col. 733). … The condemnation of Honorius was confirmed by Leo II’s successors, as attests the Liber diurnus romanorum pontificum, and by the seventh (789) and eighth (867-870) Ecumenical Councils of the Church.”[5] Honorius was condemned not only as guilty of the personal sin of heresy, but as guilty of the canonical crime of heresy, which means that he obstinately and publicly maintained heretical doctrine. This condemnation is a dogmatic fact that Catholics are not free to deny.
iii) Since the theological opinion that the pope is personally incapable of heresy is no more than an opinion and has no magisterial teaching as its basis, it can only be defensible if there are no good examples of a pope advancing heretical claims. If there is good evidence for a pope's doing this, then the claim should be rejected. The opinion thus cannot be used as an objection to solid evidence for Pope Francis's having advanced heretical views. 
The existence of heretical statements by Pope Francis
Some Catholic commentators have claimed that Amoris laetitia does not contain any of the heresies described above, or make any statements that are contrary to the Catholic faith. This assertion is not a criticism of the dubia of the cardinals, since these dubia do not offer any interpretation of that document, but it would serve as a basis for criticising any formal act of correction of Pope Francis for teaching error. However, this claim is shown to be false by the actions of Pope Francis and by the statements he has made about the teaching of Amoris laetitia. These actions and statements are relevant to a possible formal correction, so they should be described.
A). Pope Francis personally named a number of bishops and cardinals as participants in the Synod on the Family who would otherwise not have been eligible to take part in it, and who were known for opposing Catholic teaching on marriage, family, and sexual morality. 
These included Cardinal Walter Kasper, Cardinal Godfried Danneels, Archbishop Bruno Forte, Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, Cardinal Dionigi Tettamanzi, Cardinal Oscar Andrés Rodríguez Maradiaga, Cardinal Lluis Martinez Sistach, Cardinal Raymundo Damasceno Assis, Cardinal Luis Antonio Tagle, Cardinal John Dew, Archbishop Victor Fernández, and Fr. Antonio Spadaro.
B). Pope Francis intervened in the composition of the Relatio post disceptationem for the Synod on the Family. The Relatio proposed allowing Communion for divorced-and-remarried Catholics on a “case-by-case basis”, and said pastors should emphasize the “positive aspects” of lifestyles the Church considers gravely sinful, including civil remarriage after divorce and premarital cohabitation. These proposals, which were supported by the participants in the Synod named in A) above, were included in the Relatio at Pope Francis’s personal insistence, despite the fact that they did not receive the two-thirds majority required by the Synod rules for a proposal to be included in the Relatio.
C). In an interview in April 2016, Pope Francis was asked by a journalist if there are any concrete possibilities for the divorced and remarried that did not exist before the publication of Amoris laetitia. Pope Francis replied ‘Io posso dire, si. Punto’; that is, ‘I can say yes. Period.’ He then stated that the reporter’s question was answered by the presentation given by Cardinal Schönborn on Amoris laetitia. In this presentation Cardinal Schönborn stated:
My great joy as a result of this document resides in the fact that it coherently overcomes that artificial, superficial, clear division between “regular” and “irregular”, and subjects everyone to the common call of the Gospel, according to the words of St. Paul: “For God has consigned all to disobedience, that He may have mercy on all” (Rom. 11, 32) … what does the Pope say in relation to access to the sacraments for people who live in “irregular” situations? Pope Benedict had already said that “easy recipes” do not exist (AL 298, note 333). Pope Francis reiterates the need to discern carefully the situation, in keeping with St. John Paul II’s Familiaris consortio (84) (AL 298). “Discernment must help to find possible ways of responding to God and growing in the midst of limits. By thinking that everything is black and white, we sometimes close off the way of grace and of growth, and discourage paths of sanctification which give glory to God” (AL 205). He also reminds us of an important phrase from Evangelii gaudium, 44: “A small step, in the midst of great human limitations, can be more pleasing to God than a life which appears outwardly in order but moves through the day without confronting great difficulties” (AL 304). In the sense of this “via caritatis” (AL 306), the Pope affirms, in a humble and simple manner, in a note (351) that the help of the sacraments may also be given “in certain cases”.
He amplified this statement by asserting that Amoris laetitia endorses the approach to the divorced and remarried that is practiced in his diocese, where they are permitted to receive communion.
D). On Sept. 5th 2016 the bishops of the Buenos Aires region issued a statement on the application of Amoris laetitia. In it they stated:
6). In other, more complex cases, and when a declaration of nullity has not been obtained, the above mentioned option may not, in fact, be feasible. Nonetheless, a path of discernment is still possible. If it comes to be recognized that, in a specific case, there are limitations that mitigate responsibility and culpability (cf. 301-302), especially when a person believes they would incur a subsequent wrong by harming the children of the new union, Amoris laetitia offers the possibility of access to the sacraments of Reconciliation and Eucharist (cf. footnotes 336 and 351). These sacraments, in turn, dispose the person to continue maturing and growing with the power of grace. …
9) It may be right for eventual access to sacraments to take place privately, especially where situations of conflict might arise. But at the same time, we have to accompany our communities in their growing understanding and welcome, without this implying creating confusion about the teaching of the Church on the indissoluble marriage. The community is an instrument of mercy, which is “unmerited, unconditional and gratuitous” (297).
10) Discernment is not closed, because it “is dynamic; it must remain ever open to new stages of growth and to new decisions which can ena​ble the ideal to be more fully realized” (303), according to the “law of gradualness” (295) and with confidence in the help of grace. [6]
This asserts that according to Amoris laetitia confusion is not to be created about the teaching of the Church on the indissolubility of marriage, that the divorced and remarried can receive the sacraments, and that persisting in this state is compatible with receiving the help of grace. Pope Francis wrote an official letter dated the same day to Bishop Sergio Alfredo Fenoy of San Miguel, a delegate of the Argentina bishops’ Buenos Aires Region, stating that the bishops of the Buenos Aires region had given the only possible interpretation of Amoris laetitia:
Beloved brother,
I received the document from the Buenos Aires Pastoral Region, “Basic Criteria for the Application of Chapter Eight of Amoris laetitia.” Thank you very much for sending it to me. I thank you for the work they have done on this: a true example of accompaniment for the priests ... and we all know how necessary is this closeness of the bishop with his clergy and the clergy with the bishop. The neighbor ‘closest’ to the bishop is the priest, and the commandment to love one’s neighbor as one’s self begins for us, the bishops, precisely with our priests.
The document is very good and completely explains the meaning of chapter VIII of Amoris laetitia. There are no other interpretations. [7]
E). Pope Francis has appointed Archbishop Vincenzo Paglia as president of the Pontifical Academy for Life and grand chancellor of the Pontifical Pope John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family. As head of the Pontifical Council for the Family, Archbishop Paglia was responsible for the publication of a book, Famiglia e Chiesa, un legame indissolubile (Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 2015), that contains the lectures given at three seminars promoted by that dicastery on the topics of ‘Marriage: Faith, Sacrament, Discipline’; ‘Family, Conjugal Love and Generation’; and ‘The Wounded Family and Irregular Unions: What Pastoral Attitude’. This book and the seminars it described were intended to put forward proposals for the Synod on the Family, and promoted the granting of communion to divorced and remarried Catholics.
F). Pope Francis has appointed Bishop Kevin Farrell as prefect of the newly established Dicastery for Laity, Family and Life, and promoted him to the rank of cardinal. Cardinal Farrell has expressed support for Cardinal Schönborn’s proposal that the divorced and remarried should receive communion. He has stated that the reception of communion by the divorced and remarried is a ‘process of discernment and of conscience.’
G). In a press conference on June 26th 2016, Pope Francis stated:
I think that the intentions of Martin Luther were not mistaken. He was a reformer. Perhaps some methods were not correct. But in that time, if we read the story of the Pastor, a German Lutheran who then converted when he saw reality – he became Catholic – in that time, the Church was not exactly a model to imitate. There was corruption in the Church, there was worldliness, attachment to money, to power...and this he protested. Then he was intelligent and took some steps forward justifying, and because he did this. And today Lutherans and Catholics, Protestants, all of us agree on the doctrine of justification. On this point, which is very important, he did not err.
H). In his homily in the Lutheran Cathedral in Lund, Sweden, on Oct, 31st 2016, Pope Francis stated:
As Catholics and Lutherans, we have undertaken a common journey of reconciliation. Now, in the context of the commemoration of the Reformation of 1517, we have a new opportunity to accept a common path, one that has taken shape over the past fifty years in the ecumenical dialogue between the Lutheran World Federation and the Catholic Church. Nor can we be resigned to the division and distance that our separation has created between us. We have the opportunity to mend a critical moment of our history by moving beyond the controversies and disagreements that have often prevented us from understanding one another.
Jesus tells us that the Father is the “vinedresser” (cf. v. 1) who tends and prunes the vine in order to make it bear more fruit (cf. v. 2). The Father is constantly concerned for our relationship with Jesus, to see if we are truly one with him (cf. v. 4). He watches over us, and his gaze of love inspires us to purify our past and to work in the present to bring about the future of unity that he so greatly desires.
We too must look with love and honesty at our past, recognizing error and seeking forgiveness, for God alone is our judge. We ought to recognize with the same honesty and love that our division distanced us from the primordial intuition of God’s people, who naturally yearn to be one, and that it was perpetuated historically by the powerful of this world rather than the faithful people, which always and everywhere needs to be guided surely and lovingly by its Good Shepherd. Certainly, there was a sincere will on the part of both sides to profess and uphold the true faith, but at the same time we realize that we closed in on ourselves out of fear or bias with regard to the faith which others profess with a different accent and language. The spiritual experience of Martin Luther challenges us to remember that apart from God we can do nothing. “How can I get a propitious God?” This is the question that haunted Luther. In effect, the question of a just relationship with God is the decisive question for our lives. As we know, Luther encountered that propitious God in the Good News of Jesus, incarnate, dead and risen. With the concept “by grace alone”, he reminds us that God always takes the initiative, prior to any human response, even as he seeks to awaken that response. The doctrine of justification thus expresses the essence of human existence before God.
I). Pope Francis has refused to reply to the dubia of the four cardinals, or to instruct the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to reply to them. Since these dubia ought to have been given an answer according to normal procedure, and since the content of the dubia is a request to rule out heterodox interpretations of Amoris laetitia in order to counter a grave and present danger to the faith of Catholics that is being produced by these interpretations, this refusal cannot be reconciled with the claim that Amoris laetitia is intended by Pope Francis to be understood in a Catholic sense.
Pope Francis has cited the joint Catholic/Lutheran statement on justification as a basis for his claims about Martin Luther’s theology of justification. [8] The joint statement cannot however offer grounds for a defence for his remarks, for the following reasons:
i) It does not address the theology of Luther himself, but of some current Lutherans
ii) It does not state that Catholics and Lutherans have reached entire agreement on justification, but acknowledges important differences between the two sides
iii) It has no magisterial authority
iv) It has been severely criticised by competent Catholic theologians. [9]
Pope Francis has achieved the difficult feat of being unjust to the memory of Martin Luther, since Luther would undoubtedly have rejected indignantly (and probably scatologically) any suggestion that his views on justification could be reconciled with Catholic teaching.
We should distinguish here between statements of Pope Francis that are public, and statements that have a juridical value. Pope Francis’s endorsement of the interpretation of Amoris laetitia given by Cardinal Schönborn had no juridical force, since it was given in an interview with a journalist. Nonetheless it was a public statement and as such constituted a public assertion of heresy. 
His letter to the bishops of the Buenos Aires region, however, was an official document with juridical force, since it was sent to the Argentine bishops in his capacity as Pope as a confirmation of an official act that was intended to determine the proper interpretation and implementation of Amoris laetitia. It was private in the sense of being addressed to the bishops and not to the general public (although it became known to the public almost immediately and its authenticity was confirmed by the Vatican), but it was not private in the sense of expressing Pope Francis’s personal opinion rather than his decision as Pope.
The cumulative evidence of A) to I) above, together with Amoris laetitia, transforms the nature of these pieces of evidence. In isolation, most of them are not clearly incompatible with the Catholic faith; they could be taken as ambiguous, unfortunately expressed, or inspired by good and Catholic intentions that were not properly thought out. When they are taken as a whole, the doubtful and ambiguous character that each of them possesses individually indicates a deliberate strategy to advance their heterodox content, by a constant promotion of this content that is never quite open enough to force its opponents to take a stand against it.
The formal correction of a pope
The very grave situation detailed above raises the urgent question of what Catholics are to do about it.
St. Thomas Aquinas’s teaching on fraternal correction cannot be bettered as a starting point for answering this question. He states:
The correction of the wrongdoer is a remedy which should be employed against a man's sin. Now a man's sin may be considered in two ways, first as being harmful to the sinner, secondly as conducing to the harm of others, by hurting or scandalizing them, or by being detrimental to the common good, the justice of which is disturbed by that man's sin. Consequently the correction of a wrongdoer is twofold, one which applies a remedy to the sin considered as an evil of the sinner himself. This is fraternal correction properly so called, which is directed to the amendment of the sinner. Now to do away with anyone's evil is the same as to procure his good: and to procure a person's good is an act of charity, whereby we wish and do our friend well. Consequently fraternal correction also is an act of charity, because thereby we drive out our brother's evil, viz. sin, the removal of which pertains to charity rather than the removal of an external loss, or of a bodily injury, in so much as the contrary good of virtue is more akin to charity than the good of the body or of external things. Therefore fraternal correction is an act of charity rather than the healing of a bodily infirmity, or the relieving of an external bodily need. There is another correction which applies a remedy to the sin of the wrongdoer, considered as hurtful to others, and especially to the common good. This correction is an act of justice, whose concern it is to safeguard the rectitude of justice between one man and another. (2a2ae q. 33 a. 1 co.)
St. Thomas teaches that fraternal correction is a matter of precept and must be performed. He asserts that it does not belong solely to prelates:
It is written (Dist. xxiv, qu. 3, Can. Tam Sacerdotes): "Both priests and all the rest of the faithful should be most solicitous for those who perish, so that their reproof may either correct their sinful ways, or, if they be incorrigible, cut them off from the Church." As stated above, correction is twofold. One is an act of charity, which seeks in a special way the recovery of an erring brother by means of a simple warning: such like correction belongs to anyone who has charity, be he subject or prelate. But there is another correction which is an act of justice purposing the common good, which is procured not only by warning one's brother, but also, sometimes, by punishing him, that others may, through fear, desist from sin. Such a correction belongs only to prelates, whose business it is not only to admonish, but also to correct by means of punishments. (2a2ae q. 33 a. 3.)
A subject may correct his prelate:
A subject is not competent to administer to his prelate the correction which is an act of justice through the coercive nature of punishment: but the fraternal correction which is an act of charity is within the competency of everyone in respect of any person towards whom he is bound by charity, provided there be something in that person which requires correction. … Since, however, a virtuous act needs to be moderated by due circumstances, it follows that when a subject corrects his prelate, he ought to do so in a becoming manner, not with impudence and harshness, but with gentleness and respect. (2a2ae q. 33 a. 4.)
This correction should be public if the offence is public: ‘With regard to the public denunciation of sins it is necessary to make a distinction: because sins may be either public or secret. In the case of public sins, a remedy is required not only for the sinner, that he may become better, but also for others, who know of his sin, lest they be scandalized. Wherefore such like sins should be denounced in public.’ (2a2ae q. 33 a. 7.)
St. Thomas allows that fraternal correction directed towards the amendment of the wrongdoer may be omitted if it is foreseeable that such correction will simply make the wrongdoer worse, but he denies that the fraternal correction directed towards the common good may be omitted for this reason (2a2ae q. 33 a. 6).
In the light of this teaching, the duties of Catholics towards Pope Francis are clear.
In the case of the laity, those Catholics who are sufficiently well informed about the statements and actions of Pope Francis detailed above and about the divinely revealed teaching that he is rejecting have a duty to publicly offer him the fraternal correction that is an act of charity. They have the same duty to offer fraternal correction to any Catholics who follow Pope Francis in his errors.
In the case of prelates, they have the same duty of charity to offer fraternal correction to Pope Francis. This duty is stronger than the duty of laymen, since bishops and cardinals are bound to do this in virtue of their office. 
Cardinals are the counsellors of the Pope and as such have a strict duty to offer him this fraternal correction, a duty whose omission is a mortal sin. Bishops are fellow members of the episcopal college and fellow successors of the Apostles, albeit members and successors that are junior to the Pope. Their duty to a fellow member of this college, to the head of this college, and to the college as a whole binds them to offer this fraternal correction.
It would not seem respectful to offer St. Thomas’s reason for omitting this fraternal correction, and maintain that it should not be practised because it would simply make Pope Francis worse. Moreover, the claim that such fraternal correction would not lead Pope Francis to renounce the heretical statements he has made, but would lead him to increase his support for heresy, implies that Pope Francis is in fact a formal heretic. In that case the steps for dealing with a heretical pope would have to be taken.
Prelates, unlike the laity, are also bound upon pain of mortal sin to the correction that is an act of justice and is directed towards the common good rather than towards the amendment of the sinner. St. Thomas notes that this correction is sometimes accompanied by punishment, which implies that it need not necessarily be so accompanied. In the case of Catholics who are subject to them and who follow the heresies advanced by Pope Francis, they are bound to offer this correction, and may exercise this correction through the means of punishment. In the case of Pope Francis, they are bound to offer this correction in the form of rebuke and admonishment, but may not exercise this correction in the form of punishment, since he does not fall under their jurisdiction and hence they do not have the authority to do so.
The fact that Pope Francis may not be punished by prelates for advancing heresy does not mean that he can promote heresy with impunity, and that they can do nothing about it. The act of fraternal correction to which prelates are bound in the face of Pope Francis’s heretical statements is concerned with the moral sense of heresy insofar as it is motivated by charity towards the Pope, but it also has consequences for the juridical sense of heresy.  As well as being an act of charity, it constitutes the warning that is necessary before a person can be judged guilty of the canonical crime of heresy. The dubia of the cardinals and the publication of these dubia is not such an act of warning, but the formal act of correction that Cardinal Burke envisages would be such an act. If such a warning were repeated twice and Pope Francis refused to heed both of these warnings, he would become canonically guilty of heresy.
Some might argue that the dubia and other criticisms of Amoris Laetitia that have been made already suffice as warnings to Pope Francis, and hence that he can now be judged to be guilty of the canonical crime of heresy. These criticisms might be said to make it clear to informed observers that Pope Francis is in fact a heretic rather than simply in error. But for juridical purposes – especially for the very serious purpose of judging a Pope to be a heretic – they do not suffice. The evidence needed for a juridical judgment of such gravity has to take a form that is entirely clear and beyond dispute. A formal warning from a number of members of the College of Cardinals that is then disregarded by the Pope would constitute such evidence.
The possibility of a Pope being canonically guilty of heresy has long been admitted in the Church. It is acknowledged in the Decretals of Gratian, the foundational work of canon law composed in the 12th century. The Decretals were incorporated in the Corpus Iuris Canonici, of which they form the first part.
Gratian states:
If the Pope, remiss in his duties and neglectful of his and his neighbour’s salvation, gets caught up in idle business, and if moreover, by his silence (which actually does more harm to himself and everyone else), he leads innumerable hordes of people away from the good with him, he will be beaten for eternity with many blows alongside that very first slave of hell. However, no person can presume to convict him of any transgressions in this matter, because, although the Pope can judge everyone else, no one may judge him, unless he, for whose perpetual stability all the faithful pray as earnestly as they call to mind the fact that, after God, their own salvation depends on his soundness, is found to have strayed from the faith. [10] (Gratian, Decretum, Part 1, Distinction 40, Chapter 6.)
Various explanations have been proposed of how a Pope can be removed from office if he commits the canonical crime of heresy. The explanations seek to explain how the Pope can lose office without being judged by any of his inferiors in the Church on earth. The simplest and possibly the best explanation that has been offered is that the Pope by pertinaciously maintaining heresy effectively removes himself from office. However, all these explanations agree that a Pope who is juridically guilty of heresy can and must be removed from office. There is no dispute among Catholic theologians on this point – even among theologians like Bellarmine who do not think that a Pope is in fact capable of being a heretic.
It is to be hoped that the correction of Pope Francis does not have to proceed this far, and that he will either reject the heresies he has announced or resign his office. Removing him from office against his will would require the election of a new Pope, and would probably leave the Church with Francis as an anti-Pope contesting the authority of the new Pope. If Francis refuses to renounce either his heresy or his office, however, this situation will just have to be faced.
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[1] A link to the document and its accompanying letter is available here: https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/full-text-of-45-theologians-appeal-to-correct-amoris-laetitias-errors-revea. 
[2] See John Cahill O.P., The Development of the theological censures after the Council of Trent, 1563-1709, for a discussion of the various censures.
[3] Some theologians assert that only some propositions logically implied by divinely revealed propositions are theological conclusions, while others are themselves divinely revealed.  The distinction depends on the basis for the logical implication; it is not of interest for our discussion.
[4] The Gift of Infallibility: The Official Relatio on Infallibility of Bishop Vincent Ferrer Gasser at Vatican Council I, 2nd ed., tr. James O'Connor (Ignatius Press: San Francisco, 2008), pp. 58-59.
[5] http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2015/12/the-heretic-pope.html#more 
[6] 6) En otras circunstancias más complejas, y cuando no se pudo obtener una declaración de nulidad, la opción mencionada puede no ser de hecho factible. No obstante, igualmente es posible un camino de discernimiento. Si se llega a reconocer que, en un caso concreto, hay limitaciones que atenúan la responsabilidad y la culpabilidad (cf. 301-302), particularmente cuando una persona considere que caería en una ulterior falta dañando a los hijos de la nueva unión, Amoris laetítía abre la posibilidad del acceso a los sacramentos de la Reconciliación y la Eucaristía (cf. notas 336 y 351). Estos a su vez disponen a la persona a seguir madurando y creciendo con la fuerza de la gracia. …
9) Puede ser conveniente que un eventual acceso a los sacramentos se realice de manera reservada, sobre todo cuando se prevean situaciones conflictivas. Pero al mismo tiempo no hay que dejar de acompañar a la comunidad para que crezca en un espíritu de comprensión y de acogida, sin que ello implique crear confusiones en la enseñanza de la Iglesia acerca del matrimonio indisoluble. La comunidad es instrumento de la misericordia que es «inmerecida, incondicional y gratuita» (297).
10) El discernimiento no se cierra, porque «es dinámico y debe permanecer siempre abierto a nuevas etapas de crecimiento y a nuevas decisiones que permitan realizar el ideal de manera más plena» (303), según la «ley de gradualidad» (295) y confiando en la ayuda de la gracia.
[7] Querido hermano: Recibí el escrito de la Región Pastoral Buenos Aires «Criterios básicos para la aplicación del capítulo VIII de Amoris laetítia». Muchas gracias por habérmelo enviado; y los felicito por el trabajo que se han tomado: un verdadero ejemplo de acompañamiento a los sacerdotes... y todos sabemos cuánto es necesaria esta cercanía del obíspo con su clero y del clero con el obispo. El prójimo «más prójimo» del obispo es el sacerdote, y el mandamiento de amar al prójimo como a sí mismo comienza para nosotros obispos precisamente con nuestros curas.
El escrito es muy bueno y explícita cabalmente el sentido del capitulo VIII de Amoris Laetitia. No hay otras interpretaciones.
[8] This declaration can be found at http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/chrstuni/documents/rc_pc_chrstuni_doc_31101999_cath-luth-joint-declaration_en.html. 
[9] These include Cardinal Avery Dulles S.J., ‘Justification: The Joint Declaration’, Josephinum 9 (2002), available at http://www.pcj.edu/journal/essays/dulles9-1.htm; Aidan Nichols O.P., ‘The Lutheran-Catholic Agreement on Justification: Botch or Breakthrough?’ New Blackfriars 82 (2001); and Prof. Christopher Malloy, Engrafted into Christ: A Critique of the Joint Declaration (New York: P. Lang, 2005).
[10] Si papa suae et fraternae salutis negligens reprehenditur inutilis et remissus in operibus suis, et insuper a bono taciturnus, quod magis officit sibi et omnibus, nichilominus innumerabiles populos cateruatim secum ducit, primo mancipio gehennae cum ipso plagis multis in eternum uapulaturus. Huius culpas istic redarguere presumit mortalium nullus, quia cunctos ipse iudicaturus a nemine est iudicandus, nisi deprehendatur a fide deuius; pro cuius perpetuo statu uniuersitas fidelium tanto instantius orat, quanto suam salutem post Deum ex illius incolumitate animaduertunt propensius pendere.
Church Leaders Respond to the ‘Dubia’

http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/church-leaders-respond-to-the-dubia
By Edward Pentin, Vatican City, December 6, 2016
While Pope Francis has declined to reply to the formal request for clarification of Amoris Laetitia, some cardinals and bishops have responded publicly.

Cardinal Peter Turkson has proposed placing on stage all the main parties publicly debating the correct interpretation of the Pope’s apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia (The Joy of Love) so they can listen to and better understand one another.
“For all of these people who’ve said things, written things, each in their own different contexts, a great thing that could happen is have them all on stage,” Cardinal Turkson told the Register Dec. 1.

The prefect of the new dicastery for Promoting Integral Human Development believes it could help resolve the differences if they were “together, to listen to what each other had to say, and to see: How would they respond and react to each other?”

The Ghanaian cardinal was responding to the various conflicting interpretations of the document, as well as the publication last month of the Dubia, five “doubts” that Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Raymond Burke, Walter Brandmüller and Joachim Meisner sent the Pope Sept. 19, with the intention of seeking clarity regarding the ambiguities and differing interpretations they said the document has generated.

The Pope has declined to respond to the five questions, which ask for “Yes” or “No” answers on whether aspects of Amoris Laetitia, particularly related to whether civilly remarried divorcees without an annulment and not living in continence can receive holy Communion, are consistent with previous papal teachings.

The Pope’s silence prompted the cardinals, “out of deep pastoral concern” for the faithful and the unity of the Church and charity towards the Petrine office, to make the Dubia public on Nov. 14. They said they “interpreted his sovereign decision as an invitation to continue the reflection and the discussion, calmly and with respect.”

Since the Dubia were published, Pope Francis has reacted only in an indirect way, saying in a recent interview that “certain responses” to Amoris Laetitia “persist in seeing only white or black, when, rather, one ought to discern in the flow of life.” He also said such opposition can derive from a “bad spirit” or psychological defects that foster division and argued that such thinking showed a lack of understanding about how the Holy Spirit has been working in the Church since the Second Vatican Council.

Bishop Athanasius Schneider Voiced His Support for the Four Cardinals

http://fsspx.news/en/content/28700
December 9, 2016
On November 23, Bishop Athanasius Schneider voiced his support for the four cardinals who have published their dubia on Amoris laetitia, and mentioned “the general doctrinal confusion of the Arian crisis in the fourth century.” Here are a few extracts from these two voices in the debate triggered by Amoris laetitia.
“For we cannot do anything against the truth, but only for the truth.” (II Cor. 13:8)

The Prophetic Voice of Four Cardinals of the Holy Roman Catholic Church

The entire Church in our days has to reflect upon the fact that the Holy Spirit has not in vain inspired Saint Paul to write in the Letter to the Galatians about the incident of his public correction of Peter. One has to trust that Pope Francis will accept this public appeal of the Four Cardinals in the spirit of the Apostle Peter, when St Paul offered him a fraternal correction for the good of the whole Church. May the words of that great Doctor of the Church, St Thomas Aquinas, illuminate and comfort us all:

When there is a danger for the faith, subjects are required to reprove their prelates, even publicly. Since Paul, who was subject to Peter, out of the danger of scandal, publicly reproved him. And Augustine comments: ‘Peter himself gave an example to superiors by not disdaining to be corrected by his subjects when it occurred to them that he had departed from the right path’ (Summa theol., II-II, 33, 4c).

The negative reactions to the public statement of the Four Cardinals resemble the general doctrinal confusion of the Arian crisis in the fourth century. It is helpful to all to quote in the situation of the doctrinal confusion in our days some affirmations of Saint Hilary of Poitiers, the “Athanasius of the West.”

You [the bishops of Gaul] who still remain with me faithful in Christ did not give way when threatened with the onset of heresy, and now by meeting that onset you have broken all its violence. Yes, brethren, you have conquered, to the abundant joy of those who share your faith: and your unimpaired constancy gained the double glory of keeping a pure conscience and giving an authoritative example (Hil. De Syn., 3).

Hush-up Strategies and Slander Campaigns

Those bishops and cardinals, who ask for clarity and who try to fulfill their duty in guarding sacredly and faithfully interpreting the transmitted Divine Revelation concerning the Sacraments of Marriage and the Eucharist, are no longer exiled as it was with the Nicene bishops during the Arian crisis. Contrary to the time of the Arian crisis, today, as wrote Rudolf Graber, the bishop of Ratisbone, in 1973, exile of the bishops is replaced by hush-up strategies and by slander campaigns (cf. Athanasius und die Kirche unserer Zeit, Abensberg 1973, p. 23).

When Pope Liberius in 357 signed one of the so called formulas of Sirmium, in which he deliberately discarded the dogmatically defined expression “homo-ousios” and excommunicated Saint Athanasius in order to have peace and harmony with the Arian and Semi-Arian bishops of the East, faithful Catholics and some few bishops, especially Saint Hilary of Poitiers, were deeply shocked. Saint Hilary transmitted the letter that Pope Liberius wrote to the Oriental bishops, announcing the acceptance of the formula of Sirmium and the excommunication of Saint Athanasius. In his deep pain and dismay, Saint Hilary added to the letter in a kind of desperation the phrase: “Anathema tibi a e dictum, praevaricator Liberi” - I say to you anathema, prevaricator Liberius - (cf. Denzinger-Schönmetzer, n. 141). Pope Liberius wanted to have peace and harmony at any price, even at the expense of the Divine truth. In his letter to the heterodox Latin bishops Ursace, Valence, and Germinius announcing to them the above-mentioned decisions, he wrote that he preferred peace and harmony to martyrdom (cf. Denzinger-Schönmetzer, n. 142).

In what a dramatic contrast stood the behavior of Pope Liberius to the following conviction of Saint Hilary of Poitiers:

We don’t make peace at the expense of the truth by making concessions in order to acquire the reputation of tolerance. We make peace by fighting legitimately according to the rules of the Holy Spirit. There is a danger to ally surreptitiously with unbelief under the beautiful name of peace (Hil. Ad Const., 2, 6, 2).

Sources: The Remnant, chiesa/blog de J. Smits – trad. A. de Guitaut/J. Smits
Oh, Oh, Oh, I Have Dubia!
http://www.catholicstand.com/amortis-dubia-controversies-explained/
By H.L. Duncan, December 12, 2016  
After these many years, I finally can say I have something in common with Arnold Horshack. I feel like I must raise my hand high, and exclaim loudly, oh, oh, oh in order to get an answer to my questions. Most of you are probably not old enough to remember the very popular 1970s TV sitcom Welcome Back, Kotter that gave John Travolta’s career a big boost. Horshack was a classmate in the Kotter show. He always found it necessary to bring loud attention to himself in class when he had a question. Click here to see what I mean.
What In the World Are Dubia?

Dubia, I have learned as the Catholic world is in an uproar, is the church’s word for having questions. We often say in English that we are dubious about something, meaning we are doubtful. This form of questioning has been used in the past, and is a very respectful way of getting clarification regarding church law or teaching. An example here from the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments in 2000, gives another dubia with the resulting answers.
Currently, four cardinals of the Church have raised their hands high and said oh, oh, oh, loudly in public, after no answers came from their first attempt to send questions privately to the Pope. They want clarification from the Holy Father regarding parts of his exhortation Amoris Laetitia. A significant part that is questioned has to do with approving communion for the divorced and remarried. They are asking him as well as the head of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Cardinal Gerhard L. Müller. It is the top level of questioning which exposes their doubt at the source, and has caused criticism about their loyalty.

I have questions myself, and I am happy that the cardinals have taken this official step after not getting a response from the Pope at their first questioning. My memory of reaction to church documents does not go back very far, so I cannot say if there was an angry response with the past request that I cite above, as there is with this current one.

I am dubious that there was.

Lex dubia non obligat
The Catholic Encyclopedia explains Probabilism; a method used by theologians to apply divine law to our lives:

According to the axiom: lex dubia non obligat, a doubtful law does not bind. But a law is doubtful when there is a solidly probable opinion against it. Hence it is lawful to follow a solidly probable opinion in favour of liberty.

What was previously understood as an irregular situation (divorced and remarried), is presented in Chapter Eight of Amoris Laetitia as a possible blending of the irregular and the regular. This judgement is dependent upon the subjective view of the couple involved, as interpreted by a priest. This subjective determination is being presented to us as justification and solidly probable opinion for receiving communion, despite the objective adulterous situation. At least, according to some. This is precisely the point in doubt.

Please, Holiness, Answer

With the Church’s history of questioning and debating, please, Holiness, clarify what you mean in Amoris Laetitia when you say that the sin of adultery may not be considered a sin, or a lesser degree of sin, in special cases. I see nothing wrong with exploring theological questions, and I am willing to understand a viewpoint especially when it comes from you.

But, a serious problem with this thought was generated by your exhortation when this idea was explained in a very sketchy way. To leave the decision in the hands of the clergy without giving any real guidance or scriptural support as to how to proceed does not present a reasonable understanding to anyone. It only gives the impression that if a priest feels sorry for a couple they may proceed to communion, but another couple may not.
There Is Nothing Wrong With Casuistry

The Holy Father, at a later time, gave an argument for discernment using the word “casuistic,” where one makes a judgement if the rule need be followed as stated, or if an exception exists. This is certainly not a new concept. We use judges in civil and criminal law to decide if the law must be followed as written, or if an exception allows for the law not to be applied.

I once drove my son to the hospital in a hurry as he could not breathe. He had been discharged the day before with no clear diagnosis. We gave him oxygen from my emergency supply kept in case of a severe asthma attack. I drove ignoring traffic laws, as it was after midnight and not much traffic was about. I judged that it was faster than waiting for an ambulance and he was not in distress after using the oxygen. I had training and experience as a fire truck driver, so was accustomed to emergency driving. I would expect that my actions would be overlooked regarding lawbreaking, because of the situation. It is possible however, that a judge or police officer might wish to apply the strict observance of the law in that case, balancing benefits against traffic dangers, differently than I did.

How We Would Better Be Able To Understand

In the case of adultery, in order for this direction by Pope Francis to be accepted and understood by the faithful, cardinals and bishops who ask for further explanation must be given examples to gain acceptance for this concept. Like the one I have given above. This is only a natural course for a teacher to take. The problem to overcome is that this presentation appears to be in conflict with prior teaching.

The current teaching regarding marriage indissolubility and casuistical argument was addressed by Saint John Paul II in 1979:

Christ did not accept the discussion at the level at which his interlocutors tried to introduce it. In a certain sense he did not approve of the dimension that they tried to give the problem. He avoided getting caught up in juridico-casuistical controversies. On the contrary, he referred twice to “the beginning.” Acting in this way, he made a clear reference to the relative words in Genesis, which his interlocutors too knew by heart. From those words of the ancient revelation, Christ drew the conclusion and the talk ended.

The situation Pope Francis gives us, is one where the couple do not give up adultery and live as brother and sister. If Pope Francis is calling this situation not adulterous because it is not subjectively seen as adulterous, then I can see how he must explain further, as it appears to be in direct contradiction to a previous Pope’s teaching as cited above and elsewhere.

The Worst Thing That Is Happening

I do not object to working out theological problems. I do object strenuously to seeing the Church behave as if it were a political organization. We have just finished an election in the U.S. that lasted for 18 months. 
Even at this date, weeks after the final vote, anger and accusations continue over differences between candidates and political parties. The history of our country bringing an end to the election process by all of the participants, is being ignored by two of the losing parties with scant justification, and some rioting by citizens. This change of attitude in politics, plus the apparent lack of younger, less morally corrupt persons willing to run, is leading to a more dangerous split in American life.

I expect much, much more from our Church.

To call the cardinals that asked for clarification (for themselves, for me, and for others) “‘witless worm[s],‘ ‘troublesome,‘ and ‘heretics’ and ‘apostates‘ for issuing the dubia…”, is nothing more than recent American politics transferred to the Vatican. Will we read (in future attacks on questioning) about Little Raymond (Burke) or will I be placed into a parish of deplorables because of my love of the Latin Mass? The Pope has already offered psychological opinion regarding the desire for this Mass. We usually condemn speculation about a person’s motive instead of discussing the issue as argumentum ad hominem. Another Latin phrase commonly meaning: argument against the person, rather than the idea.

If a priest-confidant of the Pope wishes to call me a “witless worm,” and do so instead of explaining where I am wrong, he relegates me to a lower value than others. But I am not a worm, and I have not done anything other than ask questions, as have the four cardinals. I expect to be treated as having intrinsic worth as much as a baby that the Pope kisses, or a disabled person he stops to bless, or a couple not in a marriage designed by God.

The Future?

In a way I hope that this attack on those who wish to get more explanation is just bad manners emulating the worst of what we have seen in politics. We Catholics have in our history a rich store of explanation and argument by St. Thomas Aquinas and all the great Fathers and Doctors of the Church. I also hope that this rude reaction and silence is not because there is no explanation at all.

I will follow all teaching that conforms to Christ’s commands.
More Papal Eisegesis – This Time, on St. John the Baptist’s “Doubt”
http://www.onepeterfive.com/papal-eisegesis-time-st-john-baptists-doubt/ 
December 15, 2016
In biblical studies, there are two similar-sounding terms of particular importance: exegesis and eisegesis. 

Exegesis is defined as “an explanation or critical interpretation of a text,” and is the standard method of examining and understanding the Scriptures. Eisegesis, on the other hand, is “the process of interpreting a text or portion of text in such a way that the process introduces one’s own presuppositions, agendas, or biases into and onto the text.”
In today’s homily, Pope Francis engaged, as is often the case, in the latter. And just as he has accused the Blessed Mother of wanting to call God a “liar” when faced with the suffering of her Son — twice — he is now preaching that St. John the Baptist doubted the identity of Jesus while in prison:

Although John was great, strong, secure in his vocation, “he still had dark moments,” he had his doubts,” said Francis. In fact, John began to doubt in prison, even though he had baptized Jesus, “because he was a Saviour that was not as he had imagined him.” And so he sent two of his disciples to ask Him if He was the Messiah. And Jesus corrects the vision of John with a clear response. In fact, He tells them to report to John that “the blind see,” “the deaf hear,” “the dead rise.” “The great can afford to doubt, because they are great,” the Pope said.

Of course, this is not the Church’s understanding of the text. In St. Thomas Aquinas’ Catena Aurea, we see a “discussion” of Matthew 11 amongst the Church fathers. St Hilary of Poitiers affirms:

It is indeed certain, that he who as forerunner proclaimed Christ’s coming, as prophet knew Him when He stood before him, and worshipped Him as Confessor when He came to him, could not fall into error from such abundant knowledge. Nor can it be believed that the grace of the Holy Spirit failed him when thrown into prison, seeing He should hereafter minister the light of His power to the Apostles when they were in prison.

The great biblical scholar, St. Jerome, adds:

Therefore he does not ask as being himself ignorant. But as the Saviour asks where Lazarus is buried, [margin note John 11:23] in order that they who shewed Him the sepulchre might be so far prepared for faith, and believe that the dead was verily raised again—so John, about to be put to death by Herod, sends his disciples to Christ, [p. 406] that by this opportunity of seeing His signs and wonders they might believe on Him, and so might learn through their master’s enquiry.

St. John Chrysostom offers:

Yet whilst John was with them he held them rightly convinced concerning Christ. But when he was going to die, he was more concerned on their behalf. For he feared that he might leave his disciples a prey to some pernicious doctrine, and that they should remain separate from Christ, to whom it had been his care to bring all his followers from the beginning.

And St. Hilary again concludes:

John then is providing not for his own, but his disciples’ ignorance; that they might know that it was no other whom he had proclaimed, he sent them to see His works, that the works might establish what John had spoken; and that they should not look for any other Christ, than Him to whom His works had borne testimony.
No, Your Holiness. St. John the Baptist did not doubt.

Francis, of course, has his own gloss on the text — predicated upon his eisegesis — and it is entirely unsurprising:
The great can afford to doubt, and this is beautiful. They are certain of their vocation but each time the Lord makes them see a new street of the journey, they enter into doubt. ‘But this is not orthodox, this is heretical, this is not the Messiah I expected.’ The devil does this work, and some friend also helps, no? This is the greatness of John, a great one, the last of that band of believers that began with Abraham, that one that preaches conversion, that one that does not use half-words to condemn the proud, that one that at the end of his life is allowed to doubt. And this is a good program of Christian life.” [Emphasis added]

As is so often the case with Francis, he passive aggressively uses the occasion of commentary on the scriptures, or various anecdotes, to fire thinly veiled assaults at his critics and opponents. Make no mistake: his commentary on Matthew 11 has been weaponized and aimed at the authors and supporters of the dubia. Which is, perhaps, why irony meters around the world today exploded when Francis said this of St. John the Baptist:

He preached forcefully, he said some ugly things to the Pharisees, to the doctors of the law, to the priests, he didn’t say to them: “But dear friends, behave yourselves!” No. He said to them simply: “You race of vipers!” He didn’t use nuance. Because they approached in order to inspect him and to see him, but never with open hearts: “Race of vipers!” He risked his live, [sic] yes, but he was faithful. Then to Herod, to his face, he said, “Adulterer! It is not licit for you to live this way, adulterer!” To his face! But it is certain that if a pastor today said in the Sunday homily, “Among you there are some who are a race of vipers, and there are many adulterers,” certainly the Bishop would receive disconcerting letters: “But send away this pastor who insults us.” And he insulted them. Why? Because he was faithful to his vocation and to the truth. [Emphasis added]

He’s toying with us. He must be. Nobody can be this devoid of self-awareness.

And speaking of eisegesis: for the record, Your Holiness? The miracle of the loaves and the fishes was a real miracle, too.

3 of 84 readers’ highly critical comments of Pope Francis
1. This is more evidence that he is feeling pressure and it will be helpful in the long run. Too many Catholics still offer uncritical adoration to Francis and can't believe he is doing or saying anything wrong. The more he continues in this vein, the more people will open their eyes to the fact that there is a serious problem here.
Another huge irony we have here is that Francis is again praising "doubt" - surely he must be aware that the Latin for "doubt" is "dubium" - plural "dubia." In fact what we have here is St John the Baptist sending his own disciples to Our Lord with a list of dubia in order that they can learn the truth for themselves. Why is (alleged) doubt so praiseworthy in St. John the Baptist, but is absolutely unacceptable for his own Cardinals? –Deacon Augustine
2. Why? Because John is a Great one like Pope Francis, so he can do what he wants: the Cardinals are nothing more than the Pharisees and Scribes who come to judge John/Francis and John/Francis insults them because they deserve it and John/Francis is faithful to the Lord by insulting them. And John/Francis is allowed to doubt because he is a great one and it's beautiful for it's able to lead one from the horrible black and white of 'this is not orthodox, this is heretical.' Because the Lord is leading Him down a new street, (called moral relativism way), and it is the Devil and his helpers (the Cardinals) who cause the doubt in the great one Francis/John. –Fr RP
3. I'm a convert and have been a Catholic for about ten years. Before and since that I spent a long time reading the writings of the saints and the church fathers. You could say that the Holy Spirit through the saints, most especially Our Lady did the job of evangelisation, dare I say proselytism, on me. And thank God for it.
I find the current occupant of the Petrine office very confusing, the above another example of his obscuring and gobbledygook. He really must be doing this deliberately. Every time he opens his mouth I feel more disoriented. Basically he and not a few other Catholics seem to prefer if us converts would just stay where we were. In my case that would have been in the clutches of the vapid inheritors of the bile of John Knox. For others that would be the tambourine slapping dames of the Church of England. Et cetera. Et cetera.

Thank the Lord for the Church that He founded and the few brave souls that still fight for her and speak clearly. Viva Christo Rey.

Cardinal Burke defends dubia signers in blockbuster EWTN interview

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-burke-responds-to-dubia-critics-not-a-sign-of-illness-to-care-abou 

By Claire Chretien, December 16, 2016
On Thursday's "The World Over with Raymond Arroyo," Cardinal Raymond Burke responded to those within the Church who are criticizing him and three other cardinals for asking for moral clarification on Amoris Laetitia. He said the cardinals are not creating division, but "address[ing]" existing division within the Church. He also insists that he will "never" be part of a schism for defending the Catholic faith, and that attacks on marriage destabilize the Church and society.

Burke directly responded to the claims that close papal collaborator Father Anthony Spadaro and Cardinal Christoph Schönborn have made about Amoris Laetitia. In particular, he addressed Spadaro's claim that Pope Francis already answered the dubia of four cardinals by approving guidelines issued by the bishops of Buenos Aires allowing Communion for the divorced and remarried. Burke also responded to Pope Francis saying people who are overly "rigid" about defending doctrine suffer from a kind of "condition."
Responding to Spadaro's claim that Burke and the other three cardinals are trying to "ramp up" division and tension in the Church, Burke said, "In fact, we’re trying to address the division which is already very much ramped up, to use his phrase."

"Only when these questions, which we have raised according to the traditional manner of resolving questions in the Church which have to do with very serious matters, only when these questions are adequately answered will the division be dissipated," said Burke. "But as is happening right now, as long as this continues, the division will only grow and of course the fruit of division is error. And here we’re talking about the salvation of souls, people being led into error in matters which have to do with their eternal salvation. And so Father Spadaro is very much in error in that affirmation."

Burke said he was "very much" offended by Spadaro's recent claim that Pope Francis doesn't give answers to "binary" questions.

"It is the role of the pope as the pastor of the universal Church, as the guardian of the unity of the bishops and of the whole Body of Christ, to respond to such questions," said Burke. "To suggest that posing these questions is a sign of insincerity is deeply offensive. I can assure you that for myself, and I know the other cardinals involved, we wouldn’t raise the questions unless we had the deepest and most sincere concern for the Church herself and for the individual members of the faithful."

Pope Francis has "given his own opinion" on Communion for the divorced and remarried, but "the question can only be answered in terms of what the Church has always taught and practiced," Burke said. "It’s not a matter of…some speculative idea I may have about how to approach these questions, but how does Christ in His Church address such questions? ...until that answer is provided, we remain in a confused state."

Burke and Arroyo discussed Amoris Laetitia's seeming incompatibility with portions of Pope St. John Paul II's exhortation Familiaris Consortio and Schönborn's claim that this is an "evolution" of the Church's teaching.

"You can’t have a maturation of a teaching which is a rupture from that teaching, which is a breaking away from that teaching," said Burke. "Cardinal Schonborn’s remarks in that regard do not reflect what is called development of doctrine—in other words, through the Church’s reflection she deepens her appreciation of a teaching and, and helps the faithful to practice that teaching. This case, it’s a question of complete rupture in the teaching of the Church, a complete going away from what the Church has always taught and practiced. And that you can’t call a maturation. A maturation is something organic, where you see that what the Church has been teaching about marriage now is expressed with a greater fullness."

Burke decried the "politicization of the Church" that has occurred as supporters of loosening Church practice have attacked the four cardinals via the media. This "politicization" is "very much augmented by all of these forms of mediatic intervention are very harmful and are doing a great deal of damage to the common good of all in the Church," he said.

"I perceive that a mundane spirit, a worldly spirit has entered into the Church, which would divide her members into various camps: liberals and conservatives," said Burke, with the latter being "the 'fundamentalists,' as some are fond of calling those of us who are striving to defend the constant teaching of the Church."

Burke also responded to Bishop Athanasius Schneider's recent interview during which he explained the "strange form of schism" occurring in the Church today. Schneider outlined how "numerous ecclesiastics safeguard formal unity with the pope, at times, for the good of their own career or of a kind of papolatry" but "at the same time they have broken their ties with Christ, the Truth, and with Christ, the true head of the Church." They have done this by denying the truth about marriage and embracing "a gospel of sexual liberty" that lacks the sixth commandment, he said.

Burke spoke of the issue in the same vein as Schneider did, explaining that those defending the Church's perennial teaching are the opposite of schismatic.

"I, for my part, will never be part of a schism," said Burke. "I’m a Roman Catholic and defending the Roman Catholic faith is not the cause of my being separated from the Church. And so I simply intend to continue to defend the faith out of love for Our Lord and for the, his mystical body, my brothers and sisters in the Church, and I believe the other cardinals are of the same mind."

When Arroyo pressed Burke on remarks Pope Francis made claiming people who are "sort of locked in their ‘rigidity’ over doctrine and otherwise... suffer from a compulsion or a condition," the cardinal said the dubia "are not the reactions of people who are suffering from emotional disorders."

"Our presentation of the five questions is done with great serenity and with great respect," he said. "That we’re very deeply concerned about the truth of the doctrine of the faith and its integrity is not a sign of illness."
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The full transcript of Burke's interview with Arroyo

Raymond Arroyo: Welcome back to The World Over Live. He is the former head of the Vatican’s highest Court, the Apostolic Signatura, and one of the world’s foremost canon lawyers. He’s also the author of a new book, Hope for the World: To Unite All Things in Christ. Tonight, Raymond Cardinal Burke reflects on the backlash he and three other cardinals are experiencing in the wake of a letter they submitted to Pope Francis asking for clarity on certain points of the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia. Specifically, they asked whether divorced and civilly remarried Catholics without an annulment can be allowed Communion. The letter was first submitted privately to the pope, but when Cardinal Burke and the others received no response, they made the letter public. This sparked an outcry from Pope Francis’s supporters. Papal confidante Father Anthony Spadaro, for example, called the four cardinals’ letter a ‘sign of a bad spirit.’ Archbishop Mark Coleridge of Brisbane, Australia told America magazine that the four cardinals are seeking a ‘false clarity’ by failing to address the reality of those Catholics in irregular relationships. To respond, I spoke with Cardinal Burke earlier this week from the Shrine of Our Lady of Guadaloupe in La Crosse, Wisconsin. We talked about his reasons for issuing the dubia, as the questions are officially known, and what he and the others are prepared to do should Pope Francis refuse to address their concerns. Here is my exclusive and very candid interview with Raymond Cardinal Burke.
Your Eminence, thank you so much for being with us. I wanna start with this dubia that you—it’s a series of questions that you asked the Holy Father for clarity on, and the real heart of it seems to me is this question of does it permit, does Amoris Laetitia and the pope himself, permit divorced and remarried Catholics now in irregular relationships who are sexually active to receive Communion. Now, Rocco Boutiglioni, a very outstanding layman in Rome, says yes it does. You have Cardinal Schönborn, who also seems to be suggesting that it does. What’s the problem, then?
Cardinal Burke: The problem is that to engage in sexual union with someone who’s not your spouse is a grave sin and to live in such a state publicly means that one cannot have access to the Sacraments because he or she is not living according to the truth of Christ. And there’s no way that the Church can give permission for someone to do something which Christ himself does not give us permission to do.
Raymond Arroyo: I wanna return to something that—it’s really the second point that you raise in these five questions that you submitted to the Holy Father. And in it you all mention Veritatis Splendor, which was a document John Paul II promulgated. And in it he says there are no—you cannot create exceptions to the prohibitions on intrinsically evil acts, and yet, in Amoris Laetitia, the pope says, ‘the conscience of an individual may come to see with a certain moral security that even their irregular relationship is what God himself is asking amid the concrete complexity of one’s limits.’ What does that mean to you and what does it suggest?
Cardinal Burke: Well, it’s very confusing language. The only thing that it can suggest in accord with what the Church has always taught and practiced is that the conscience informs itself with regard to the teaching of Christ, whether it has to do with marriage or the Sacraments, and conforms itself then to that teaching. And in this case, no matter what the complexities of the situation may be, the party in question, the member of the faithful in question, will either rectify the irregular, immoral situation in which he finds himself and thereby be able to receive the Sacraments, or until he is able to rectify the situation, will not present himself to receive the Sacraments. There can’t be an exception because if it’s always and everywhere wrong to engage in the conjugal act with someone who is not your spouse, then if you do that and live in that way, in an habitual manner, you simply are in a condition in which you, with the help of the Church, with the help of God’s grace, you need to set your life in order and therefore begin to be able to approach again to receive Christ in the Sacraments.

Raymond Arroyo: And yet, Your Eminence, it seems as I read all of this commentary, as I read even those closest to the pope, Father Antonio Spadaro in a recent interview seemed to be suggesting that look, there isn’t a one-size-fits-all when it comes to adultery, that conscience comes into play and the Church is trying to accompany and walk with these people even in their irregular unions. The suggestion seems to be, in fact the—it’s explicit—that you really don’t need an annulment. You don’t need to nullify the first marriage and sometimes this second union may be what God is asking you. You would say what to that line of thinking?
Cardinal Burke: Well, the—it’s simply a wrong notion of conscience. The conscience does not render each of us as an individual the judge of what is right and wrong. There’s an objective order to things, and our conscience, when we are well-educated and when our conscience is well-informed, recognizes that objective order and therefore knows what’s right and what is wrong and acts accordingly. To say that I decide that something is right which for everyone else is always and everywhere wrong is simply an erroneous form of conscience and the Church’s…very popular word today of the person who finds himself in such a situation is that help which we receive in the Church to know the truth about the moral law and to respond to the grace which Our Lord always gives us—to live that truth in practice.
Raymond Arroyo: Father Antonio Spadaro who is a very close collaborator with the pope—in fact, he’s his ghost writer on a lot of these documents—he has really become the vanguard of taking down the critics of Amoris Laetitia or anyone who would even question the thinking here or the doctrine that’s implied through these pastoral adjustments. Spadaro said, and I quote, and I think he’s talking about you, that these questions, the dubia that you presented to the Holy Father, is an attempt to ramp up the tension and create division within the Church. Is that what you’re trying to do?
Cardinal Burke: No. In fact, we’re trying to address the division which is already very much ramped up, to use his phrase. Everywhere I go…many faithful, priests and bishops, and lay faithful, [with] whom I speak are in a state of very serious confusion on this matter. Priests tell me that one priest is telling the faithful one thing in Confession, other priest another thing. Only when these questions, which we have raised according to the traditional manner of resolving questions in the Church which have to do with very serious matters, only when these questions are adequately answered will the division be dissipated. But as is happening right now, as long as this continues, the division will only grow and of course the fruit of division is error. And here we’re talking about the salvation of souls, people being led into error in matters which have to do with their eternal salvation. And so Father Spadaro is very much in error in that affirmation.
Raymond Arroyo: Spadaro also said that the pope does not answer binary questions presented to him. And I wanna quote this. He says, ‘He answers sincere questions from pastors.’ Were you offended by that?
Cardinal Burke: Yes, very much so. The popes have always, all along the centuries—I’m a student of the Church’s discipline—it is the role of the pope as the pastor of the universal Church, as the guardian of the unity of the bishops and of the whole Body of Christ, to respond to such questions. To suggest that posing these questions is a sign of insincerity is deeply offensive. I can assure you that for myself, and I know the other cardinals involved, we wouldn’t raise the questions unless we had the deepest and most sincere concern for the Church herself and for the individual members of the faithful.
Raymond Arroyo: Your Eminence, many of the pope’s supporters and your critics have said he’s already answered your questions when he embraced the implementation plan of Amoris Laetitia of those bishops in Buenos Aires. In it, they said you don’t need an annulment and those who are divorced and remarried with the accompaniment of their pastor in certain cases can come forward and receive Communion. And the pope said, ‘This is exactly as it should be.’ What’s wrong with that? Didn’t he already answer your question?
Cardinal Burke: Not at all. He’s given his own opinion on the matter. The question can only be answered in terms of what the Church has always taught and practiced, as for instance is illustrated in the book which was published for the 2014 synod Remaining in the Truth of Christ. And it’s one thing [for] the pope can say what is written in Amoris Laetitia is interpreted correctly to mean that an individual priest can permit someone who’s in an irregular matrimonial union to receive the Sacraments without a firm purpose of amendment, but that doesn’t resolve the question. The question is, what does the Church teach? It’s not a matter of…some speculative idea I may have about how to approach these questions, but how does Christ in His Church address such questions? That’s, until that answer is provided, we remain in a confused state.
Raymond Arroyo: I wanna remind people of something. In Familiaris Consortio, which was John Paul II’s great document on the family, he writes:
However, the Church reaffirms her practice, which is based upon Sacred Scripture, of not admitting to Eucharistic Communion divorced persons who have remarried. They are unable to be admitted thereto from the fact that their state and condition of life objectively contradict that union of love between Christ and the Church which is signified and effected by the Eucharist. Besides this, there is another special pastoral reason: if these people were admitted to the Eucharist, the faithful would be led into error and confusion regarding the Church's teaching about the indissolubility of marriage.
Is that really what concerns you, Your Eminence, that this new document Amoris Laetitia seems to be overturning it?
Cardinal Burke: Well, exactly what Pope St. John Paul II expresses is what the Church has always taught and practiced. And my concern is that Amoris Laetitia seems in some way to permit an interpretation which would lead to a practice which contradicts the constant practice of the Church and that simply is a source of the gravest concern for me. And [in] my judgment, what needs to happen is that the faithful know that whatever is written in Amoris Laetitia cannot and does not change what Pope St. John Paul II set forth in Familiaris Consortio because what he set forth was the, or is, the constant teaching and practice of the Church and therefore it is magisterium.
Raymond Arroyo: And yet you have Cardinal Schönborn that’s saying, look, this is not a break but it is an evolution. It is a changing of the Church teaching, a maturation of it. Do you accept that analysis?
Cardinal Burke: No. You can’t have a maturation of a teaching which is a rupture from that teaching, which is a breaking away from that teaching. Cardinal Schonborn’s remarks in that regard do not reflect what is called development of doctrine—in other words, through the Church’s reflection she deepens her appreciation of a teaching and, and helps the faithful to practice that teaching. This case, it’s a question of complete rupture in the teaching of the Church, a complete going away from what the Church has always taught and practiced. And that you can’t call a maturation. A maturation is something organic, where you see that what the Church has been teaching about marriage now is expressed with a greater fullness.

Raymond Arroyo: Your Eminence, have you ever seen a moment in the Church where—I can’t remember a moment where you had the pope and people raising questions about teaching, legitimate questions and trying to do so respectfully. And you had this sort of political counterforce using media and tweets and columns to attack anyone who would question that teaching in any way. And I wanna point something out to you that Bishop Schneider in Kazakhstan wrote. We’ll put it up on the screen. I’d love your reaction to this. He writes, or he spoke in an interview. He said:
There is a strange form of schism. Externally, numerous ecclesiastics safeguard formal unity with the pope, at times, for the good of their own career or of a kind of papolatry. And at the same time they have broken their ties with Christ, the true head of the Church. Are we in the middle of a schism and have you ever seen a political campaign like this?
Cardinal Burke: Well, certainly, I’ve never witnessed this in my lifetime. In the history of the Church there have been situations which have some similarities with the present situation, but I perceive that a mundane spirit, a worldly spirit has entered into the Church, which would divide her members into various camps: liberals and conservatives, who are the fundamentalists as some are fond of calling those of us who are striving to defend the constant teaching of the Church. This mundane spirit is very much reflected in a lot of slogans and etiquettes or—not etiquettes, that’s an Italian word—labels put on people in order to discount them. But we’re all Roman Catholics. We’re all called to follow Christ as He comes to us in His Church through the Church’s constant teaching…this politicization of the Church which is very much augmented by all of these forms of mediatic intervention are very harmful and are doing a great deal of damage to the common good of all in the Church.

Raymond Arroyo: In our final moments, I have to raise this. I was sort of struck, amazed really, at an interview the Holy Father gave where he suggested that those who are ‘rigid’—and that’s the term he uses…sort of locked in their ‘rigidity’ over doctrine and otherwise, that they suffer from a compulsion or a condition. Your reaction to that, and what are you and these your fellow cardinals do if you don’t get a positive reaction from the Holy Father and say, some answer on this point of clarification?

Cardinal Burke: Well, first of all, we—our presentation of the five questions is done with great serenity and with great respect. They are not the reactions of people who are suffering from emotional disorders. That we’re very deeply concerned about the truth of the doctrine of the faith and its integrity is not a sign of illness. What will we do? We have to continue to serve the truth with charity and so especially those of us who are cardinals, who are the principal advisors of the Holy Father, have a very solemn obligation to defend the Church from these kind of attacks at her very foundation. I mean, we have to remember that we’re talking about teaching about marriage and its fruit, the family, and to attack that teaching is to destabilize the whole Church and society in general. And so the responsibility is very great and we certainly—I only can speak for myself, but I know from my fellow cardinals who have been involved with me—we intend to serve that truth no matter what it takes. I, for my part, will never be part of a schism. I’m a Roman Catholic and defending the Roman Catholic faith is not the cause of my being separated from the Church. And so I simply intend to continue to defend the faith out of love for Our Lord and for the, his mystical body, my brothers and sisters in the Church, and I believe the other cardinals are of the same mind.

Raymond Arroyo: Are there more than just the four of you? I mean, I’m sure you’re getting letters and calls from others who support you—and you said you were willing to issue a formal correction if necessary. Is—does that still stand?

Cardinal Burke: Of course it does, that [is the] standard instrument in the Church for addressing such a situation. Yes, there are other cardinals. I don’t want to get into this business of the numbers. We have to remember, the criterion here is the truth. There have been cases, for instance, take for example the case of Henry VIII and his desire to be able to enter a second marriage without having his first marriage declared null—all of the bishops of England except St. John Fisher went along with the error, but St. John Fisher is the saint because he defended the truth. And all of us in the Church who are cardinals, bishops, we have the responsibility to defend the truth; whether we seem to be numerous or we seem to be very few doesn’t make any difference. It’s the truth of Christ which has to be taught.
Climate of fear in Vatican is very real

https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/climate-of-fear-in-the-vatican-is-very-real EXTRACT
By Steve Jalsevac, December 16, 2016
The release of the dubia letter by the now known to be six brave cardinals, quietly supported by at least 20 to 30 other cardinals, has clearly sparked a heightened atmosphere of intimidation and fear in the Vatican.
“… Catholic universities in Rome are watched and professors’ lectures screened to ensure they fall in line with a liberal interpretation of Amoris Laetitia. Clerics are reported to superiors if they are overheard expressing concerns about Pope Francis. Many are afraid to speak openly, even though in the past they were always very willing. Vatican reporters told us they were warned numerous times not to report on the dubia.”

It is as though Catholic Rome has turned into a type of Church police state because of what is seen to be a great threat from the dubia letter to certain agendas.

Respected Vatican correspondent Ed Pentin’s response to a question in an extensive interview in Reginamag.com titled, “Is there a reign of terror in the Vatican?” 

Pentin responded, “The Pope’s reaction, of going so far as to question the [four] cardinals’ mental state, has been read as a manifestation of his own anger at having his agenda taken off course. And instead of taking the four cardinals at their word (they have said they are acting primarily out of charity towards the Holy Father, justice and deep pastoral concern), they are seen as adversaries. I understand he has also been working behind the scenes to ensure his agenda is not thwarted. From strategically placed articles in L’Osservatore Romano to equivocations from those who publicly criticized the dubia when asked if the Pope had asked them to do so, Francis has been acting, as one observer put it, like a “behind-the-scenes political lobbyist.” In the three weeks after the dubia were published, the Pope gave three interviews to the world’s media, each of them aimed at legitimizing his position while denigrating his critics.
Lastly, it’s important to point out that simply by matching facts with words coming from the Pope and his allies, it’s clear there is significant lying and deceit taking place, as well as calumnies and the besmirching of reputations of those labeled to be “on the right” just because they are publicly critical of Amoris Laetitia, or merely report on such criticism. It genuinely pains me to say all this, because as a Catholic journalist one doesn’t wish in any way to diminish the Petrine Office, but I feel I have an obligation to report the facts on what is happening. [My emphasis].”

These are strong words from this always top-notch Vatican reporter who is normally soft-spoken and very mild-mannered.

In another LifeSite article, we reported Bishop Athanasius’ assessment of the deterioration of the situation in Rome,

“The reaction to the dubia is a proof of the climate in which we actually live in the Church right now,” Bishop Schneider said. “We live in a climate of threats and of denial of dialogue towards a specific group.” Schneider went on to say that “dialogue seems to be accepted only if you think like everyone else – that is practically like a regime.”

Schneider brought up his experience in Russia, where he was born in the time of the Soviet Union. His parents were sent by Stalin to work camps, or “Gulags,” after the Second World War. “If you didn’t follow the line of the party, or you questioned it, you couldn’t even ask. That is for me a very clear parallel to what is happening now in the reactions to the dubia – questions – of the Cardinals.”

Retired Roman Catholic Greek bishop Frangiskos Papamanolis ripped the four cardinals for committing the sins of “apostasy” and “scandal,” saying they receive Holy Communion “sacrilegiously” for raising concerns about the pope’s document. Then there was very liberal Cardinal Cupich's response that the four holy cardinals are "in need of conversion".
Every day it seems there is more and worse hostility being orchestrated against any who would dare to respectfully support the faithful dubia cardinals, who would dare to respectfully question statements and actions of Pope Francis, and who would dare to mention the crystal clear teachings of Christ’s moral absolutes, wonderfully and thoroughly expounded by Pope St. John Paul II in Familiaris Consortio and Veritatis Splendor.
We have to wonder where all of this is going. It is deeply, deeply concerning. 

The common phrase we kept hearing that week in Rome is that there is a “war” going on in the Church – a war of the "The Spirit of Vatican II" progressives against the orthodox Catholics. One person after another shockingly used that word.
See http://voxcantor.blogspot.com.au/2016/12/climate-of-fear-in-vatican-is-very-real.html?m=1 
I have never experienced anything like this in my lifetime and I am sure most, if not all regular LifeSite readers, can say the same thing.

17 of 174 readers’ comments
1. Deal Hudson: This is one of the most important Catholic news stories I have read in some time, great work! 

2. Deal Hudson: I think "climate of fear" is accurate. I've heard this from several sources who work in and around the Vatican. It's like you have a boss who hates Trump with a venom, and if he/she found out your career in that company would be over.

3. There does seem to be something very different under this Pope. There does seem to be some sort of "us versus them" thing going on, and it does seem that things have become a little dictatorial.

The astonishing sycophancy of many Francis followers, and their tendency toward "cult of personality" is reinforced today by Austen Ivereigh's fawning article in Crux. It is almost as if they believe that Francis is a divine figure or something. Very disturbing.

4. One forgets amid all this chaos and controversy within our Church, that many in our Catholic media, are in need of our prayers as well. Your steadfast perseverance to bring critical information to the faithful is greatly appreciated and is a witness in defense of the faith. I imagine one could even lose heart, become full of hopelessness, as you see and hear these horrible things first hand, close and personal. God bless your strength and perseverance and your faith and love of our Church! My prayers for all of you and my great appreciation. May God be with you and bless you all.

5. The Catholic Church, thanks to Pope Francis, is now rotting within like a secular organization with no belief or faith in God. As to being watched, this is now resembles a totalitarian dictatorship. As to Pope Francis it is now evident that he is spiritually off the rails and needs to be removed before causing more harm to the Church. Sad it is that senior clergy are "fearful". It occurs to me that rather than being fearful these clergy should at this moment and more than ever before be putting their trust in God who knows exactly what is in heart of Pope Francis and the rotten elements with whom he has surrounded himself.

6. Sad it is that senior clergy are "fearful". It occurs to me that rather than being fearful these clergy should at this moment and more than ever before be putting their trust in God who knows exactly what is in heart of Pope Francis and the rotten elements with whom he has surrounded himself."

Having fear and having trust are far from mutually exclusive. It is precisely in acknowledging my fear that I can begin to trust in the power of God. Acknowledgement of fear, as noted in the article, does not necessarily mean they are not trusting God. Nor does trusting God require a denial of very real fear.

7. It is time our prelates & senior clergy started being angry - VERY ANGRY - instead of showing fear & cowardice. We are all battling against Satan in these times & they should be leading the way. So few of them openly show their loyalty to Jesus, rather it is to PF who, from the beginning of his pontificate, has made manifest his disbelief in the Triune Godhead by refraining from genuflecting during the Consecration while kneeling to wash the feet of non-Catholic lay men/women, who declares that Atheists can get to Heaven by good deeds, discourages evangelising the ignorant or catechising young Catholics, prefers speaking about climate change than abortion, euthanasia & gay marriage. 
Has promoted the accompaniment of unrepentant sinners in their sins & tells non-Catholics to consult their (uniformed) consciences if they want to receive Holy Communion as he wouldn't dare go any further. 

When did we ever think we'd see a Pope commemorating Martin Luther's Revolt & even putting on record his respect of that deviant and, by his actions, apparently embraces the possibility of women priests, including married lesbian bishops?

The whole CC is in a calamitous mess of PF's making & all we hear is that the pope is above all & no-one but God can take his Office from Him. Bring on the formal correction immediately & let us install a Traditional/Orthodox man who will restore what has been taken away from us & let the world know we are in the business of saving souls & not the world's climate.

8. Hilary White: They fear losing their material support, their jobs, their homes. They're afraid of being homeless and poor and hungry. These are normal and natural human fears. But these are also men who are called to things that are neither natural nor human, but supernatural and superhuman. Sometimes God takes away all visible material supports to force utter dependence upon Him. It actually makes it easier. We are all called to give up our dependence and attachment to material things - all obstacles to perfect union with His divine will. Having these things taken away against our will, therefore, so that we can be free to pursue the Real without distraction and interruption, can be seen as God making it easier for those of us who find penance and renunciation too difficult. The strength required to do the actual giving-up is not needed if these things are simply taken away. Penance that "just happens" to you is a great deal easier than doing penance oneself. For the latter, one requires enormous strength of will. For the former, one has merely to acquiesce.
9. Fr. RP: I agree that they need to simply surrender their fears for their livelihood and speak the Truth in Charity.

One note that you may have not considered, most priests that I know who are faithful are not usually filled with the fear of losing their livelihood's, they are usually much more concerned with losing their ability to offer the Holy Mass and hear confession and minster the Kingdom of God to the faithful. It's a different fear than the one above and much stronger, it's still fear though. So, pray for them to be willing to sacrifice everything if necessary for the sake of the Kingdom, including what is very dear to them: the exercise of priesthood itself.

10. I am not surprised at all. This is what happens when you elect a Jesuit for Pope. They shouldn't have known better than to have any Jesuit in the Vatican.

11. Fr. RP: He is a product of Modernism, it’s much more vile than even Peronism or South American Socialism, which is really nothing more than liberal communism.
12. This article is simply mind-blowing. Up until now, it has seemed that the secular anti-Catholic media has distorted the words of Pope Francis and many conservatives have believed the accusations against him. But now LifeSiteNews, one of the most solidly Catholic and pro-life organizations in the world has this article by one of its co-founders!

For the first time, I've got to ask, what the h... is going on?

13. We left the Anglican Church because the progressives and liberals took over the Church. Biblical theology went out the window, and we were left with nothing but heresy. Now the Roman Church is going the way of the Anglican Community which has lost many members to other Churches. Have we gone from the frying pan into the fire? I hope not but under this Pope it appears so. Where do we go from here as many Protestants have been infiltrated by progressives and liberals as well. It is no wonder that the Church is losing so many faithful people. 

Pope Francis has become the Obama of the Roman Church, the fox who invades the chicken coop to destroy. May God have mercy and provide deliverance from this Pope who divides his flock.

14. As this wearisome pontificate continues, Pope Francis sounds more and more like the heresiarch Martin Luther than the Vicar of Christ.

Let's see him pout, yell, scream, intimidate or otherwise wriggle himself out of the dubia.

15. Steve Jalsevac: There has not been any indication that the four cardinals are in fear - quite the contrary. However, amongst many others in Rome, and now in many dioceses in the West especially, there is indeed much anxiety and fear about the chaos that is growing in the Church and the ruthless manner in which those who do not go along with the new orthodoxy of the Francis papacy are being treated as a result .
16. Said it before. Will say it again. This is a FALSE POPE. I said this several years ago. I said that sooner or later he HAD to start coming forward with SMALL steps towards DELETING THE CHURCH TEACHINGS; especially on sexual morality. AND SO he has and continues to do so. AT this point, even if he dies before trying even harder to ruin the tenants' of the Church, he has appointed enough progressive liberals (aka Heretics) who will continue his bidding. SOONER OR LATER; he will OK same-sexers. DOUBT THAT??? Stay tuned; you will see I will be proven correct.
17. I would say I am shocked. But after listening to Pope Francis continually spit upon Tradition and the doctrines for years, I can't say that I didn't see this coming. What I want to know now is if the Freemasons were finally successful in getting one of their own as Pope. Certainly would explain a lot about Francis.

The rhetorical strategy to debunk the dubia

http://www.catholicculture.org/commentary/otn.cfm?id=1191 
By Phil Lawler, December 16, 2016
At this point it’s quite clear: close associates of Pope Francis, defenders of Amoris Laetitia and critics of the four cardinals who submitted the famous dubia are all reading from the same script. When you notice that many different people are using the same arguments—in fact the same phrases, even the same words—you know that someone, somewhere at the Vatican, has put together “talking points” for those who want to debunk the dubia.
We could probably speculate about the source of this media strategy. But first, notice that it is a media strategy. Prelates and pundits have been making public statements about Amoris Laetitia and its critics, clearly intending to reassure the public and to diminish the impact of the dubia. Taking a careful look at those statements, and noticing the arguments that keep appearing, we can easily discern the main talking points:

1. Don’t talk about the dubia. The goal of this coordinated activity is not to answer the dubia but to sweep them off the table. So don’t mention the questions that the four cardinals actually asked; they might sound too reasonable. Instead, do your best to convey the impression that the cardinals were asking trick questions, or probing into arcane possibilities. Above all, don’t let on that each of the dubia would allow for a simple Yes/No answer.

2. Say that Amoris Laetitia is perfectly clear. Point to others who have remarked on the document’s clarity. Don’t mention those who have said the opposite. Don’t call attention to the fact that different bishops have issued contradictory interpretations. If you want to push the argument further, accuse the four cardinals of spreading confusion. They say that Amoris Laetitia is the source of the confusion; let’s take the offensive, and steal that argument away from them. Remember how, in high school, your teacher said, “There’s no such thing as a stupid question?” Forget that.

3. Poke fun at the traditional Church teaching and at the old-fashioned pastors who uphold it. If you’re speaking through the mass media, this will be easy, because you can play upon popular ideas, prejudices, and sympathies. Everyone has friends who are divorced; aren’t they nice people? Do we want to punish them? Does anyone still believe that Catholics in a state of sin should not receive Communion before making a sacramental confession? Heck, who goes to confession anymore? Even a priest can write, in a (theoretically) Catholic newspaper, that the requirement for a divorced and remarried Catholic to abstain from sex is “not only absurd, it is unjust.” That’s the message we need to convey: that Church teaching must change, because today people think it’s absurd.

4. Say that the dubia reflect a simplistic approach. The document is perfectly clear, but the recommendations call for a more nuanced understanding. 
Thus The Australian Archbishop Coleridge says that the four cardinals are seeking a “false clarity”, which is not compatible with the reality of married life. Dublin’s Archbishop Martin chips in that some people “are unsettled by the ability of the Pope to place himself in the midst of the uncertainties of people’s lives.” Writing in L’Osservatore Romano, the Spanish Cardinal Fernando Sebastian Aguilar observes that the cardinals “do not understand what Francis wanted to say” (a bit of a slip, there, since if they don’t understand, it would seem reasonable to ask questions). Then, in a nastier tone, he adds: “If those who doubted would save some paper and hear more confessions, then they would understand better.” You see, this deeper understanding of the complexities comes from hearing confessions, counseling, and other pastoral involvement. Skip lightly over the fact that when priests hear confessions and counsel couples, they apply principles that they derive from Church teaching—so that although the circumstances of individual cases may be murky, the teaching in papal documents should be clear. Emphasize that the Pope writes as a pastor. But…

5. Come down hard on papal authority. Especially if you are not a bishop—and therefore will probably not be seen as an authority figure in the Church—act astonished that anyone would dare to question what a Roman Pontiff has written. Never mind that the four cardinals are only asking questions. Never mind that you yourself have probably questioned papal statements in the past. Never mind that in its most contentious recommendation, Amoris Laetitia seems to be a direct contradiction of previous papal documents, so some papal teaching must be questioned. Never mind that Pope Francis himself has called for free debate and encouraged people to “make a mess.” Hammer away on papal authority. Take as your model this argument by Austen Ivereigh, who suggests that we should move on and leave the dubia behind. “Roma locuta, causa finite, as Catholics used to say,” Ivereigh writes—notwithstanding the fact that this whole debate is caused by the fact that Roma has not “locuta’d” clearly on the key issue.

6. Don’t be afraid to impugn the integrity of people who disagree. Again, follow Ivereigh’s example. He wrote of an “anti-Francis revolt” that had taken on “a newly vicious tone.” And then he proceeded with his own vicious attack on critics of Amoris Laetitia. (That’s always an effective rhetorical tactic, you know: accuse the other guys of doing precisely what you’re doing yourself.) So write angry Tweets, saying that the other side is writing angry Tweets. We’ll be speaking a lot about “accompanying” couples in troubled relationships. But we don’t want to “accompany” the people who disagree with us. Shout them down. Ridicule them. Don’t give them a chance.

7. Paint a rosy picture of relationships between Catholics and their pastors. The “Kasper option” presumes that a divorced and remarried Catholic has engaged in a deep, lengthy examination of conscience, aided by a discerning pastor. Portray that sort of penitent-confessor relationship as the norm, even though we all know it’s the exception. Don’t get bogged down worrying about the lackadaisical priests who will quickly tell people not to worry about the “old rules” against adultery—or the divorced couples who will seek them out, avoiding the more conscientious priests who might be more demanding. Insist that the question of whether or not someone receives Communion should be strictly between the individual and his pastor. 
Does that argument have a familiar ring? Yes, you’ve heard it before: the claim that government shouldn’t set rules, because the question of abortion should be “between a woman and her doctor.” You might not be entirely at ease with the comparison, but the argument is a proven rhetorical winner.

As you read through these talking points, you might notice some contradictions. We’re saying that it’s all very simple, yet we’re saying that it’s all very complex. We’re insisting that “Rome has spoken,” yet the whole point is that Rome has not spoken, leaving fundamental questions up to individual priests. We’re inveighing against “clericalism,” yet giving priests enormous new powers with no means of accountability. We’re saying that the Pope is a pastor rather than a lawmaker, yet we’re trying to lay down the law. We’re telling people that Amoris Laetitia upholds the traditional Church teaching, yet we’re making fun of that teaching. These are not comfortable arguments to make. That’s why we’re trying to end the debate quickly. When in doubt, remember point #1: Don’t talk about the dubia.

A Third Cardinal Now Comes Forth in Defense of the Four Cardinals and their Dubia   
http://thewandererpress.com/catholic/news/breaking/a-third-cardinal-now-comes-forth-in-defense-of-the-four-cardinals-and-their-dubia/   
By Maike Hickson, December 17, 2016
The number of prelates publicly raising their voices in support of the Four Cardinals (Cardinals Raymond Leo Burke, Walter Brandmüller, Joachim Meisner and Carlo Caffarra) and their submitted dubia appears to be slowly increasing. Now a third cardinal – in addition to Cardinals George Pell and Paul Josef Cordes – has spoken openly in their defense.
Yesterday, the Italian website La Fede Quotidiana published a short interview with the Italian Cardinal Renato Raffaele Martino, the former President of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace. When asked specifically about the dubia recently published by the Four Cardinals, Cardinal Martino responds with the words “I do not see anything bad here.” He adds: “It is legitimate in terms of doctrine to turn to the pope and express an opinion – and it is also just that he would respond.”

Cardinal Martino also reiterates the Catholic Church’s traditional teaching on marriage when he states with regard to the question of Sacramental Communion for the divorced and “remarried”: “No, the doctrine has not been changed and cannot change. The Sacrament of Matrimony is indissoluble.” Martino also adds that “the case-by-case approach mentioned in Amoris Laetitia can lend itself to dubious interpretations.” 
In the same interview, the Italian cardinal makes it clear that, in the eyes of the abiding teaching of the Catholic Church, both cohabitation and a second civil marriage after a divorce are the same inasmuch as they are both “irregular” relationships and not a Sacrament.

A few days ago, a former member of the Roman Curia, Cardinal Paul Josef Cordes, had made a similar statement. He said in an interview with the Austrian Catholic website Kath.net, as follows: “With an objective tone, the four cardinals have asked for the removal of doubts about the text [Amoris Laetitia]. They were met with a disproportionate protest. I was not able to understand this indignation; I also had doubts that these indignant persons were motivated by a desire to discover the truth.”

Cardinal George Pell recently also defended the Four Cardinals when he somewhat vaguely said, according to LifeSiteNews reporter, Claire Chretien:

Australian Cardinal George Pell called the four cardinals’ letter to Pope Francis asking for moral clarification on Amoris Laetitia “significant” in an interview suggesting he isn’t bothered by it. “How can you disagree with a question?” Pell said in reply to an inquiry about whether he agreed with the cardinals’ questions. Pell was speaking at St. Patrick’s Church in London, where he addressed the current state of Catholicism and a proper understanding of conscience. “A number of regularly worshipping Catholics” are “unnerved by the turn of events” within the Church, Pell said, like the notion that individual conscience can trump moral law.

In addition to the recent witness of these three cardinals, there have been three bishops courageously speaking up in defense of the Four Cardinals’ attempt to rescue in full and without equivocation the traditional Catholic teaching on marriage. These bishops are, by name: Bishop Athanasius Schneider (Kazakhstan); Bishop Jósef Wrobel (Poland), and Bishop Jan Watroba (Poland). A fourth bishop, Bishop Andreas Laun of Austria, has shown his solidarity with the Four Cardinals by participating in a Rome conference at which Cardinal Raymond Leo Burke and Bishop Athanasius Schneider spoke about the doctrinal problems regarding the papal document Amoris Laetitia.
Pope Francis: John the Baptist Doubted?!  
Preach Lessons of a Corrective Nature In Lieu Of the Pope’s Latest Scandalous Homily To Seminarians  
Excellent 12 minute homily refutes by proclaiming the traditional Truth as well as the predestination of Saint John the Baptist and tradition’s upholding of his being free from original sin.
https://remnantnewspaper.com/web/index.php/remnant-television/item/2938-pope-francis-john-the-baptist-doubted 
December 18, 2016
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Cardinal Burke: When you’re insulted for defending truth, ‘adhere ever more strongly’ to Church
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-burke-when-youre-insulted-for-defending-truth-adhere-ever-more-str 

By Lisa Bourne, December 19, 2016
When Catholics who seek to remain faithful to the Church’s perennial teachings hear a Pope calling them “rigid” or “fundamentalist” or “self-absorbed,” they must not become intimidated or discouraged, but adhere even more strongly to the teachings of the faith, said Cardinal Raymond Burke in an exclusive telephone interview with LifeSiteNews over the weekend. 

“We believe in Our Lord Jesus Christ [who is] alive in His Church, in her teachings, in her sacred liturgy, in her life of prayer, and in her discipline, as those have been handed down to us in an unbroken line from apostolic times. And so, even though these statements are very hurtful, and I understand that, we have to rise above those feelings of hurt and adhere ever more strongly to what the Church teaches, to her sacred liturgy, to our life of prayer and devotion, and to that discipline, which safeguards and promotes our life in Christ,” he said.

Pope Francis’ frequent and strong criticisms of the faithful have resulted in a compilation called “The Pope Francis Little Book of Insults,” a project with well over a 100 entries and growing weekly. 

The frequent comments led First Things editor Matthew Schmitz to write in October in the New York Times that the Pope “has built his popularity at the expense of the church he leads.”

“Such denunciations demoralize faithful Catholics without giving the disaffected any reason to return,” he wrote at the time.

Burke, who is the patron of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta, said that faithful Catholics should not be discouraged by name-calling. 

“I just encourage the faithful not to become discouraged, not to let themselves in some way be intimidated by these kinds of statements, for they know Our Lord in His Church and they have good spiritual guides to keep them close to Our Lord. 
And therefore studying the faith and entering as fully as possible into the liturgical life of the Church, and striving to lead a life disciplined by the faith, they will remain strong,” he said. 

When asked what parents should do when their children hear a Pope saying something that seems at odds with what the Church teaches, Burke said they must intervene by simply affirming what the Church has always taught and practiced. 

“We have to make a distinction between two voices or two bodies of the person who is Pope. The one voice, the one body, is that of the Vicar of Christ on earth. And that voice we hear when the Pope announces what the Church has always taught and practiced, promotes, or helps us to understand and apply it in our daily lives. The other voice, the other body, is that of the man, who can have many thoughts and make many statements, which are not related at all to the exercise of the Office of Peter.”

“And so when the Pope seems to say things that are contrary to the teaching of the Church, then it’s not reasonable, neither is it an expression of faith, to cling to those kind of statements as if they were an exercise of the papal magisterium. And this way, parents can help their children to sift out what is the heart of the faith, what is that one teaching-one sacraments-one discipline, which is our life in Christ — from other statements or writings that aren’t an expression of that faith and sacramental life and discipline,” he said. 

The Cardinal stressed that Catholics must learn and live out “secure teachings” as found in Church documents such as Familiaris Consortio or Veritatis Splendor. 

“It’s important then to give witness to those teachings, to express them, to know them ourselves, and then simply to say, ‘But this is what the Church teaches,’ no matter what the media or others are saying, or even if some quote from the Pope himself seems to say otherwise,” he said. 

When asked if a climate of fear in Rome is intimidating other prelates from supporting the dubia that he and three other cardinals submitted to the Pope to ask if Amoris Laetitia conforms to Catholic moral teaching, Burke replied that numbers are not important, but truth. 

“I can’t speak for others with regard to a possible atmosphere of fear, all I can say is this, that for me, I know what my duty is as a bishop and above all as a cardinal, who is one of the principle advisors of the Holy Father in his office of preserving and promoting the great tradition of the faith, and that such fear and such intimidation, as it may exist from time to time, simply can’t be a consideration with regard to what I need to do.”

The Cardinal related the example of St. John Fisher in England during the reign of Henry VIII who was the only bishop who upheld the truth of the faith regarding marriage. 

“Some obviously tried to discourage him from doing that, pointing out that he was the only one. And he rightly responded that even if he was the only one, the important thing could only be that he is speaking for Christ and fulfilling his duty as bishop,” he said. 
Cardinal Burke urged Catholics to not only study the faith but to enter as fully as possible into the liturgical life of the Church, saying that with these they will remain strong. 

He said that, though these are very troubled times, the upcoming celebration of the Nativity of the Lord “should give us a new joy and a new courage in being faithful witnesses to our Lord Jesus Christ, who is alone our salvation,” and expressed wishes that the Lord’s coming would assure the faithful in His love.

“We know that our salvation is found alone in Jesus Christ, who is alive for us in His Holy Church,” said Cardinal Burke. “And so, we ought to rejoice in that objective reality.” 

“It’s not an idea, it’s not an ideal; it’s a reality,” he added. “And so I wish for all the faithful a most blessed celebration of the Nativity of the Lord and may this annual celebration confirm all the faithful in their knowledge and love and service of Our Savior Our Lord Jesus Christ in his one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church.”

1 of 6 readers’ comments

Amen to the truth which Cardinal Burke has spoken so clearly and faithfully. Again I say Amen. –Fr RP
The transcript of the Interview this past weekend with Cardinal Leo Raymond Burke by LifeSite News on the subject of the heresies of Pope Francis and how the Cardinal and the Faithful are to overcome the current crisis in the Church
Cardinal Burke discusses ‘formal correction’ of Pope, how to respond to confusion in Church https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/full-text-cardinal-burke-discusses-formal-correction-of-pope-how-to-respond 
By Lisa Bourne, December 19, 2016
Update: LifeSiteNews has now released the full text of our interview with Cardinal Burke (HERE), and a second article on the interview: Cardinal Burke: When you’re insulted for defending truth, ‘adhere ever more strongly’ to Church
In the following exclusive interview conducted with LifeSiteNews over the weekend, Cardinal Raymond Burke, patron of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta, discusses the dubia he and three other cardinals submitted to the Pope seeking clarity on Amoris Laetitia.

He gives more details on the eventual “formal correction” of the Pope, if Pope Francis fails to respond, and gives important advice to the faithful on how to respond to attacks against them emanating from Rome.

See the two companion articles:

Cardinal Burke suggests timeline for ‘formal correction’ of Pope Francis
Cardinal Burke: When you’re insulted for defending truth, ‘adhere ever more strongly’ to Church
LifeSiteNews: You have spoken about a potential upcoming formal correction of Pope Francis, should he continue to refuse to answer the dubia expressed by you and the other cardinals - with the vocal support of numerous theologians and tens of thousands of faithful. When would such an action take place, and what would it look like? Can you describe that for us?
Cardinal Burke: Well the dubia have to have a response because they have to do with the very foundations of the moral life and of the Church’s constant teaching with regard to good and evil, with regard to various sacred realities like marriage and Holy Communion and so forth. What format it would take is very simple; namely it would be direct, even as the dubia are, only in this case there would no longer be raising questions, but confronting the confusing statements in Amoris Laetitia with what has been the Church’s constant teaching and practice, and thereby correcting Amoris Laetitia. It’s an old institute in the Church, the correction of the pope. This has not happened in recent centuries, but there are examples and it’s carried out with the absolute respect for the office of the Successor of Saint Peter, in fact, the correction of the pope is actually a way of safeguarding that office and its exercise. When will it take place? Now of course we are in the last days, days of strong grace, before the Solemnity of the Nativity of Our Lord, and then we have the Octave of the Solemnity and the celebrations at the beginning of the New Year - the whole mystery of Our Lord’s Birth and His Epiphany - so it would probably take place sometime after that.

LifeSiteNews: It has become painfully obvious that in making negative statements about the rigid, sick, doctors of the law, the all-or-nothing people that are either ‘heretical’ or ‘not catholic’ – in making such derogatory remarks, the Pope refers to you along with the faithful, even young people who would seek to defend traditional teachings of the Church on moral issues, and who love traditional liturgy. What can you say to help the many faithful clergy and laity, especially youth, who hear the hurtful things in the comments made by Pope Francis?

Cardinal Burke: My response is simply that we believe in Our Lord Jesus Christ - alive in His Church, in her teachings, in her sacred liturgy, in her life of prayer and devotion, and in her discipline, as those have been handed down to us in an unbroken line from apostolic times. 
And so, even though these statements are very hurtful, and I understand that, we have to rise above those feelings of hurt and adhere ever more strongly to what the Church teaches, to her sacred liturgy, to our life of prayer and devotion, and to that discipline, which safeguards and promotes our life in Christ. And so I just encourage the faithful not to become discouraged, not to let themselves in some way be intimidated by these kind of statements, for they know Our Lord in His Church, and they have good spiritual guides to keep them close to Our Lord. And therefore studying the faith and entering as fully as possible into the liturgical life of the Church, and striving to lead a life disciplined by the faith, they will remain strong.

LifeSiteNews: What is the obligation of the faithful laity now in this time of great turmoil in the Church? What can they practically do, beyond, of course, prayer, to help rectify the current situation of damaging confusion that is even causing scandal among their children? For example, when they hear the Pope and those close to him saying one thing – while what their parents say is very different - and often these are contrary to the teachings of Pope St. John Paul II?

Cardinal Burke: Well we have to make a distinction between two voices or two bodies of the person who is Pope. The one voice, the one body, is that of the Vicar of Christ on earth. And that voice we hear when the Pope announces what the Church has always taught and practiced, promotes it, or helps us to understand and apply it in our daily lives. The other voice, the other body, is that of the man, who can have many thoughts and make many statements, which are not related at all to the exercise of the Office of Peter. And so when the Pope seems to say things that are contrary to the teaching of the Church, then it’s not reasonable, neither is it an expression of faith, to cling to those kind of statements as if they were the exercise of the papal magisterium. And this way, parents can help their children to sift out what is the heart of the faith, what is that one teaching-one sacraments-one discipline, which is our life in Christ - from other statements or writings that aren’t an expression of that faith and sacramental life and discipline. 

LifeSiteNews: How can Catholics respond to specific instances of confusion that generate from the Pope himself, for instance when he said cohabitation is real marriage and has the grace of real marriage, or when he had invited a lesbian couple to the Vatican - with one of the pair having had a sex-change operation to appear as a man – and referred to this couple as “married and happy”? How can Catholics respond when he says such things so they don’t appear to be criticizing the Pope simply for the sake of being critical?
Cardinal Burke: I think the important thing for us as Catholics is simply to affirm once again what the Church has always taught and practiced. And we have in the Catechism of the Catholic Church and in other papal documents - for instance Familiaris Consortio, the apostolic exhortation of Pope Saint John Paul II, Veritatis Splendor, his encyclical letter on the moral life - we have these secure teachings, and it’s important then to give witness to those teachings, to express them, to know them ourselves, and then simply to say, “But this is what the Church teaches,” no matter what the media or others are saying, or even if some quote from the Pope himself seems to say otherwise. We need to give witness to what the Church has always taught and practiced, and that way we remain serene, we don’t give way to confusion, and even division as it can often happen in the Church otherwise.       

LifeSiteNews: Many have spoken of an atmosphere of intimidation and fear in the Vatican under Pope Francis. Do you sense that such an atmosphere exists, or is there actually a healthy spirit of dialogue in the Vatican?  If there is an atmosphere of fear in the Vatican, do you think this may be a reason why more bishops and cardinals have not yet publicly joined in the plea for the Pope to answer the dubia and clear up the confusion in the Church?

Cardinal Burke: I can’t speak for others with regard to a possible atmosphere of fear, all I can say is this, that for me, I know what my duty is as a bishop and above all as a cardinal, who is one of the principle advisors of the Holy Father in his office of preserving and promoting the great tradition of the faith, such fear and such intimidation, as it may exist from time to time, simply can’t be a consideration with regard to what I need to do. I need to listen to what my conscience tells me with regard to the objective Truths of our faith and how best to defend them and promote them. If such an atmosphere exists, certainly it could generate a silence on the part of some. One thinks for instance of the case of St. John Fisher in England at the time of King Henry VIII, when he was the only bishop who upheld the Truth of the faith, who defended Christ and His Holy Church. Some obviously tried to discourage him from doing that, pointing out that he was the only one. And he rightly responded that even if he was the only one, the important thing could only be that he is speaking for Christ and fulfilling his duty as bishop. St. Paul says in the beginning of the Letter to the Galatians that even if an angel from heaven arrives announcing something different from what is taught in the Church, let it be an anathema, in other words, that false teaching should be condemned. The Truth of the faith comes to us through the apostolic authority, and that we have to remember and keep clear in our minds.

LifeSiteNews: What other thoughts, Your Eminence, do you have for the faithful in these days of confusion, but also this season of Advent as we approach the Solemnity of Our Lord’s Nativity?

Cardinal Burke: Precisely the season of Advent to which you have just alluded gives us a very solid direction and also source of strength, for it is in this season that we celebrate the coming of God the Son in our human nature, who alone is our salvation. We know that our salvation is found alone in Jesus Christ, who is alive for us in His Holy Church. And so, we ought to rejoice in that objective reality. It’s not an idea, it’s not an ideal; it’s a reality. The grace of Christ has been given to us - the outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Baptism and Confirmation - and is nourished within us every time we make a good Confession, restored and nourished in us through a good Confession, and most of all through our participation in the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. 
And so in these very troubled times the celebration of the Nativity of the Lord should give us a new joy and a new courage in being faithful witnesses to our Lord Jesus Christ, who is alone our salvation. We should have the attitude of Saint Paul, who wrote in the Letter to the Colossians that he rejoiced to fill out in his own body what is lacking in the sufferings of Christ for the sake of His Holy Church. And so too for us we know that Christ’s sufferings are perfect, they have redeemed us, but that what is lacking is that we unite ourselves to His sufferings, that we take up our cross in our time and place in order to be one with Christ in the Truth lived with love. And so I wish for all the faithful a most blessed celebration of the Nativity of the Lord and may this annual celebration confirm all the faithful in their knowledge and love and service of Our Savior Our Lord Jesus Christ in his one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church.
2 of 2 readers’ comments

1. I thank God for the courageous witness of Burke, Caffarra, Meisner, Brandmüller at this critically important time, when fundamental elements of the message of Christ are called into question by a papal exhortation.

Yet, I would remind every LSN reader that it is imperative that we not think of Burke or anyone else as a pseudo-pope, as if we had any other pope but Francis. Francis is still the pope, even though he is doing serious harm. We have to pray for him, and it has to be clear in everyone's head (as it is in Cardinal Burke's head) that the dubia letter does not undermine the authority of the Pope, but upholds and defends this authority.

Paul confronted Peter because he respected Peter's authority, not because he questioned this authority. So, too, the four cardinals are confronting Francis not because they question his authority, but because they respect his authority. If they didn't respect his authority, they would try to separate from him and take people with them into a schism. Burke has insisted that he will not be part of any kind of schism, and this impossibility (i.e., the impossibility of separating from Peter) must be equally firm in our minds.
2. If a home is on fire and lives in danger, the proper response is to shake awake all those we love.
God, for His own good reason, has allowed a fire to start within our Church (remember that "Smoke of Satan" quote from Pope Paul VI) that we might wake up to the danger. 
This is no time to play denial games, like the proverbial three monkeys--see no evil, hear no evil, speak not about the evil at hand. This is the time to know our faith, and live our faith as never before.

Cardinal Burke: “No, I am not saying that Pope Francis is in heresy.”
http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2016/12/19/cardinal-burke-no-i-am-not-saying-that-pope-francis-is-in-heresy/ 
In an interview with CWR, Raymond Leo Cardinal Burke discusses the current controversy over "Amoris Laetitia’ and the questions he submitted with three other bishops to Pope Francis.
By Michael W. Chapman, December 19, 2016 

Raymond Leo Cardinal Burke was made a bishop by Pope John Paul II in 1994. In 2010 he was named a cardinal by Pope Benedict XVI and soon thereafter become Prefect of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura. In 2014 Pope Francis removed Cardinal Burke from his position as Prefect and named him chaplain to the Order of Malta. During the Extraordinary Synod of Bishops, held in Rome in October 2014, Cardinal Burke strongly criticized the mid-term report (Relatio post disceptationem), stating that it “lacks a solid foundation in the Sacred Scriptures and the Magisterium” and that it “gives the impression of inventing a totally new … revolutionary, teaching on marriage and the family.” He added that he thought a statement of clarification from Pope Francis “is long overdue.”
More recently, in September of this year, Cardinal Burke and three other cardinals—Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller and Joachim Meisner—sent a request for clarification to Pope Francis regarding sections of chapter 8 of the Post-Synodal Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia. The letter stated, in part, that “we the undersigned, but also many Bishops and Priests, have received numerous requests from the faithful of various social strata on the correct interpretation to give to Chapter VIII of the Exhortation” and asked the Holy Father “as supreme Teacher of the faith, called by the Risen One to confirm his brothers in the faith, to resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity…” 

In a November 15, 2016 interview with Edward Pentin of National Catholic Register, Cardinal Burke explained that the “five critical points” in the dubia submitted to Pope Francis “have to do with irreformable moral principles” and that if there was “no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error.”

Catholic World Report recently spoke with Cardinal Raymond Burke on the Solemnity of the Immaculate Conception (Dec. 8th) at the Shrine of Our Lady of Guadalupe in La Crosse, Wisconsin, which he founded while serving as Bishop of La Crosse from 1994 to 2003.

CWR: In early 2004, when then-Massachusetts Senator John Kerry was running for President and you were just beginning your ministry as Archbishop of St. Louis, Missouri, you said Kerry should be refused Communion because of his pro-abortion stance. You also said you’re always getting into trouble. Are you still getting yourself into trouble? 

Cardinal Burke: I suppose that’s true, but I trust it’s good trouble.

CWR: When was last time a Pope was rebuked?

Cardinal Burke: As far as I know, and I’m not an expert in this, it was John XXII. He was corrected for a wrong teaching he had on the beatific vision. 

CWR: And who did that?

Cardinal Burke: There was a bishop involved and some Dominican Friars…
CWR: Is there a Scriptural basis for rebuking a pope?

Cardinal Burke: The classic Scriptural basis is St. Paul’s rebuking of Peter [in Galatians 2:11ff] for his accommodation of the Judaizers in the early Christian Church. Saint Paul confronted Peter to his face because he would be requiring things of the Gentile Christians that are not inherent to the Christian faith. And Peter actually agreed with that, but when he was with the Judaizers he would feign the other position and so Paul corrected him, as he said, to his face.

CWR: Why do you think Amoris Laetitia chapter 8 is so ambiguous?

Cardinal Burke: The reason for its ambiguity, it seems to me, is to give latitude to a practice which has never been admitted in the Church, namely the practice of permitting people who are living publicly in grave sin to receive the Sacraments.
CWR: It seems that you have, in some ways, become the champion of Canon 915, thinking back to the controversy over Kerry and even before him to some politicians in La Crosse, Wisconsin, where you were bishop from 1994 to 2003. [Editor’s note: Canon 915 of the Code of Canon Law states: “Those who have been excommunicated or interdicted after the imposition or declaration of the penalty and others obstinately persevering in manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to Holy Communion.” For more background see Dr. Edward Peter’s page about the Canon.)

Cardinal Burke: And that’s certainly a very good thing of which to be the champion.

CWR: What was the initial reason for you to submit the dubia to Pope Francis?

Cardinal Burke: Some of us had raised these questions to Pope Francis in the correspondence before this because of their gravity. But then there is also the growing confusion in the Church, in many quarters and parts of the Church, and the plea from both priests and laity, that the cardinals, who are the chief advisors to the Pope, needed to fulfill their responsibility by seeking clarification about some matters which are, as long as they remained in doubt, a source of great confusion and eventual spiritual harm in the church.

CWR: There’s a lot of talk that Amoris Laetitia is deliberately ambiguous and that’s because the divorced and remarried already find themselves in rather ambiguous situations. How do you respond to that?

Cardinal Burke: For those who are divorced and remarried, or I should say divorced and living in an irregular matrimonial union, if they truly understand the Catholic faith, the solution to that is not some confused approach, but the solution is to know the truth about the marriage to which one is bound, and once one knows that truth to live in accord with it. That is the only approach that can bring the faithful who find themselves in such a situation peace both with God and within the Church. This isn’t new; these situations have existed throughout the Church’s history. There are always complex aspects to the situation, but the only way to address them is by acknowledging and living the truth.
CWR: Why isn’t the truly pastoral situation just to allow them to receive Communion?

Cardinal Burke: Because it doesn’t respect the truth, and there can’t be any possible truly pastoral situation that doesn’t honor the truth taught by Christ Himself in the Gospel. So that if I’m bound to someone in a marriage and I’m living in a marital way with someone else, in adultery, pastoral care should be directed to helping me free myself from the sin of adultery. It’s no help to me whatsoever and a positive harm to me to tell me, “That’s all right, go ahead, and you can live that way and still receive the Sacraments.”

CWR: If a couple—where at least one has had been previously married and there was no declaration of nullity granted for the previous bond—came to you and said, “Look, we’ve been married for 20 years. We’re in a stable relationship, we’ve got four children together and they’re living good lives. We go to church every Sunday and the children are in Catholic schools. Why should we be denied Communion, never mind Confession?” what would you say to them?

Cardinal Burke: Because one or the other of them is bound to a prior marriage and therefore they’re not free to enter another marriage or live in a marital way with another party. If they, for some reason, for example, raising children or some other valid reason, need to continue to live under the same roof, then they are called obviously to live chastely and that is as brother and sister.

CWR: Are there others, besides the four cardinals who submitted the dubia to Pope Francis, who support what you’re saying?

Cardinal Burke: Yes.

CWR: And they’re not speaking out because…?

Cardinal Burke: For various reasons, one of which is the way the media takes these things and distorts them making it seem that anyone who raises a question about Amoris Laetitia is disobedient to the Pope or an enemy of the Pope and so forth. So they…

CWR They’re keeping their heads down.

Cardinal Burke: Yes, I suppose.

CWR: One prelate has accused you and your fellow cardinals of being in heresy. How do you respond to that?

Cardinal Burke: How can you be in heresy by asking honest questions? It’s just irrational to accuse us of heresy. We’re asking fundamental questions based upon the constant tradition of the Church’s moral teaching. So I don’t think there’s any question that by doing that we’ve done something heretical.

CWR: Some critics say you are implicitly accusing the Pope of heresy.

Cardinal Burke: No, that’s not what we have implied at all. We have simply asked him, as the Supreme Pastor of the Church, to clarify these five points that are confused; these five, very serious and fundamental points. We’re not accusing him of heresy, but just asking him to answer these questions for us as the Supreme Pastor of the Church.

CWR: In raising these questions you’ve been accused implicitly by the Pope and explicitly by others of legalism, of being Pharisees and Sadducees. [Smiles, chuckles] You smile because you get this all the time. Why is this not legalism?
Cardinal Burke: Simply because we are not asking the questions as a merely formal exercise, we’re not asking questions about positive ecclesiastical law, that is, laws that are made by the Church herself. These are questions that have to do with the natural moral law and the fundamental teaching of the Gospel. To be attentive to that teaching is hardly legalism. In fact, it is, as Our Lord Himself taught us, the way of perfection to which we’re called. That’s why He Himself said that He didn’t come to abolish the law but to fulfill it [Matt 5:17].

CWR: Bishop Athanasius Schneider, O.R.C., the Auxiliary Bishop of the Archdiocese of Saint Mary in Astana, Kazakhstan and titular bishop of Celerina, who has written an open letter of support for the four cardinals and their dubia, has also said that the Church is in a de facto schism. Do you agree with that?
Cardinal Burke: There is a very serious division in the Church which has to be mended because it has to do with, as I said before, fundamental dogmatic and moral teaching. And if it’s not clarified soon, it could develop into a formal schism.

CWR: Some people are saying that the pope could separate himself from communion with the Church. Can the pope legitimately be declared in schism or heresy?

Cardinal Burke: If a Pope would formally profess heresy he would cease, by that act, to be the Pope. It’s automatic. And so, that could happen.

CWR: That could happen.

Cardinal Burke: Yes.

CWR: That’s a scary thought.

Cardinal Burke: It is a scary thought, and I hope we won’t be witnessing that at any time soon.

CWR: In hindsight, with all of the controversy that has surrounded this, should you have kept these concerns to yourself and just waited for His Holiness to answer your dubia?

Cardinal Burke: No, not at all, because the faithful and priests and bishops have the right to have these questions answered. It was our duty as cardinals, when the Pope made it clear that he would not respond to them, to make them public so that the priests and the lay faithful who had these same doubts might know that their doubts are legitimate and that they deserve a response.

CWR: Some consider you to be an enemy of Pope Francis. How do you see yourself in relation to him?

Cardinal Burke: I am a Cardinal of the Church, and one of the Pope’s principal co-workers. I have absolute respect for the Petrine office. If I didn’t care about him and his exercise of the Petrine office, I would just remain silent and let everything go as it is. But because in conscience I believe he has an obligation to clarify these matters for the Church, I made it known to him, not just on this occasion, but on other occasions. The publication of the dubia was done with complete respect for his office. I am not the enemy of the Pope.
CWR: Back to this question about the Pope committing heresy. What happens then, if the Pope commits heresy and is no longer Pope? Is there a new conclave? Who’s in charge of the Church? Or do we just not even want to go there to start figuring that stuff out?

Cardinal Burke: There is already in place the discipline to be followed when the Pope ceases from his office, even as happened when Pope Benedict XVI abdicated his office. The Church continued to be governed in the interim between the effective date of his abdication and the inauguration of the papal ministry of Pope Francis.

CWR: Who is competent to declare him to be in heresy?

Cardinal Burke: It would have to be members of the College of Cardinals.

CWR: Just to clarify again, are you saying that Pope Francis is in heresy or is close to it?

Cardinal Burke: No, I am not saying that Pope Francis is in heresy. I have never said that. Neither have I stated that he is close to being in heresy. 

CWR: Doesn’t the Holy Spirit protect us from such a danger?

Cardinal Burke: The Holy Spirit inhabits the Church. The Holy Spirit is always watching over, inspiring and strengthening the Church. But the members of the Church and, in a pre-eminent way, the hierarchy must cooperate with the promptings of the Holy Spirit. It is one thing for the Holy Spirit to be present with us, but it is another thing for us to be obedient to the Holy Spirit.
Cardinal Burke suggests timeline for ‘formal correction’ of Pope Francis

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/exclusive-cardinal-burke-suggests-timeline-for-formal-correction-of-pope-fr
By Lisa Bourne, December 19, 2016
Update: LifeSiteNews has now released the full text of our interview with Cardinal Burke (HERE), and a second article on the interview: Cardinal Burke: When you’re insulted for defending truth, ‘adhere ever more strongly’ to Church.
In an exclusive interview with LifeSiteNews, Cardinal Raymond Burke has given an indication of the possible timeline of a “formal correction” of Pope Francis should the Pope not respond to the five dubia seeking clarity on Amoris Laetitia, presented to the Pope by four Cardinals, including Cardinal Burke.

“The dubia have to have a response because they have to do with the very foundations of the moral life and of the Church’s constant teaching with regard to good and evil, with regard to various sacred realities like marriage and Holy Communion and so forth,” Burke said during a telephone interview. 

“Now of course we are in the last days, days of strong grace, before the Solemnity of the Nativity of Our Lord, and then we have the Octave of the Solemnity and the celebrations at the beginning of the New Year - the whole mystery of Our Lord’s Birth and His Epiphany - so it would probably take place sometime after that.”

The cardinal, who is the patron of the Sovereign Order of Malta, said the format of the correction would be “very simple.”
“It would be direct, even as the dubia are, only in this case there would no longer be raising questions, but confronting the confusing statements in Amoris Laetitia with what has been the Church’s constant teaching and practice, and thereby correcting Amoris Laetitia,” he said. 

The exhortation has caused widespread confusion in the Catholic Church since its release in April, largely due to its ambiguity on important moral questions. This has caused various bishops as well as bishops’ conferences to interpret the document, at times, in ways that are at odds with Catholic teaching on marriage, sexuality, conscience, and reception of Holy Communion. 
For example, the bishops of Buenos Aires and Bishop Robert McElroy of San Diego have interpreted the document as allowing civilly divorced and remarried Catholics who are living in adultery to receive Holy Communion in certain cases. The Pope himself wrote to the Buenos Aires bishops to praise their guidelines, saying there was “no other interpretation.”

Cardinal Burke, along with Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner, submitted the dubia, five yes or no questions, in September seeking clarity from Pope Francis on whether the exhortation conforms to Catholic moral teaching. When the Pope did not issue a response after two months, the cardinals released the dubia publicly. It was after this that Cardinal Burke disclosed that a formal act of correction would be necessary, if the Pope refused to clarify the meaning of his exhortation. 

While such an act of formal correction is something rare in the life of the Church, it is not without precedent. 

Pope John XXII in the 14th century was publicly challenged by cardinals, bishops, and lay theologians after denying the doctrine that the souls of the just are admitted to the beatific vision after death, teaching instead that heaven is delayed until the general resurrection at the end of time. Pope John eventually recanted his position, due in part to a joint letter from theologians from the University of Paris that professed total obedience to the pope while making it clear to him that his teaching contradicted the Catholic faith. 

Burke called the procedure of correcting the error of a pontiff a “way of safeguarding that office and its exercise.”

“It’s carried out with the absolute respect for the office of the Successor of Saint Peter,” he said.

5 of 126 readers’ comments

1. I have a first cousin who was a late vocation to the priesthood. He is now a pastor in the Midwest. He evidently knows of my respect for Cardinal Burke. I send him notes and he responds with ridicule of the good cardinal. The point is that the seminaries have been infiltrated and taken over by a sociological model that has no basis in Scripture. It is Marxist in nature and based on the gospel according to Teilhard de Chardin who was also a Jesuit. Capitalism is anathema and the source of all problems in the world. How about that talent story on the ten, five, and one talent? Talents were coins. The one talent buried his and Christ condemned him for it. Christ is now viewed just like with those who support Mohammed as a temporary prophet on the road to world socialism. Francis has no humility and is becoming just like Lucifer in his rejection of the message of The Christ.

2. Pope Francis has the opportunity to act in Charity and Fidelity every single day and it's already been 91 days since the dubia have been issued, not to mention going all the way back to the 1st rigged synod or the second rigged synod. –Fr RP
3. Pope Francis has the opportunity to act in Charity and Fidelity every single day and it's already been 91 days since the dubia have been issued, not to mention going all the way back to the 1st rigged synod or the second rigged synod. –Steve Jalsevac, LSN

4. The only one separating himself from the Church is Bergoglio by constantly verging on heresy. History will show that Bergoglio is in the wrong. And yes there have been dozens of times that popes have been wrong and the bishops who corrected them were right. I'm still not convinced Bergoglio isn't an anti-pope, given the way the homosexual cabal forced Pope BXVI to resign and drove him absolutely insane after imprisoning him in his "residence".

5. Amoris Laetitia is a heretical document that has been thrust upon Catholics and is not in any way Catholic of itself.

Any document or promulgation by the Vatican hierarchy that contradicts the Word is heresy. If it weren't this way, we would have no Savior. It's not possible for Jesus as the Son of God to contradict Himself. 

Canon law tradition says a pope who commits formal heresy ceases to be pope: expert
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/canon-law-tradition-says-a-pope-who-commits-formal-heresy-ceases-to-be-pope
By Pete Baklinski, December 21, 2016
The saga of the four cardinals’ dubia and their possible “formal correction” of Pope Francis over Amoris Laetitia has raised the question of what would happen if a pope obstinately refused to uphold the perennial truths of the faith.
While the leading critics of Amoris Laetitia, including the four cardinals, have been clear that they are not accusing Pope Francis of heresy, many wonder in light of the Church’s teaching on papal infallibility if it is possible for a pope to commit heresy and how it would affect his papal office if he did.

Renowned canon lawyer Dr. Edward Peters recently wrote a blog post on this very question.
According to Peters, who holds the Edmund Cdl. Szoka Chair at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit, canonical tradition has dealt with the possibility of a pope falling into personal heresy and promoting such heresy publicly and what should be done if this happens.

Peters notes that while it is true that, as Canon 1404 states, “The First See is judged by no one,” thus making it impossible for anyone to remove an erring pope from his office, this does not mean that a pope in error retains his office.

Peters quotes an interpretation of Canon 1404 by famous American canon lawyer Lawrence Wrenn to make the point.
“Canon 1404 is not a statement of personal impeccability or inerrancy of the Holy Father. Should, indeed, the pope fall into heresy, it is understood that he would lose his office. To fall from Peter’s faith is to fall from his chair,” writes Wrenn in the 2001 New Commentary on the Code of Canon Law.
Peters writes that the “crucial question” from a canonist’s perspective is “who would determine whether a given pope has fallen into heresy,” a question he says that canon law is silent about, but not canonical tradition.
Peters finds the canonical tradition expressed by Franz Wernz — a famed canonist who was elected as the Superior General of the Jesuit order in 1906 — who considered the impact of personal heresy on the part of a pope in his work Ius Canonicum.

After laying out various positions dealing with a heretical pope and showing their deficiencies, Wernz speculates that while no one on earth can remove power from a pope since there is no higher office than “Roman Pontiff” that is capable of passing such judgment, nevertheless, a general council could determine that a pope had committed heresy, and in doing so, had effectually cut himself off from the true vine, thereby forfeiting his office.

Writes Wernz in his work published posthumously in 1928: “In sum, it needs to be said clearly that a [publicly] heretical Roman Pontiff loses his power upon the very fact. Meanwhile a declaratory criminal sentence, although it is merely declaratory, should not be disregarded, for it brings it about, not that a pope is ‘judged’ to be a heretic, but rather, that he is shown to have been found heretical, that is, a general council declares the fact of the crime by which a pope has separated himself from the Church and has lost his rank.”

After quoting Wernz, Peters comments: “I know of no author coming after Wernz who disputes this analysis.”

Comments Peters: “…however remote is the possibility of a pope actually falling into heresy and however difficult it might be to determine whether a pope has so fallen, such a catastrophe, Deus vetet [God forbid], would result in the loss of papal office.”

“In sum, and while additional important points could be offered on this matter, in the view of modern canonists from Wernz to Wrenn, however remote is the possibility of a pope actually falling into heresy and however difficult it might be to determine whether a pope has so fallen, such a catastrophe, Deus vetet, would result in the loss of papal office,” he writes. “May that fact serve as a check against those tempted to engage in loose talk about popes and heresy.”

Peters writes that “thanks to the protection of the Holy Spirit” the Church, even during the reign of a heretical pope, “cannot fall into heresy.”

In an interview with Catholic World Report published this week, Cardinal Raymond Burke, one of the four cardinals behind the dubia, said that he and his brother cardinals are not saying the pope is in heresy, but merely asking him to clarify ambiguities in Amoris Laetitia.

“We have simply asked him, as the Supreme Pastor of the Church, to clarify these five points that are confused; these five, very serious and fundamental points. We’re not accusing him of heresy, but just asking him to answer these questions for us as the Supreme Pastor of the Church.”

When asked about what would happen if a pope did commit heresy, Burke — recognized as one of the world’s foremost authorities on Roman Catholic canon law  — agreed with Peters' analysis that such a pope would automatically cease to be pontiff.

“If a Pope would formally profess heresy he would cease, by that act, to be the Pope. It’s automatic. And so, that could happen,” he said.

Following the canonical tradition, Burke said that it would have to be members of the College of Cardinals who would make such a declaration of heresy, adding that there is already the discipline in place to be followed when the Pope ceases from his office, as happened when Pope Benedict XVI abdicated his office.

Read Dr. Ed Peters' blog post here.

1 of 9 readers’ comments

As long as Pope Francis doesn't answer the dubia and ignores any "correction" issued by the Cardinals, I don't think he can be accused of "formally professing heresy". Therefore, he doesn't automatically forfeit his office as Pope, according to the scholars' criteria. After all, even the four cardinals are saying Amoris Laetitia is "unclear". So Francis gets to spread confusion in the Church and the dissolution of the Church's moral teachings.
However, what I do think the dubia and correction may accomplish is putting a brake on Francis' and Kasper's further plans - like allowing communion to be distributed to non-Catholics. It also puts a taint on Amoris Laetitia and makes it easier for a future Pope to roll it back. It also may put a brake on the moral rot currently spreading in the Church. Anyone who thinks Pope Francis is going to be declared a heretic is going to be disappointed, I'm afraid.

Cardinal Burke is playing the "long game".

Cardinal Burke: A Pope Who Professes Formal Heresy Would Cease to Be Pope
https://onepeterfive.com/cardinal-burke-a-pope-who-professes-formal-heresy-would-cease-to-be-pope/ 

By Steve Skojec, December 21, 2016
In an interview published this week at Catholic World Report, Cardinal Burke (who gave the Interview on the Feast of the Immaculate Conception) sounds like he’s feeling a bit feisty. Referencing a statement he made in 2004 about “always getting into trouble” after confronting pro-abortion Catholic presidential candidate John Kerry on the issue of receiving communion, the interviewer asked if this was still the case. Burke responded, “I suppose that’s true, but I trust it’s good trouble.”
The interviewer then cut to the chase:

CWR: When was last time a Pope was rebuked?

Cardinal Burke: As far as I know, and I’m not an expert in this, it was John XXII. He was corrected for a wrong teaching he had on the beatific vision.
CWR: And who did that?

Cardinal Burke: There was a bishop involved and some Dominican Friars…

CWR: Is there a Scriptural basis for rebuking a pope?

Cardinal Burke: The classic Scriptural basis is St. Paul’s rebuking of Peter [in Galatians 2:11ff] for his accommodation of the Judaizers in the early Christian Church. Saint Paul confronted Peter to his face because he would be requiring things of the Gentile Christians that are not inherent to the Christian faith. And Peter actually agreed with that, but when he was with the Judaizers he would feign the other position and so Paul corrected him, as he said, to his face.

CWR: Why do you think Amoris Laetitia chapter 8 is so ambiguous?

Cardinal Burke: The reason for its ambiguity, it seems to me, is to give latitude to a practice which has never been admitted in the Church, namely the practice of permitting people who are living publicly in grave sin to receive the Sacraments.

After discussing the origins of the dubia and the moral duty he and the others who wrote to Francis felt to dispel the confusion and refer to the Church’s ancient practices when dealing with complex moral situations, the conversation turned back to those prelates who are resisting the errors of the exhortation:

CWR: Are there others, besides the four cardinals who submitted the dubia to Pope Francis, who support what you’re saying?

Cardinal Burke: Yes.

CWR: And they’re not speaking out because…?

Cardinal Burke: For various reasons, one of which is the way the media takes these things and distorts them making it seem that anyone who raises a question about Amoris Laetitia is disobedient to the Pope or an enemy of the Pope and so forth. So they…

CWR They’re keeping their heads down.

Cardinal Burke: Yes, I suppose.

CWR: One prelate has accused you and your fellow cardinals of being in heresy. How do you respond to that?

Cardinal Burke: How can you be in heresy by asking honest questions? It’s just irrational to accuse us of heresy. We’re asking fundamental questions based upon the constant tradition of the Church’s moral teaching. So I don’t think there’s any question that by doing that we’ve done something heretical.

CWR: Some critics say you are implicitly accusing the Pope of heresy.

Cardinal Burke: No, that’s not what we have implied at all. We have simply asked him, as the Supreme Pastor of the Church, to clarify these five points that are confused; these five, very serious and fundamental points. We’re not accusing him of heresy, but just asking him to answer these questions for us as the Supreme Pastor of the Church.

Some have taken his last point — that they are not accusing the pope of heresy — to mean that Burke and his collaborators in the dubia are soft-pedaling their approach to Francis. But I would counter that Burke is a very precise speaker, and that he is being technically accurate when he says this. They are not accusing Francis of heresy — yet. This is why it is imperative that he answer the questions. It would clarify the matter of whether he is, or is not, a heretic, and whether he needs to be corrected in the manner of Pope John XXII, mentioned by Burke above.

There is evidence for my interpretation in the following section of the interview:

CWR: Bishop Athanasius Schneider, O.R.C., the Auxiliary Bishop of the Archdiocese of Saint Mary in Astana, Kazakhstan and titular bishop of Celerina, who has written an open letter of support for the four cardinals and their dubia, has also said that the Church is in a de facto schism. Do you agree with that?

Cardinal Burke: There is a very serious division in the Church which has to be mended because it has to do with, as I said before, fundamental dogmatic and moral teaching. And if it’s not clarified soon, it could develop into a formal schism.

CWR: Some people are saying that the pope could separate himself from communion with the Church. Can the pope legitimately be declared in schism or heresy?

Cardinal Burke: If a Pope would formally profess heresy he would cease, by that act, to be the Pope. It’s automatic. And so, that could happen.

CWR: That could happen.

Cardinal Burke: Yes.

CWR: That’s a scary thought.

Cardinal Burke: It is a scary thought, and I hope we won’t be witnessing that at any time soon.

As they say in the movies, “That’s not a threat, it’s a promise.” It’s not up to Cardinal Burke, Bishop Schneider, or the rest of the faithful alliance of prelates whether or not the pope would lose his office through the profession of heresy. It’s merely a fact. One cannot simultaneously be a formal heretic and a pope.

For Cardinal Burke to be able to answer these questions so openly and without nuance or equivocation means, I would venture to say, that he has already thought this all the way through and sees the path forward. How it will be received and what the consequences will be is not something with which he is concerning himself. Burke made his position on the matter clear last year, both when he said he would resist the pope if it came to it, and when he described the unfortunate situation that defending the “truth of the faith” has placed him in:
“If this means that cardinals will be opposed to cardinals, then we simply have to accept the fact that…that that’s the situation which we find ourselves. Certainly for my part, I don’t look for this kind of conflict, but…if in defending the truth of the faith I end up in a disagreement or a conflict with another cardinal what has to be primary to me is the truth of the faith and to, as a teacher of the faith, as a pastor of souls, to defend that truth.”
Asked about what would happen if the pope were found to be a heretic, Burke was forthright, again indicating that he has thought this through to the logical conclusion:

CWR: Back to this question about the Pope committing heresy. What happens then, if the Pope commits heresy and is no longer Pope? Is there a new conclave? Who’s in charge of the Church? Or do we just not even want to go there to start figuring that stuff out?

Cardinal Burke: There is already in place the discipline to be followed when the Pope ceases from his office, even as happened when Pope Benedict XVI abdicated his office. The Church continued to be governed in the interim between the effective date of his abdication and the inauguration of the papal ministry of Pope Francis.

CWR: Who is competent to declare him to be in heresy?

Cardinal Burke: It would have to be members of the College of Cardinals.

CWR: Just to clarify again, are you saying that Pope Francis is in heresy or is close to it?

Cardinal Burke: No, I am not saying that Pope Francis is in heresy. I have never said that. Neither have I stated that he is close to being in heresy.

CWR: Doesn’t the Holy Spirit protect us from such a danger?

Cardinal Burke: The Holy Spirit inhabits the Church. The Holy Spirit is always watching over, inspiring and strengthening the Church. But the members of the Church and, in a pre-eminent way, the hierarchy must cooperate with the promptings of the Holy Spirit. It is one thing for the Holy Spirit to be present with us, but it is another thing for us to be obedient to the Holy Spirit.

The import of this interview is…staggering. It’s clear, serene, forceful, and completely unflinching. His Eminence does not say more than he should about the matter at its current stage, nor does he say less. There is a process, and he is following it to the letter, as should be unsurprising from a man with his understanding of ecclesiastical law.

Canon law, of course, does not make provisions for such cases. On that matter, Pete Baklinski of LifeSiteNews references American canonist Dr. Edward Peters on the legal questions before Burke, et. al.:

According to Peters, who holds the Edmund Cdl. Szoka Chair at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit, canonical tradition has dealt with the possibility of a pope falling into personal heresy and promoting such heresy publicly and what should be done if this happens.

Peters notes that while it is true that, as Canon 1404 states, “The First See is judged by no one,” thus making it impossible for anyone to remove an erring pope from his office, this does not mean that a pope in error retains his office.

Peters quotes an interpretation of Canon 1404 by famous American canon lawyer Lawrence Wrenn to make the point.

“Canon 1404 is not a statement of personal impeccability or inerrancy of the Holy Father. Should, indeed, the pope fall into heresy, it is understood that he would lose his office. To fall from Peter’s faith is to fall from his chair,” writes Wrenn in the 2001 New Commentary on the Code of Canon Law.

Peters writes that the “crucial question” from a canonist’s perspective is “who would determine whether a given pope has fallen into heresy,” a question he says that canon law is silent about, but not canonical tradition.

Peters finds the canonical tradition expressed by Franz Wernz — a famed canonist who was elected as the Superior General of the Jesuit order in 1906 — who considered the impact of personal heresy on the part of a pope in his work Ius Canonicum.

After laying out various positions dealing with a heretical pope and showing their deficiencies, Wernz speculates that while no one on earth can remove power from a pope since there is no higher office than “Roman Pontiff” that is capable of passing such judgment, nevertheless, a general council could determine that a pope had committed heresy, and in doing so, had effectually cut himself off from the true vine, thereby forfeiting his office.

Writes Wernz in his work published posthumously in 1928: “In sum, it needs to be said clearly that a [publicly] heretical Roman Pontiff loses his power upon the very fact. Meanwhile a declaratory criminal sentence, although it is merely declaratory, should not be disregarded, for it brings it about, not that a pope is ‘judged’ to be a heretic, but rather, that he is shown to have been found heretical, that is, a general council declares the fact of the crime by which a pope has separated himself from the Church and has lost his rank.”

After quoting Wernz, Peters comments: “I know of no author coming after Wernz who disputes this analysis.”

Ladies and gentlemen, we have a front row seat to history in the making. Keep praying. It’s going to be a bumpy ride.

Readers have left 140 comments

Cardinal Burke: A Pope Who Professes Formal Heresy “would cease, by that act, to Be Pope”
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-burke-if-a-pope-would-formally-profess-heresy-he-would-cease-by-th 

By Claire Chretien, December 21, 2016
In a new interview, Cardinal Burke said he is not accusing Pope Francis of "heresy" by submitting the five dubia for him to answer. He also explained that if a pope were to "formally profess heresy he would cease, by that act, to be the Pope" and that there is a process within the Church for dealing with such a situation.
"The faithful and priests and bishops have the right to have these questions answered," he said of the dubia. "It was our duty as cardinals, when the Pope made it clear that he would not respond to them, to make them public so that the priests and the lay faithful who had these same doubts might know that their doubts are legitimate and that they deserve a response."
It "could happen" that a pope would formally profess heresy, but "I hope we won’t be witnessing that at any time soon," Burke told Catholic World Report (CWR). 

"There is already in place the discipline to be followed when the Pope ceases from his office, even as happened when Pope Benedict XVI abdicated his office," said Burke. "The Church continued to be governed in the interim between the effective date of his abdication and the inauguration of the papal ministry of Pope Francis."

Members of the College of Cardinals would have to be the ones to declare the pope in heresy, Burke said. He also said there is precedent for cardinals rebuking a pope. Burke has said that if Pope Francis doesn't respond to the dubia, cardinals could also formally correct him in the way that Pope John XXII was corrected in the Middle Ages when he taught errant notions about the beatific vision. 
The cardinal also explained he and his peers want the pope to clarify whether Amoris Laetitia aligns with Catholic moral teaching precisely because they are loyal to him and care about him, not because they are his "enemies" or dissenters as some critics and even other prelates have suggested.

"How can you be in heresy by asking honest questions?" asked Burke. "It’s just irrational to accuse us of heresy. We're asking fundamental questions based upon the constant tradition of the Church’s moral teaching. So I don't think there's any question that by doing that we've done something heretical."

"I am a Cardinal of the Church, and one of the Pope’s principal co-workers," said Burke. "I have absolute respect for the Petrine office. If I didn’t care about him and his exercise of the Petrine office, I would just remain silent and let everything go as it is. But because in conscience I believe he has an obligation to clarify these matters for the Church, I made it known to him, not just on this occasion, but on other occasions. The publication of the dubia was done with complete respect for his office. I am not the enemy of the Pope."

Burke stressed that he is "not saying that Pope Francis is in heresy."

"I have never said that," he told CWR. "Neither have I stated that he is close to being in heresy."

Canonist Dr. Ed Peters recently outlined on his blog how ecclesiastical law treats the question of a pope believing or promoting heresy. According to Peters' analysis, the Catholic canonical tradition firmly supports Cardinal Burke's remarks.

Peters finds the canonical tradition expressed by Franz Wernz — a famed canonist who was elected as the Superior General of the Jesuit order in 1906 — who considered the impact of personal heresy on the part of a pope in his work Ius Canonicum.

After laying out various positions dealing with a heretical pope and showing their deficiencies, Wernz speculates that while no one on earth can remove power from a pope since there is no higher office than “Roman Pontiff” that is capable of passing such judgment, nevertheless, a general council could determine that a pope had committed heresy, and in doing so, had effectually cut himself off from the true vine, thereby forfeiting his office.

Wernz wrote in his work published posthumously in 1928: “In sum, it needs to be said clearly that a [publicly] heretical Roman Pontiff loses his power upon the very fact. Meanwhile a declaratory criminal sentence, although it is merely declaratory, should not be disregarded, for it brings it about, not that a pope is ‘judged’ to be a heretic, but rather, that he is shown to have been found heretical, that is, a general council declares the fact of the crime by which a pope has separated himself from the Church and has lost his rank.”

After this quote, Dr. Peters comments: “I know of no author coming after Wernz who disputes this analysis.”

It would be "impossible" and "unthinkable" for a pope to "commit the Church to heresy," Peters wrote, because the Holy Spirit provides "protection" against this.

Canon law defines heresy as "the obstinate denial or obstinate doubt after the reception of baptism of some truth that must be believed by divine and catholic faith," and "canonical tradition yet recognizes (and history suggests) that a given pope could fall into personal heresy and that he might even promote such heresy publicly," Peters explained. "In sum...however remote is the possibility of a pope actually falling into heresy and however difficult it might be to determine whether a pope has so fallen, such a catastrophe, Deus vetet, would result in the loss of papal office."

Read Cardinal Burke's full interview with CWR here.
Readers have left 41 comments
Amoris and the Dubia: The Controversies Explained 
http://www.catholicstand.com/amortis-dubia-controversies-explained/
By James Hooper, December 29, 2016  
Some Catholics may be unaware of, or are possibly confused by, the controversy following the release of Pope Francis’ Amoris Laetitia, and the new letter and dubia which in response have been submitted to the Pope asking for confirmation of various aspects of Catholic doctrine. To help make the faithful aware of this situation, and hopefully to understand it better, here is a summary of the situation.
Amoris Laetitia: The Main Issues

When Amoris Laetitia was first released, many praised the document as an outreach to families and for its emphasis on pastoral help for those who were suffering in irregular relationships outside the Church. And it is true, there are many beautiful insights and helpful ideas expounding on The Joy of Love. However, there were also many who pointed out certain ambiguities and misapplication of earlier theological ideas which they said would lead to misinterpretation and ultimately an effective change in doctrine. 
What seemed to be suggested in Amoris was that someone who was divorced and remarried without an annulment could in some circumstances receive absolution even if they were not living as “brother and sister,” as Pope St. John Paul II had reiterated in Familiaris Consortio. It was said that the document would allow this to be determined between individuals and their pastors in the “internal forum” as a matter of conscience, even though the person remained in a state of public objective sin.

These assertions were roundly debated in the Catholic world, with many sources dismissing these concerns saying the Amoris should be interpreted in a “hermeneutic of continuity,” meaning that the ambiguity should be interpreted in light of earlier, unambiguous magisterial documents. The Pope himself ambiguously suggested that there would be pastoral changes, and referred questions to Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, who was also ambiguous about what specific changes were coming.

In the months following, what appears to be unfolding is what the critics of Amoris feared, leading to apparent growing divisions in the Church. In several dioceses, including San Diego and Rome, it appears that Amoris is being implemented as the original critics confirmed. No official pronouncements by the Pope or the Vatican have been made in support of these moves, but there is a documented private letter from the Pope to a group of Argentine bishops who published norms along these lines stating that “there is no other interpretation.” Other dioceses, such as Portland, Philadelphia, Phoenix, and Lincoln have made public statements that the new interpretation would not be implemented. Prominent writer Scott Eric Alt, one who formerly rejected the interpretation of the critics, effectively summarizes how much of this has unfolded and led us to the point where we are now.
The Dubia and the Response
This growing divide and disagreement in the Church caused by this ambiguity is what prompted four cardinals privately to send a letter and a document containing five questions, or dubia (expressing doubts), to the Pope, asking for clarification on five questions of doctrine. The text of the letter and five dubia can be found in this article by journalist Edward Pentin.

The most notable response is the Pope’s lack of an official public response. He has said in various unofficial public statements and interviews that those who are concerned with these new practices are legalists, or rigid “black and white thinkers” who are hiding their own dissatisfaction and “acting in bad faith to foment divisions.” Fr. Antonio Spadaro, SJ, said to be a major contributor to Amoris, has said that the dubia have already been “answered” in responses already given. Newly promoted Cardinal Blase Cupich of Chicago suggested that Cardinal Burke and the others were in “need of conversion.” One Greek bishop went so far as to accuse Cardinal Burke and the other cardinals of “heresy” and “apostasy.” And Cardinal Kevin Farrell, one day after the recent consistory at which he was created a cardinal, criticized Archbishop Charles Chaput, OFM Cap. of Philadelphia for implementing standards which do not include the new provision discussed above. Much of this negative reaction to the questions creating what is being called a “climate of fear” by one anonymous Vatican official was captured in a recent article by Steve Jalsevac of LifeSiteNews. Several other cardinals and bishops, and a group of 23 prominent theologians, have come out in support of the dubia. The theologians in particular warned of an alarming “metastasizing crisis.” Whether or not one accepts the veracity of these statements, or the news agencies from which they come, one thing is quite clear: the divisions are growing while no official papal public clarification (which could be interpreted as tacit approval) to heal the rift has been forthcoming.

Cardinal Burke has asserted in a recent interview on EWTN that the questions were sincere and motivated by a concern for the souls of the faithful who are at risk of being led into sin by unclear or errant teaching on marriage and the sacraments, and that this was an exercise of their function as cardinals to be advisers to the Pope. The texts of the letter and five dubia do not lend credence to the notion that they were presented in bad faith. A cursory layman’s analysis suggests that the questions do fall within the bounds of canon law, specifically Canon 212. Canon 212 asserts that the faithful are bound to follow what the sacred pastors (the bishops) teach, balanced by an emphasis of the right and obligation of all the faithful to provide intellectual input to the governance and life of the Church.

Can. 212 §3 They have the right, indeed at times the duty, in keeping with their knowledge, competence and position, to manifest to the sacred Pastors their views on matters which concern the good of the Church. They have the right also to make their views known to others of Christ’s faithful, but in doing so they must always respect the integrity of faith and morals, show due reverence to the Pastors and take into account both the common good and the dignity of individuals.
Canon 212 originates from the Vatican II document Lumen Gentium, paragraph 37, which reflects the fact that the faithful, as members of the Church community, have the right to provide input into the life of the institutional Church. The right to share information and opinions is extended between the faithful (lay and cleric) and the bishops as well as among the faithful themselves.
So what’s the Big Deal?
The main problem expressed by critics of Amoris is that in order for absolution to be given in confession, the teaching of the Church has always been to require a firm purpose of amendment, meaning that they repent with no intention of continuing to engage in this sin. Being sacramentally married to Person A while having sex with Person B is, in fact, objectively and intrinsically evil, even if the person has reduced culpability. “Reduced culpability” in this context is attributed to the person’s lack of full knowledge and consent (two of the three conditions for mortal sin), e.g. that the person didn’t know Church teaching on marriage, was coerced or had no other choice, or the situation is such that they can’t stop having sex with their new partner now that they’re married and have a family without grave damage to their marriage and family. However, the rule of reduced culpability has never been applied in this way to adultery, which is always objectively evil and has a public dimension to it which can bring scandal to others.
Additionally, some argue that even if there were reduced culpability in the original act (because they were coerced, weren’t Catholic at the time, or didn’t know), culpability in fact is not reduced for the future acts of adultery if the couple remains sexually active. To do so is a denial that the act constitutes grave matter (the third condition for mortal sin).  Even if the man or woman were unable to live as brother and sister without harming the marriage or family harmony, the objectively sinful act will continue to happen. This is a conundrum for priests, who can only give absolution for sins for which a firm purpose of amendment can be honestly given.

There is also the aspect of public scandal which doesn’t seem to be addressed. The concern is that when the first spouse, or the faith community, sees that the divorced and remarried individual (without an annulment and presumably not living in continence) has returned to the sacraments, they will be led into sin, their faith in the sacraments may be reduced, and confidence in the teaching of the Church eroded. People may not be as hesitant to get divorces if this path is now available. This idea of public scandal is mentioned by Pope St. John Paul II in Familiaris Consortio.

There is also the issue of allowing someone in a state of mortal sin to receive the Eucharist, which has also never been allowed. In 1 Corinthians 11, St. Paul warns those that those who are not disposed to receiving the Eucharist and who receive it anyway eat and drink condemnation upon themselves. Some also argue that this approach really is allowing an evil so that a good may happen. “The ends justify the means” is not a part of Catholic teaching–and is in fact identified by Pope Benedict XVI and others as part of the “tyranny of relativism.”

A full theological treatment of these issues was produced by 45 prominent theologians back in July.

Conclusion
It’s very unclear at this point how all of this will conclude, or how long it will take. It is clear that the Pope is seeking fresh solutions to bring back people who are alienated from the Church, who are perhaps locked in by earlier decisions. It’s a tender and important sojourn for the lost sheep who are wounded and in need of mercy. The problem lay in ambiguity inherent in Amoris which has allowed the implementation of erroneous practices which lead people away from truth. This ruptured interpretation of Amoris asserts that in the name of mercy, one’s conscience can in fact nullify what has always been an intrinsic moral evil–namely, adultery–and absolution can be granted to someone who hasn’t demonstrated a firm purpose of amendment. The implications to the unchanging and universal nature of Catholic teaching appear to be at stake, with one diocese differing from another in the way this teaching is handled. Unfortunately, the longer these questions go unresolved, the more and more lines of division will be drawn between the pope, bishops, cardinals, and the faithful, as we have already seen.

More and more prelates are sounding off in support or against the four cardinals and their dubia. It is an unseemly public scandal that is growing. Only an affirmative answer to the dubia, or some other kind of correction, will dispel this cloud hanging over the Church, and only the Pope can settle the issue which is causing so much division. In a recent interview, Cardinal Burke suggested that it may come down to a formal correction of the problematic interpretations of Amoris, a rare instrument of the Magisterium, being issued, perhaps sometime after Christmas. Let us pray daily for the Holy Father that his goal of reconciliation finds a true expression in unchanging Catholic teaching and that divisions are quickly healed.

As we celebrate the Christmas season, let us follow the example we see in Acts 1:14: “These all with one mind were continually devoting themselves to prayer.”

FRESH INCLUSIONS (2016) WHILE UPDATING THIS FILE:
Four Cardinals make public appeal asking Pope to clarify teaching of Amoris Laetitia
http://voiceofthefamily.com/four-cardinals-make-public-appeal-asking-pope-to-clarify-teaching-of-amoris-laetitia/ 
November 14, 2016 [As on pages 2-6]
BREAKING: In wake of 4 Cardinals letter, Pope Francis rebukes ‘legalism’ of Amoris Laetitia critics

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/breaking-pope-francis-blasts-legalism-of-amoris-laetitia-critics3 
By Claire Chretien, November 18, 2016
Pope Francis has criticized the "legalism" of Catholics raising concern about his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia mere days after four cardinals went public with their request that he clarify it.

“Some, as with certain responses to Amoris Laetitia, persist in seeing only white or black, when rather one ought to discern in the flow of life," Pope Francis said in an interview with Avvenire. "But these critiques – if they’re not from an evil spirit – do help. Some types of rigorism spring from the desire to hide one’s own dissatisfaction under armour." 

On Monday, Cardinals Raymond Burke, Joachim Meisner, Walter Brandmüller, and Carlo Caffarra published a letter asking Pope Francis to answer five "yes or no" questions which would immediately clarify the meaning of the confusion-plagued document on points where theologians, priests, and even bishops have offered contradicting interpretations.

Their September 19, 2016 letter, called a "dubia," went unanswered, so the cardinals released it to the faithful with a note explaining their concerns.

Pope Francis took the unusual step this week of cancelling a scheduled meeting with the world's cardinals at this weekend's consistory. He will officially make a handful of bishops, including three Americans, cardinals this weekend. 

According to the National Catholic Register's Ed Pentin, sources have told him Pope Francis is "not happy at all" and "boiling with rage."  
Readers have left 90 comments

‘At best naive’: New U.S. Cardinal Tobin chides 4 Cardinals over Amoris criticism

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-elect-tobin-blasts-amoris-critics-not-a-yes-or-no-matter
By Claire Chretien, Rome, November 21, 2016
New American Cardinal Joseph Tobin strongly criticized the "troublesome" request of four cardinals to Pope Francis asking him to clarify whether Amoris Laetitia is at odds with Catholic moral teaching.

Tobin, recently named to become the archbishop of Newark, told The Tablet before the consistory last week that the cardinals' concerns about Amoris Laetitia are "at best naive" and hinted that they might be comparable to the Arian heresy of the fourth century.

The most recent concerns about Amoris Laetitia, which some progressives interpret to contradict Catholic doctrine by seemingly giving permission for the divorced and remarried to receive Holy Communion, came from Cardinals Raymond Burke, Joachim Meisner, Walter Brandmüller, and Carlo Caffarra. Their dubia, or formal request, for clarification went unanswered by the pope for two months. The cardinals then went public with it.

Burke has said the cardinals are contemplating a “formal correction” if their concerns remain unanswered.

Although Pope Francis still hasn't officially responded, he admonished the "legalism" of Amoris Laetitia critics in an interview and said he wasn't "losing sleep" over the matter. EWTN's Edward Pentin says a Vatican source told him the pope is "boiling with rage" over the criticism.

Tobin told The Tablet, "Amoris Laetitia cannot simply be reduced to a question of ‘yes or no’ in a specific pastoral situation. The Holy Father is capturing the work of two synods so if four cardinals say that two synods were wrong, or that somehow the Holy Father didn’t reflect what was said in those synods, I think that should be questioned."

"Reading the [synod] documents and knowing a little about the participants, I realize it was not easy but you are dealing with difficult pastoral questions," Tobin continued. "Just to simply reduce it to a 'dubium', I think it is at best naive."

Tobin also had strong words for the United States after its presidential election. He blasted the "distressing and shocking" "polarization in American society" that "always risks seeping into the Church as well."

"One of the principle missions of the Church in the United States is to be an agent of healing that promotes the common good, and unity in diversity," he said. "That’s always been a hallmark of the American Church, because American Catholics all came from someplace else. If we forgot that as American Catholics, on the day of judgment it will not be Jesus who condemns us, it will be our grandparents, because we forgot...In the wake of that election I feel the mission of the Church is even more crucial, not simply to be faithful to the Gospel but to help our nation preserve the best of its traditions."

Tobin is one of three American bishops made cardinals on the weekend. The other two are Cardinal Blase Cupich, archbishop of Chicago, and Cardinal Kevin Farrell, prefect of the Vatican's newly-created Dicastery for Laity, Family, and Life. 

At the U.S. bishops' meeting earlier this week, Tobin asked his brother bishops if their new three-year strategic plan is focused enough on environmentalism. He worried that the Trump administration won't focus enough on protecting the environment, making the issue "more urgent than ever."

Readers have left 25 comments
Polish Bishop: Four Cardinals Exercised “A Duty”; “It is Only Just to Answer Them”

https://onepeterfive.com/polish-bishop-four-cardinals-exercised-a-duty-it-is-only-just-to-answer-them/
By Steve Skojec, November 21, 2016
In what appears to be the first (of hopefully many) prelates to speak out publicly in favor of the Four Cardinals Letter, Auxiliary Bishop Józef Wróbel of Lublin, Poland, said in an interview with Michele M. Ippolito of La Fede Quotidiana that “The four cardinals were right to ask for clarification on Amoris Laetitia. If anything, it is only just to answer them.”

In the interview, the bishop is very candid in his support:

[Your] Excellency [Bishop] Wrobel, what do you think of the letter of clarification on Amoris Laetitia sent by four cardinals to the Pope?
They have done well and they have exercised correctly the provisions of canon law. I think it is not only a right, but even a duty. It would have been just to answer to their observations. They asked no questions about the next day’s weather, but on issues concerning the Church’s teaching and therefore the faithful.

The doubts regarding AL, do you find them pertinent?
As I said before, a clarification on the document, and especially on chapter 8 is opportune. The text effectively lends itself to various interpretations, it’s ambiguous.

Why does it lend itself to various interpretations?
Because it was not well written. Probably with too much haste, without analyzing the contents and the possible consequences with careful [extreme] attention. There is a need to bring these questions to the Vatican and to the collaborators in whom the Pope has confidence. Drawing up such important texts in haste does not render good service to the Church.

Can one give Communion to those who have remarried civilly? 
You couldn’t give [them Communion] before Amoris Laetitia, it’s not possible now. The doctrine of the Church is not subject to changes, otherwise it is no longer the Church of Christ founded on the Gospel and the Tradition. It is given to no one to modify the doctrine insofar as no-one is master of the Church.

Communion to gay couples?
It is not possible, and mercy is not a permission slip. Homosexual acts are a very grave sin, much more than those committed among heterosexuals. In fact, they go against nature.

His comments on Amoris Laetitia are strikingly firm, but equally so is his answer to a question that is high on the Vatican’s list of priorities: the welcoming of refugees:

Immigration, what to do? 
Welcoming is in the Christian spirit. Above all, in moral theology, the primacy is in charity. It looks first to those closest [to us], to the neighbours, in order to get to those further away. And so we should first of all ensure that those who live close to us — relatives, children, parents, fellow citizens — are doing well and only afterwards take care of those who come from outside. Demagoguery leads nowhere.

Like Bishop Athanasius Schneider before him, we see in Bishop Wróbel an auxiliary who cares far more about the Catholic teaching and the faithful than about advancing in his own ecclesiastical career.

And in a way, their work elevates them far beyond the dignity of a diocesan see. They truly become bishops of the world.

We can only pray that this is the beginning of a larger trend of support for the four cardinals from among the world’s apostolic successors.

2 of 40 readers’ comments
1. Bishop Wróbel is quoted as saying about the ambiguity in Amoris Laetitia, "Because it was not well written, probably with too much haste..."

I think the good bishop is being far too diplomatic. I myself would tend more towards the 'deliberate, carefully calculated and insidious attempt to comprehensively undermine the Church's teaching on the sanctity of marriage' type of assessment.

2. Yes exactly. Writing a story like AL and LS requires far more careful calculation and craftiness than simply stating Catholic truth because the former needs to be (man) made-up and the latter is already established.

Rome is buzzing with questions on the four Cardinals’ objections to Amoris Laetitia

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/new-american-cardinals-question-the-dubia-submitted-to-the-pope-by-four-cou 

By John-Henry Westen, Rome, November 21, 2016
With many of the world’s cardinals gathered for the Consistory that added 17 to their number and the closed the Year of Mercy, Rome was abuzz with the story of the four Cardinals who presented a set of yes-or-no questions to the Pope seeking clarity on the Pope’s recent Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

At the reception for the three new American cardinals at the Pontifical North American College, each was asked about the so-called "dubia" and the Pope’s refusal to answer.

Cardinal Kevin Farrell, who recently had the media follow his war of words with Philadelphia Archbishop Charles Chaput over Amoris Laetitia, might have felt a little gun-shy. When a reporter in the halls at the reception asked him for his reaction, he pushed a recorder away with his hand, saying rather gruffly he didn’t want to answer that.

Cardinal Joseph Tobin, however, was ready with answers for The Tablet on the same question. In remarks very similar to those of new Cardinal Blase Cupich, Tobin called the Dubia to the Pope by the four Cardinals “troublesome” and said, “The Holy Father is capturing the work of two synods, so if four cardinals say that two synods were wrong, or that somehow the Holy Father didn’t reflect what was said in those synods, I think that should be questioned."

Adding that the matters dealt with in Amoris Laetitia were complex, Tobin quipped, “just to simply reduce it to a ‘dubium,’ I think it is at best naive.”

Cardinal Cupich answered the National Catholic Register’s Edward Pentin on the matter, saying of Amoris Laetitia: “The document that they are having doubts about are the fruits of two synods, and the fruit of propositions that were voted on by two-thirds of the bishops who were there.”

Cupich added, “I think that if you begin to question the legitimacy or what is being said in such a document, do you throw into question then all the other documents that have been issued before by the other popes. So I think it’s not for the pope to respond to that, it’s a moment for anyone who has doubts to examine how they got to that position because it is a magisterial document of the Catholic Church.”

The "dubia," of course, regarded clearing up the opposite interpretations of Amoris Laetitia among bishops and theologians rather than the document itself. Nonetheless, Cardinal Cupich claimed that the four Cardinals needed conversion. “The Holy Father doesn't have to defend a teaching document of the Church,” he said. “It's up to those who have doubts or questions to have conversion in their lives.”

The animosity toward the four Cardinals coming from the Pope and his closest collaborators was expected. That is why the letter to the Pope containing the "dubia" was signed by three retired Cardinals and Cardinal Raymond Burke, who has already been removed from his Vatican post. “For good reason,” Vatican sources told LifeSiteNews, others who supported the letter could not sign on for fear of losing their positions.

Belying the animosity directed at the four Cardinals asking the Pope for clarification on Amoris Laetitia, their letter was the kindest and most humble expression of concern. “Compelled in conscience by our pastoral responsibility and desiring to implement ever more that synodality to which Your Holiness urges us, we, with profound respect, permit ourselves to ask you, Holy Father,” is how the Cardinals began their question. Addressing the Pope as the “Supreme Teacher of the Faith,” they asked him to “resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity, benevolently giving a response to the 'dubia' that we attach to the present letter.”
3 of 106 readers’ comments

1. It sure seems like inside the Vatican is no different than any business in the secular world. Lots of in house politics by men who should be giving a better example to the world. It makes it more difficult for a lay person to justify the Church's teachings to others when our leaders give a bad example. The lack of clear teaching about what the Church believes has caused a great deal of confusion among Catholics and non-Catholics alike.

2. I totally agree....it makes it very difficult for the laity to do their job of evangelization.

3. Francis reminds me of Obama.

WATCH: Cardinal Cupich: Anyone who ‘doubts and questions’ Amoris needs ‘conversion’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/watch-cardinal-cupich-slams-4-cardinals-anyone-who-doubts-and-questions-fra
By Pete Baklinski, Rome, November 22, 2016
Asked by Ed Pentin of the National Catholic Register why Pope Francis won’t reach out to the four Cardinals who wrote the now famous dubia, newly minted Chicago Cardinal Blase Cupich stated that it’s “not for the Pope to respond to that,” adding that anyone who has “doubts and questions” about his teachings needs to “have conversion in their lives.”

“The Holy Father doesn’t have to, in any way, defend a teaching document (Amoris Laetitia) of the Church. It’s up to those who have doubts and questions to have conversion in their lives,” Cupich told reporters on Saturday after Pope Francis elevated him to the College of Cardinals.

The pope’s exhortation, published in April, was to be his magna opus on marriage and the family, setting the course for the Church's outreach to Catholic families. But instead of providing clear guidance for married couples and their families, critics noted how the document contained numerous ambiguities on crucial issues, such as on the indissolubility of marriage, the existence of absolute moral norms, and the role of conscience in making decisions. Those ambiguities lent themselves to being interpreted in ways contrary to previous magisterial teaching.

In September, Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner wrote to the Pope asking him to answer five yes-or-no questions that would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the exhortation.

Specifically, they asked the pope: 1) whether adulterers can receive Holy Communion; 2) whether there are absolute moral norms that must be followed “without exceptions;” 3) if habitual adultery is an “objective situation of grave habitual sin,” 4) whether an intrinsically evil act can be turned into a “‘subjectively’ good” act based on “circumstances or intentions”; and 5) if, based on “conscience,” one can act contrary to known “absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts.”
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Watch Cardinal Cupich's remarks:

While Cupich stated in the press scrum that the document is the “fruit of two synods, and the fruit of propositions that were voted on by two-thirds of the bishops who were there,” Pentin pointed out that the Cardinal’s statement is “misleading.”

“It is often forgotten … that despite the strenuous efforts by the Synod secretariat and others to manipulate and jostle the synod fathers into accepting the most controversial propositions … none of the three most controversial propositions managed to obtain a two-thirds majority during the first, Extraordinary Synod on the Family, in October 2014,” he wrote.

“One of them was a proposition relating to the ‘Kasper proposal’ of admitting the divorced and remarried to Holy Communion after a period of penitence. That failed to pass. … In spite of this, the Pope controversially broke with custom, which he can do, and authoritatively insisted that all three rejected proposition be kept in the document, thereby enabling them to be carried over into the working document for the Ordinary Synod on the Family the following year,” he added.

While Cupich in the scrum called the exhortation a “magisterial document of the Church,” Cardinal Raymond Burke has stated the opposite, namely that it is “not an act of the Magisterium” but a “personal reflection of the Pope” and therefore not “binding in conscience.”

Cupich said the exhortation invites Catholics to “change.”

“I think it’s important, and the Holy Father said this at the beginning of the synod, it’s going to take conversion on the part of all of us, and to examine ourselves, to say: What is it that the Church is teaching here that maybe I need to change rather than saying that the Holy Father has to change, or that the Church has to change.”
While some have attacked the four Cardinals as “witless worm[s],”

 HYPERLINK "https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-elect-tobin-blasts-amoris-critics-not-a-yes-or-no-matter"  “troublesome,” and heretics and apostates for issuing the dubia, others have spoken in their favor.

Auxiliary Bishop Józef Wróbel of Lublin, Poland, stated that the cardinals were “right to ask for clarification.”

“They have done well and they have exercised correctly the provisions of canon law. I think it is not only a right, but even a duty. It would have been just to answer to their observations. They asked no questions about the next day’s weather, but on issues concerning the Church’s teaching and therefore the faithful,” he stated.

3 of 44 readers’ comments

1. Archbishop Cupich is the one who need conversion and has needed it before he was ever made a bishop... disgusting!

2. Tell that to Jesus, Cupich! I wonder what he's say? If you know your bible, then you have the final words on the matter. One has to ponder if these men know their Lord at all?!

3. Cupich is part of the Kasper clan promoting heresies under the guidance of their leader Francis. Archbishop Cupich lays out pathway for gay couples to receive Communion at Vatican press scrum - https://www.lifesitenews.co...
A Third Bishop Comes to the Defense of the Four Cardinals

https://onepeterfive.com/third-bishop-comes-defense-four-cardinals/
By Maike Hickson, November 24, 2016
After the wonderful news yesterday that Bishop Athanasius Schneider has come publicly to the aid of the courageous Four Cardinals who are challenging Pope Francis over the much-contested post-synodal exhortation Amoris Laetitia, a second Polish Bishop – after Auxiliary Bishop Józef Wróbel of Lublin, Poland – has now raised his voice in a similar way. Bishop Jan Watroba, President of the Council for the Family of the Polish Bishops’ Conferences, has now made a statement where he declares that he believes that the publication of the Four Cardinals Letter is “not reprehensible.”

According to the Catholic newspaper Die Tagespost, Watroba sees in this letter “an expression of the commitment and care concerning the right interpretation of the teaching of Peter.” He stressed also that he himself is now “waiting very much to see an answer, a clarification,” inasmuch “as I myself have now been overwhelmed with many similar questions – just like other bishops and pastors.” Watroba spoke these words to the Polish News Agency (KAI). He added the following words:

It is too bad that there exists no unified interpretation and no clear message of the document [Amoris Laetitia] and that one has to add interpretations to the Apostolic document. I personally – perhaps out of habit, but also out of conviction – prefer such documents, as John Paul II used to write them, where additional commentaries or interpretations concerning the teaching of Peter were not necessary.

It is encouraging to see that more prelates have the courage to defend the Four Cardinals – especially after they have now been accused of heresy, apostasy and schism by another prelate.

Moreover, it is to be hoped that the Catholic resistance will now grow by the day. This will become even more pertinent, inasmuch as more and more troubling pieces of news are coming to us now out of Rome. Today, our colleague in Germany, Giuseppe Nardi, reports that Archbishop Vincenzo Paglia – the new head of the Pontifical Academy for Life – has said on 23 November in an interview with La Nazione (among other newspapers) that the canonical rule of excommunicating a person for performing or procuring an abortion might soon be removed. To the question of the journalist as to whether this rule could be removed in the near future, Paglia answered: “Yes, this is not impossible.”

Paglia continued, saying:

Whether it will be Pope Francis who will remove this canonical rule, I do not know – one would need to ask him. It is certain, however, that the Canon Law has been modified dozens of times in the last decades. Thus it would not be surprising if the progress of life would lead to an aggiornamento [update] of Canon Law. That is part of reality. The tradition of the Church is a living body, not a blocked set of rules.

1 of 115 readers’ comments
The longer Pope Francis and his minion's continue down the path of arrogance and intentional moral ambiguity the more the ordinary Bishop will feel isolated and upset and the more they will begin to speak out. –Fr. RP
Top Vatican judge didn’t say pope could remove four Cardinals, we ‘put words in’ his mouth: Spanish news agency

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/publication-claims-it-misquoted-vatican-official-who-said-four-cardinals-co 

By Jan Bentz, Rome, December 1, 2016
A huge media stir erupted this week over a report that the senior judge of the Vatican's top appeals court said the four Cardinals who authored the dubia on Amoris Laetitia could be stripped of their Cardinalate as punishment for their remarks. But now the news agency that first reported the comments are saying that they misquoted him.

Religión Confidencial had reported that Archbishop Vito Pinto, the dean of the Roman Rota, said in an interview that it would be possible for the Pope to demote the Cardinals who urged him to clarify some questions regarding Amoris Laetitia. However, Religión Confidencial has now published a “rectificacón” (correction) that states that “Religión Confidencial […] put words into the mouth of Mons. Pio Vito Pinto regarding the statement that the four cardinals who have written the Pope ‘could lose their cardinalate.’”
“The phrase,” the correction goes on, “was taken from an interview conducted by RC in which Mons. Vito responds in Italian and it is not correct. After reviewing the recording, it has been proven that what he affirms is that Pope Francis is not a Pope of other times in which those measures were used and that the Pope was not going to withdraw from them the Cardinalate dignity. The news is corrected, but we publish this rectification in case it was not enough.”

The news was published on multiple news outlets, including LifeSiteNews, the Knights of Columbus-funded Crux, and EWTN Great Britain.

The news of Monsignor Pinto declaring the four Cardinals could be punished made sense in light of the fact that Pope Francis was said to be “boiling with rage” over the publication of the dubia.
Readers have left 5 comments
Another Cardinal Jumps to the Defense of the Four Cardinals and Their Dubia.
http://thewandererpress.com/catholic/news/breaking/another-cardinal-jumps-to-the-defense-of-the-four-cardinals-and-their-dubia/ 
By Maike Hickson, December 12, 2016
Cardinal Paul Josef Cordes, a retired Curial Cardinal and former head of the Pontifical Council Cor Unum, has now added his own voice to those voices supporting the Four Cardinals and their dubia as sent to the pope and now presented to the public. In an 12 December 2016 interview with Kath.net, an Austrian Catholic news website, Cordes defends the traditional moral teaching of the Church concerning marriage and the family. In her history, “the Church has never dismissed any central content [of Christ’s teaching and truth],” explains the German cardinal. Against the idea that the teaching may be changed, he argues: “How can the Church today claim reliability for a certain statement of Faith when another, former statement of Faith has no relevance anymore and is considered now to be false?”
Cardinal Cordes recounts how the Church already grappled for a long time – since the 3rd century – about the question as to how to help those couples who are “remarried” divorcees. After naming different examples of the Church’s history (Origenes, St. Basil the Great, Council of Trent, Vatican II), Cordes ends his description of this discussion with reference to the Synod of Bishops on the Family of the year 1980 and Pope John Paul II’s own post-synodal Apostolic Exhortation, Familiaris Consortio. He then adds with reference to Amoris Laetitia: “And now, suddenly, there has been supposedly found, after all, a magisterial solution!” Its allowance, according to Cordes, “appears in a footnote of the post-synodal Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia with the argument that, under certain circumstances, the reception of the Sacraments can be of help for such Christians [the “remarried” divorcees] for their growth in the Faith and in Charity.” However, Cordes sees that “the theological foundation of such a permission is not at all compelling. Its formal obligatoriness (a footnote) certainly does not have the status and rank of a Dogma.”

Furthermore, Cardinal Cordes also defends the Four Cardinals and their dubia. He says, as follows: “With an objective tone, the four cardinals have asked for the removal of doubts about the text [Amoris Laetitia]. They were met with a disproportionate protest. I was not able to understand this indignation; I also had doubts that these indignant persons were motivated by a desire to find the truth.” Additionally, Cordes makes a helpful reference to Cardinal Gerhard Müller’s own recent statement according to which “the document may not be interpreted in such a way as if former statements of the Magisterium and of the popes are now invalid.”

For two more 2016 articles, see page 127 
2017
Vatican doctrine chief criticizes four Cardinals: Pope shouldn’t be ‘forced to answer with yes or no’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/vatican-doctrine-chief-criticizes-four-cardinals-pope-shouldnt-be-forced-to 
By Jan Bentz and Pete Baklinski, January 9, 2017  
The head of the Vatican congregation that defends the Catholic Church’s teaching has publicly criticized the four Cardinals asking Pope Francis to clarify whether his recent exhortation on the family conforms to Catholic teaching.

Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF), says a formal correction of the document is “impossible.”

Cardinal Müller told Italian TV-channel TGCOM24 January 8 that the pope has not put the faith and Catholic teaching in danger and is therefore in no need of a “fraternal correction.”

“The Pope is basically forced to answer with ‘yes or no’. I don’t like that,” he said.

Amid recent news that Pope Francis ordered Cardinal Müller, against the cardinal's objections, to dismiss three priests from his office, some speculate that the Pope could be planning a thorough overhaul of the Congregation similar to the one he recently carried out at the Congregation for Divine Worship headed by Cardinal Robert Sarah. Some are asking whether Cardinal Müller may in fact be trying to avoid the kind of "silencing" that Cardinal Sarah has faced. 

Pope Francis’ exhortation Amoris Laetitia has caused widespread confusion in the Catholic Church since its release in April, largely due to its ambiguity on important moral questions involving the indissolubility of marriage, the proper disposition to receive Holy Communion, and the role of conscience. The ambiguity has already caused various bishops as well as bishops’ conferences to implement practices that are at odds with perennial Catholic teaching, such as the bishops of Buenos Aires and Bishop Robert McElroy of San Diego allowing civilly divorced and remarried Catholics who are living in adultery to receive Holy Communion in certain cases.

In September Cardinals Raymond Burke, along with Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Carlo Caffarra, and Joachim Meisner, submitted the dubia, five yes-or-no questions seeking clarity from Pope Francis on whether the exhortation conforms to Catholic moral teaching. The cardinals went public with their questions in November after the pope did not respond. Cardinal Burke has suggested they could issue a “formal correction” of the exhortation in the coming months, though according to Cardinal Brandmüller, it may be done privately.

Cardinal Burke explained the possible correction in an interview with LifeSiteNews last month.

“It would be direct, even as the dubia are, only in this case there would no longer be raising questions, but confronting the confusing statements in Amoris Laetitia with what has been the Church’s constant teaching and practice, and thereby correcting Amoris Laetitia,” he said.

But despite evidence to the contrary, Cardinal Müller dismissed the notion of a formal correction as unfitting and even impossible since he believes the exhortation poses “no danger for the faith.” He maintained that it is discussing such matters of faith in public that “harms the Church.”

Müller suggested that the Church’s perennial teaching on marriage and family has not changed with the Exhortation, only that the pope is now urging pastors to provide discernment to Catholics who have been divorced and civilly remarried. Such a process of discernment might eventually lead to a determination that access to the sacraments is possible, he added.

“[Pope Francis asks priests] to discern the situation of these persons living in an irregular union — that is, not in accordance with the doctrine of the church on marriage — and asks for help for these people to find a path for a new integration into the church according to the condition of the sacraments (and) the Christian message on matrimony,” he said.

Müller said that he saw no clear discrepancy between what the Church has always taught and the mission of the Church as put forward by the exhortation to care for people in difficult situations.

In December Cardinal Müller indicated that the CDF would remain neutral regarding the dubia, stating at that time the congregation cannot “participate in the controversial dispute” while adding that “it does not stand in the power of the Magisterium to correct God’s Revelation or to make the imitation of Christ comfortable.”

4 of 86 readers’ comments
1. Wow. And here I thought Muller was one of the good guys.
2. Shows you that some people don't like picking sides.

3. The video clip I could watch of Cardinal Müller is, at first, rather confusing, all the more so because of his poor command of the Italian lingo.
If -- I repeat: *if* -- that clip sums up what he *now* thinks about the subject, I believe he hasn't changed his opinion about the way 'Amoris laetitia' should be read. 
In fact, all he says in that clip is that he doesn't *like* Francis being submitted to the 'dubia' because there is no *danger* for Faith and Morals.
Needless to say, that's an understatement -- most probably *the* understatement of 2017...

4. Though I believe that Cardinal Müller is basically a good man - in the end it appears, he has sold out under what I believe to be extreme pressure being brought to bear upon him.

It must be close to absolute hell in the Vatican right now for many good Cardinals, as the false 'Francis Mercy Church' rolls forward like a juggernaut and crushes all orthodox/traditional opposition.

It's now up to the laity to maintain Church Tradition, especially in the area of Faith and Morals. Let's keep those rosaries flowing to heaven with ever increasing fervor.

Pope Francis Refuses to Answer the Dubia – What Happens Next?
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By John F. Salza, January 11, 2017 
Now that it has been published (on November 14, 2016) that Pope Francis has refused to answer the dubia of the four Cardinals (Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra and Meisner) issued to him on September 16, 2016 concerning his erroneous and even heretical teachings in Amoris Laetitia, many Catholics are wondering what happens next. Some may be tempted to jump the gun and declare, on their own authority, that Francis’ refusal to answer proves he is a formal heretic and thus has lost his office. Is that true? Does Francis’ refusal to answer the dubia mean he has “judged himself” a formal heretic? Does his refusal prove the element of pertinacity which is required for the crime of heresy and loss of office? No. Not yet. We have a way to go. But the canonical process that could eventually lead to a charge and conviction of the crime of heresy has indeed begun, and thus, we are no doubt entering into a very tumultuous time for the Church, as we approach the centenary of the Fatima apparitions. 
A dubium is an official request for an authoritative and final response from the Holy See on a doctrinal, liturgical or canonical question. Dubia are customarily submitted by bishops to seek a definitive answer on a matter that pertains to the faithful in their diocese and the exercise of their apostolic ministry. It is not an accusation of heresy, and thus a Pope’s refusal to respond to a dubia, as extraordinary as that may be, does not establish the element of pertinacity necessary for the crime of heresy. Even in the secular legal process, one must be charged with a crime before he can be found guilty of it. That goes without saying. 
We might recall that John Paul II did not directly respond to Archbishop Lefebvre’s dubia, submitted in October 1985 concerning Vatican II’s erroneous teaching on religious liberty in Dignitatis Humanae, and it took the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith a year and a half to issue a response (and which did little more than affirm the council’s teaching). For those who argue that Francis’ three month absence of a response proves his pertinacity and convicts him of heresy (even though the canonical norm for replying actually grants six months), does that mean John Paul II also lost his office after his three months of silence? What about his six months of silence? What about his year of silence? Or what about after the Congregation’s tardy response failed to reconcile Dignitatis Humanae’s novel teachings with Quanta Cura and the Syllabus of Errors? [1] These rhetorical questions underscore that a Pope’s failure to respond to a dubia does not prove him guilty of the canonical crime of heresy. That is because the Church has another means by which the crime of heresy is established: They are ecclesiastical warnings. 

The Pope Must Be Formally Warned by Church Authorities
Ecclesiastical warnings are issued by the Cardinals (who are the next highest authorities in the Church), which accuse the suspect of heresy and require him to respond with a correction of his errors within six months.[2] This is what Cardinal Burke was referring to in his interview with the National Catholic Register when he said: “There is, in the Tradition of the Church, the practice of correction of the Roman Pontiff. It is something that is clearly quite rare. But if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error.” If the Pope would fail to respond to these warnings, the Church would presume that the Pope is incorrigible and hardened in his heresy. 
As we explain in detail in our book True or False Pope?, the Church’s ability to warn and ultimately judge a Pope for heresy by establishing his pertinacity was taught by Pope Innocent III, Pope Adrian, St. Bellarmine,[3] Francisco Suarez, John of St. Thomas, the famous Decretal Si Papa,[4] and others, and remains the common teaching of the Church’s Doctors and theologians. Establishing a Pope’s pertinacity is more difficult than judging the matter of heresy (e.g., the teachings), because it involves something that exists within the internal forum (the realm of conscience). If a person does not openly leave the Church, or publicly admit that he knowingly rejects what the Church definitively teaches on faith or morals (neither of which Francis has done), pertinacity would need to be established another way. The other way, according to Divine law and canon law, is by issuing an ecclesiastical warning to the suspect or, as Cardinal Burke described it, a “formal act of correction.”
An ecclesiastical warning serves as an effective means for establishing pertinacity, since the response will determine, with a sufficient degree of certitude, whether or not the person who has professed heresy (not a lesser error) is truly pertinacious (he is consciously departing from a dogma of Faith), rather than merely mistaken - which still might be a sin, but not necessarily the sin of heresy. Because pertinacity is itself a necessary element of heresy, it does not suffice that its presence be presumed, especially by Catholics with no ecclesiastical authority; it must be proven, and by the Church’s authorities. The ecclesiastical warnings accomplish this by removing any chance of innocent ignorance. 
This is why St. Robert Bellarmine said that a cleric “shows himself to be manifestly obstinate” in his heresy by virtue of the two warnings. Wrote Bellarmine: 

“For, in the first place, it is proven with arguments from authority and from reason that the manifest heretic is ipso facto deposed. The argument from authority is based on Saint Paul (Titus, 3:10), who orders that the heretic be avoided after two warnings, that is, after showing himself to be manifestly obstinate…”[5]
In his Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to Titus, St. Thomas Aquinas confirms that the admonitions spoken of in Titus 3:10 come from official, ecclesiastical authority, and not from any Catholic in the pew. Speaking of a person who has deviated from the Faith, St. Thomas wrote: “Such a person should be warned, and if he does not desist, he should be avoided. And he [the Apostle] says, after the first and second admonition, for that is the way the Church proceeds in excommunicating.” 

In the Summa, St. Thomas confirms the same point when he notes that “the Church” condemns, not at once, but after the first and second warning, according to the teaching of St. Paul. He wrote: 

“On the part of the Church, however, there is mercy which looks to the conversion of the wanderer, wherefore she condemns not at once, but ‘after the first and second admonition,’ as the Apostle directs: after that, if he is yet stubborn, the Church no longer hoping for his conversion, looks to the salvation of others, by excommunicating him and separating him from the Church, and furthermore delivers him to the secular tribunal to be exterminated thereby from the world by death.”[6]
In a 1909 article published in The American Catholic Quarterly Review, Fr. Maurice Hassett also confirmed that the admonitions spoken of by St. Paul must come from the proper ecclesiastical authorities:

“From the earliest Christian times heresy was universally regarded as the most heinous of sins. The heretic, St. Paul instructs Titus, shall be admonished a first and a second time of the grave character of his offense; if he will not heed, he must be avoided by Christians as a man in evident bad faith, who stands self-condemned - Titus 3:10. (…) Heretics were consequently cut off from all association with the faithful, who must hold no relations with them so long as they obstinately refuse to heed the official remonstrances of the Church authorities.”[7]
Thus, in order to establish pertinacity (that the heretic is “manifestly obstinate”), canon law requires that the Church issue warnings to a prelate before he is deposed for the crime of heresy.[8] As Bellarmine indicates, this aspect of canon law is founded upon Divine law, as revealed in Scripture (cf. Tit. 3:10), and is considered so necessary that even in the extreme case in which a cleric publicly joins a false religion (which Francis has also not done), he must be duly warned by the Church before being degraded.[9] Because the Church has no authority over the Pope, these warnings do not constitute an act of jurisdiction (as they would for other Catholics), but only an act of charity, as St. Thomas teaches in regard to fraternal correction.[10] Although the Pope is not subject to the positive law of the Church, because these warnings are rooted in Divine Law, and are afforded to lesser clerics in the hope of their amendment, they most certainly are afforded to the Vicar of Christ, both as a matter of justice as well as under the philosophical principle omne majus continet in se minus - “the greater includes the lesser.” 
In fact, Cajetan says that it is because a Pope is not subject to canon law that ecclesiastical warnings are absolutely necessary for him before being declared a heretic. He explains that because other heretics may automatically incur latae sententiae excommunication (the censure) by operation of canon law[11] (to which the Pope is not subject), it is not absolutely necessary for the Church to issue warnings to these before declaring them excommunicated.[12] However, because the Pope is not subject to the ecclesiastical censure, the teaching of St. Paul to Titus should logically be followed to the letter. In Cajetan’s own words:

“The second consequence is that a heretic pope should not be deposed before the admonitions: for he is not excommunicated on account of heresy, but should be excommunicated by being deposed. Therefore, the apostle’s command concerning the double admonition, which need not be observed [to the letter] in the case of others, who are inferiors, on account of the addition of excommunication latae sententiae, which the Church imposes on heretics, should be observed to the letter with him.”[13]
The renowned eighteenth century theologian, Fr. Pietro Ballerini, who subscribed to Bellarmine’s famous Fifth Opinion on a heretical Pope,[14] explains how the warnings would serve to demonstrate pertinacity for a reigning Pope who publicly professed heresy, as well as who exactly in the Church would be responsible for issuing them, and the effect that they would produce:

“Is it not true that, confronted with such a danger to the faith [a Pope teaching heresy], any subject can, by fraternal correction, warn their superior, resist him to his face, refute him and, if necessary, summon him and press him to repent? The Cardinals, who are his counselors, can do this; or the Roman Clergy, or the Roman Synod, if, being met, they judge this opportune. For any person, even a private person, the words of Saint Paul to Titus hold: ‘Avoid the heretic, after a first and second correction, knowing that such a man is perverted and sins, since he is condemned by his own judgment’ (Tit. 3, 10-11). For the person, who, admonished once or twice, does not repent, but continues pertinacious in an opinion contrary to a manifest or defined dogma - not being able, on account of this public pertinacity to be excused, by any means, of heresy properly so called, which requires pertinacity - this person declares himself openly a heretic. He reveals that by his own will he has turned away from the Catholic Faith and the Church, in such a way that now no declaration or sentence of anyone whatsoever is necessary to cut him from the body of the Church. Therefore the Pontiff who after such a solemn and public warning by the Cardinals, by the Roman Clergy or even by the Synod, would remain himself hardened in heresy and openly turn himself away from the Church, would have to be avoided, according to the precept of Saint Paul. So that he might not cause damage to the rest, he would have to have his heresy and contumacy publicly proclaimed, so that all might be able to be equally on guard in relation to him. Thus, the sentence which he had pronounced against himself would be made known to all the Church, making clear that by his own will he had turned away and separated himself from the body of the Church, and that in a certain way he had abdicated the Pontificate…”[15]
Thus, before Pope Francis could be considered a public heretic, he would have to be issued “a first and second correction” (warnings) by “the Cardinals” (or other official Church authority, such as a “Roman Synod”), and would then have to “continue pertinacious in an opinion contrary to a manifest or defined dogma” after at least six months (such as his material heresies that no one is condemned forever or that intrinsically evil acts admit of exceptions). Because these warnings are public and issued by the proper authorities, a refusal to heed them would establish “public pertinacity” which is necessary to convict someone of public (that is, the crime of) heresy. That means we have a way to go with Pope Francis, because the authorities have not even issued the first warning. Not yet. 

In the next installment, we will address what happens if the Cardinals issue the requisite warnings to Pope Francis and he still refuses to respond or fails to correct his errors. 

Part II
In Part I of this feature, we saw that Pope Francis’ refusal to respond to the dubia issued to him by the four Cardinals (Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra and Meisner) on September 16, 2016, as extraordinary as it was, does not prove Francis is a “formal heretic.” Rather, to be guilty of the crime of heresy, the Pope would have to refuse to correct his errors after two official warnings from the Cardinals, or as Cardinal Burke described it, a “formal act of correction of a serious error.” In this Part II, we address what happens if such an unprecedented circumstance were to occur. 

A Declaration of the Crime of Heresy
If Pope Francis were to persevere in his heresy after the Church’s issuance of the two necessary warnings, the common theological opinion is that the Church would then have to officially declare that the Pope is guilty of the crime of heresy before he would lose his office (and exactly when he would lose his office if that happens is subject to debate, as discussed below). The declaration would be necessary because the Pope’s pertinacity may have been established only privately, and the crime of heresy is a public matter for the Church (and thus must be communicated to the Church). It also provides a “point of no return” for the heretical Pope, whose repentance after the declaration would not allow him to regain his office. Again, this is the common opinion among the theologians who have addressed the matter of a heretical Pope. 
For example, Suarez says: 

“I affirm: if he were a heretic and incorrigible the Pope would cease to be Pope just when a sentence was passed against him for his crime, by the legitimate jurisdiction of the Church. This is the common opinion among the doctors.”[16]
John of St. Thomas also confirms the necessity of the declaration of the crime: 

“By what power should a deposition happen with regard to the pope? The entire question hinges on two points, namely one, a declarative sentence, by which it is declared . . . that the pope has committed the crime… and two, the deposition itself, which must be done after the declarative judgment of the crime.”[17]
And a little later he says:

“The Church is able to declare the crime of a Pontiff and, according to divine law, propose him to the faithful as a heretic that must be avoided. (…) the deposition of the pope with respect to the declaration of the crime in no way pertains to the cardinals but to a general council.”[18]
As we can see, the Church’s formal sentence which officially declares the Pope is guilty of the crime of heresy is so important and necessary that John of St. Thomas says this declaration must come from a general council. The brilliant Dominican theologian also uses historical examples to prove his case: 

“It must be said that the declaration of the crime does not come from the Cardinals, but from a general council. This is evident, firstly, by the practice of the Church. For in the case of Pope Marcellinus, who offered incense to idols, a synod was gathered together for the purpose of discussing the case, as is recorded in Distinction 21, Chapter 7, (“Nunc autem”)…Likewise, in the case of Pope Symmachus, a council was gathered in Rome to treat the case against him, as reported by Antione Augustine, in his Epitome Juris Pontifice Veteris (Title 13, Chapter 14); and the sections of Canon Law quoted above show that the Pontiffs who wanted to defend themselves against the crimes imputed to them, have done it before a Council. Second, it is commonly agreed that the power of treating the cases of popes, and that which pertains to his deposition, has not been entrusted to the cardinals. For the deposition belongs to the Church, whose authority is represented by a general council; indeed, only the election is entrusted to the cardinals and no more, as can be clearly shown by reading those things which we have drawn out from the law…”

The obvious question is: How can the Church convene a general council to oversee the deposition of a heretical Pope, when a general council must be convened and overseen by a Pope, either personally or through his legates? In answering this question, Cajetan makes the classical distinction between a perfect council and an imperfect council; or, as he puts it, an absolutely perfect council, and a perfect council in relation to the present state of the Church. 
Cajetan explains that a perfect council absolutely is one in which the body is united to its head, and therefore consists of the Pope and the bishops.[19] Such a council has the authority to define dogmas and issue decrees that regulate the universal Church.[20] Cajetan then explains that “a perfect council according to the present state” of the Church (i.e., an “imperfect” council) is composed only of those members who can be found when the Church is in a given condition (e.g., with several doubtful Popes, or with one apparently heretical Pope) and can only “involve itself with the universal Church up to a certain point.”[21] Thus, an imperfect council cannot define doctrines or issue decrees that regulate the universal Church, but only possesses the authority to decide the matter that necessitated its convocation. Cajetan notes that there are only two cases that justify convoking such a council: “...when there is a single heretical pope to be deposed, and when there are several doubtful supreme pontiffs.”
In such exceptional cases, a general council can be called without the approval of, or even against the will, of the Pope. Cajetan explains:

“A perfect council according to the present state of the Church [i.e., an imperfect council] can be summoned without the pope and against his will, if, although asked, he himself does not wish to summon it; but it does not have the authority to regulate the universal Church, but only to provide for the issue then at stake. Although human cases vary in infinite ways … there are only two cases that have occurred or can ever occur, in which, I declare, such a council should be summoned. 
The first is when the pope must be deposed on account of heresy; for then, if he refused, although asked, the cardinals, the emperor, or the prelates can cause a council to be assembled, which will not have for its scope the care of the universal Church, but only the power to depose the Pope.”[22]
As we saw, John of St. Thomas referred to the Council of Sinuesso as an example of an “imperfect council” that was convened by the bishops to oversee the deposition of Pope Marcellinus (d. 304).[23] After Pope Marcellinus committed the grave public sin against the Faith by offering incense at the altar of Jupiter, a council was convened and the compromised Pope, through shame, deposed himself.[24] And although the council was initially called against the will of Pope Marcellinus, it produced great fruit because he repented of his sin. In fact, the bishops were so edified that they re-elected him to the papacy (following his resignation). Pope Marcellinus went on to die as a martyr for the Faith and is now a canonized saint. How different his end may have been if his fate were left to the private judgment of individual Catholics who simply wrote him off as an antipope, or his actions were praised as a great act of “ecumenism” as many in today’s modern Church would have done.
Another question on the minds of Catholics is how many Cardinals and bishops would be needed to convoke an imperfect general council that would declare Pope Francis’ crime, given that many of them (e.g., the clerical mafiosi from the “St. Gallen” group who conspired to elect Francis) are staunch supporters of the Pope and would vigorously oppose his removal? Would a majority of the Cardinals and bishops be required to call such a council? Or would a minority suffice? And would the refusal to participate of those who support Pope Francis result in a formal schism in the Church? 
These are troubling questions for troubling times. Indeed, it appears that a material schism is already developing within the Church among the Cardinals and bishops over Francis’ attack on doctrine and morals, just as Our Lady of Akita prophesied. [25] There have been reports of high-ranking prelates publicly opposing each other, such as the recent exchange between U.S. Cardinal-designate Kevin Farrell and Archbishop Charles Chaput of Philadelphia.[26] In a recent interview with TV Libertes, Bishop Athanasius Schneider plainly admitted that “we are witnessing today a strange form of schism,” and that “a certain kind of schism already exists in the Church” over Pope Francis’ teaching in Amoris Laetitia.[27] 
However, it would not seem necessary that even a majority, much less all, of the Cardinals and bishops would be required to declare what the Pope’s incorrigibility would have already proven, namely, that he is guilty of the crime of heresy. Because a legitimate imperfect council has the authority to bind the faithful without the Pope’s approval, it follows that it would also not require the approval or participation of every single bishop either, or even a majority of them. Remember that Cajetan describes this type of council as “summoned according to the present state of the Church.” That means the council is composed of only those members who can be found in the current condition, who gather here “only to provide for the issue then at stake,” to declare that the Pope is guilty of the crime of heresy. 
To reiterate, because, at this stage in the proceedings, the Pope’s pertinacity would have already been established by the Cardinals, it would not take a majority of the Cardinals or bishops to declare what has already been proven by the Church’s authorities. Further, as Cajetan explains, this council “will not have for its scope the care of the universal Church,” and thus would not have to be “universal” in its representation, as would an “absolutely perfect council.” Thus, it does not matter whether a significant number of Cardinals and bishops would oppose the council; the Pope’s public heresy would have already been established by the authority of the Church, and would simply need to be declared (officially recognized and communicated) by those authorities. Further, those prelates who would refuse to submit to the council’s declaratory sentence and command to avoid the heretic Pope would separate themselves from the Church by formal schism, by remaining in communion with a heretic. 
Further, it is quite possible that those who would ultimately support Francis and oppose his removal would be in the minority. That is because there are reports which indicate that there is currently an open revolt among the Curia and College of Cardinals over Francis’ teaching in Amoris Laetitia. For example, in a recent explanation on the Society of St. Pius X’s current relations with Rome, His Excellency Bernard Fellay revealed the following:

“The excesses of the present Pope have caused a startled reaction. It’s open now. It’s no longer hidden, or let’s say for people like were hiding themselves, now you have cardinals, you have bishops who have openly contradicted these new tendency, this new tendency of hitting the morals and even the doctrine. We have counted that there are between 26 and 30 cardinals who have openly attacked these modern positions. And numerous bishops.”[28]
Veteran Vatican reporter Edward Pentin also commented on the reaction to the Pope’s refusal to respond to the dubia, speculating that the majority of the Cardinals and Curia do not support Francis: 

“The reaction has been interesting so far: almost all the College of Cardinals and the Roman Curia have remained silent, neither supporting the cardinals, nor, more importantly, coming out in support of the Pope and his decision not to respond. If silence is taken to mean consent for the dubia, then one could therefore argue that the vast majority are in favor of the four cardinals. That can only be speculative of course, but it could conceivably be true as for months one has heard from one significant part of the Curia that they feel great unease about what is happening. The phrases ‘reign of terror’ and ‘Vatican martial law’ are frequently bandied around.”[29]
In a recent tweet, Pentin also said he learned from a reliable source that Pope Francis has been asking various allies to publicly support Amoris Laetitia and oppose the dubia, evidently frustrated by their silence.[30] What all this suggests is that Francis may not have the support of the majority of Cardinals and bishops. And, thus, if and when the four Cardinals issue the formal warning of correction to Francis as Cardinal Burke has threatened, they may be joined by other brother Cardinals and bishops, which will put more pressure on the Pope. If the Pope would ignore the first warning as he did the dubia, it seems likely that the process would gain momentum, and he could find himself facing a second warning supported by many more prelates. And if he would ignore the second warning or refuse to recant his heresies, it is possible that even a majority of Cardinals and bishops would then take the next step and declare his crime, at a general (imperfect) council. 
Time will tell. God knows. 

What Happens if the Church Declares Francis a Heretic?
What should be obvious by now is that we have a way to go before Pope Francis is considered a public heretic according to the Church’s judgment, although Cardinal Burke has said the process is upon us. Nevertheless, until itis completed, Francis still remains Pope, and no Catholic can claim otherwise without sinning against the Faith. Moreover, even if the Church were to ultimately declare Francis guilty of the crime of heresy after his refusal to correct his errors, exactly when he would lose the papacy after such a declaration is subject to a complex theological debate, although it’s largely academic for all intents and purposes. In our book True or False Pope? we explain the two major opinions on this question, which we call the Jesuit Opinion (held by Bellarmine and Suarez), and the Dominican Opinion (held by Cajetan and John of St. Thomas).
Both opinions agree that: (1) the Church must declare the Pope guilty of the crime of heresy before he loses his office; and, (2) Christ deposes the Pope as Efficient Cause (because the Church has no coercive power over a Pope), with the Church being only the dispositive cause of the loss of office (but whose actions necessarily precede Christ’s deposition as Efficient Cause). The opinions differ only on when Christ actually deposes the Pope.[31] What act of the Church serves as the dispositive cause for the deposition? Is it the Church’s declaration of the crime? Or is the additional act of the Church commanding the faithful to avoid the heretic required, as St. Paul instructs Titus? After affirming that both schools require at least a declaration of the crime, John of St. Thomas notes precisely the heart of this debate:

“It cannot be held that the Pope, very fact of being a heretic, would cease to be pope antecedently to a declaration of the Church. (…) What is truly a matter of debate, is whether the Pope, after he is declared by the Church to be a heretic, is deposed ipso facto by Christ the Lord [Jesuit Opinion], or if the Church out to depose him [Dominican Opinion]. In any case, as long as the Church has not issued a juridical declaration, he must always be considered the Pope.”[32]
To further explain, the Jesuit Opinion held by Bellarmine and Suarez maintains that the heretical Pope falls ipso facto (immediately and “by the fact”) from the pontificate upon the Church’s declaration of the crime (which serves as the dispositive cause).[33] For example, Suarez says: 

“If he is a heretic and incorrigible, the Pope ceases to be Pope as soon as a declarative sentence of his crime is pronounced against him by the legitimate jurisdiction of the Church. This is the common position held by the doctors.” And again: “Therefore on deposing a heretical Pope, the Church would not act as superior to him, but juridically and by the consent of Christ she would declare him a heretic and therefore unworthy of Pontifical honors; he would then ipso facto and immediately be deposed by Christ.”[34]
John of St. Thomas affirms that Bellarmine and Suarez believe the Pope immediately falls from office after the Church declares the crime:
“Bellarmine and Suarez, however, believe that the Pope, by the very fact that he is a manifest heretic and has been declared incorrigible [crime of heresy], is deposed immediately by Christ the Lord and not by any authority of the Church.”[35]
The Dominican Opinion held by Cajetan and John of St. Thomas maintains that the Pope falls from office, not when the Church establishes and declares the crime, but after an additional step. This extra step occurs when the Church, after declaring the crime, also commands the faithful, by the authority of a council, to avoid the heretic (vitandus), according to St. Paul’s instruction to Titus (Titus 3:10). This command, which is rooted in Divine law, is a juridical act (the dispositive cause of the deposition) which has coercive power over the faithful. Just as the Church (the ecclesia docens) necessarily tells the faithful (the ecclesia discens) who to receive as Pope, it must also necessarily tell the faithful who to avoid as Pope (a heretical Pope, judged as such by the Church). In the words of John of St. Thomas: 
“It is necessary that, just as the Church designates the man and proposes him to the faithful as being elected Pope, so too is it necessary that the Church declares him a heretic and proposes him as one to be avoided. Hence, we see from the practice of the Church that this is how it has been done; for, in the case of the deposition of a Pope, his cause was handled in a general Council before he was considered not to be Pope, as we have related above. Therefore, it is not because the Pope is a heretic, even publicly, that he will ipso facto cease to be Pope, before the declaration of the Church and before she proclaims him as ‘to be avoided’ by the faithful.”[36]
In a nutshell, then, according to the Jesuit Opinion, the Pope separates from the Church by the Church’s declaration of the crime, and according to the Dominican Opinion, the Church separates from the Pope by the Church’s command to the faithful to avoid him as a vitandus, after the declaration of the crime. But these differences regard questions of speculative theology; both opinions require the Church to judge and declare the Pope guilty of the crime of heresy before Christ would remove him from office. And, as a practical matter, it seems clear that the Church could accomplish everything at once, that is, a council could issue a single document that: 1) declares that the Pope is guilty of the crime of heresy; 2) commands the Church that he must be avoided (vitandus); and, 3) declares the See to be vacant, and publicly excommunicates the former Pope. Of course, the exact procedure would be determined by the authorities of the Church, who will no doubt draw upon the wisdom of some of her greatest theologians.
What this means is that we have a way to go before Francis can be considered a public heretic who has lost his office. How long? As long as it takes for the Church to issue the two warnings and then convoke a council to declare his crime and command the faithful to avoid him if he refuses correction. We obviously pray that Pope Francis either renounces his heresies or resigns his office before it goes that far. However, as we now enter the centenary of the Fatima apparitions with Our Lady’s commands still unheeded, it is likely that the greatest confusion, division and suffering of the post-Vatican II Church, is still to come.


[1] I have a copy of the CDF’s March 9, 1987 reply which conspicuously fails to reconcile Dignitatis Humanae’s teaching with the perennial teaching of the Church. Furthermore, the Congregation admits the possibility of further study of the problem (“…demeure la possibilité d'une étude ultérieure de ce problème…”). If such matters were left to private judgment, one could have “convicted” of John Paul II for his failure to respond to Archbishop Lefebvre’s dubia. 
[2] As we read from Fr. Augustine’s commentary on canon law: “If, after the lapse of six months, to be reckoned from the moment the penalty has been contracted, the person suspected of heresy has not amended, he must be regarded as a heretic, amenable to the penalties set forth in canon 2314. Whilst the penalties enumerated under (b) are ferendae sententiae, to be inflicted according to can. 2223, 3, the penalties stated under (c) are a iure and latae sententiae.” Augustine, A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, vol. VIII, bk. 5, pp. 288-289. Fr. Henry Ayrinhac also notes: “A cleric should receive a second warning, and if this too remained fruitless he should be suspended a divinis. After inflicting these punishments, six months more may be allowed, and if at the end of this time the party suspected of heresy has shown no signs of amendment, he is to be considered as a heretic and punished accordingly.”
[3] Bellarmine wrote: “Firstly, that a heretical Pope can be judged is expressly held in Can. Si Papa dist. 40, and by Innocent III (Serm. II de Consec. Pontif.) Furthermore, in the 8th Council, (act. 7) the acts of the Roman Council under Pope Hadrian are recited, in which one finds that Pope Honorius appears to be justly anathematized, because he had been convicted of heresy…” (De Romano Pontifice, bk. 2, ch. 30).
[4] “Let no mortal man presume to accuse the Pope of fault, for, it being incumbent upon him to judge all, he should be judged by no one, unless he is suddenly caught deviating from the faith”(Si Papa Dist 40). Latin found in Brian Tierney, The Crisis of Church and State (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964), p. 124.
[5] De Romano Pontifice, bk. 2, ch. 30.                        
[6] ST, II-II, q. 11, a. 3, sed contra. As we can see, contrary to the teachings of Pope Francis, St. Thomas also affirms the justice of capital punishment to the extent it is in proportion to the severity of the crime (and the death penalty is proportionate to the crime of harming “the salvation of others”). See, for example, ST, II-II, q. 11, a. 3; q. 64, a. 3; Gen. 9:6; Lk 19:27; Rom 13:4. 
[7] Hassett, “Church and State in the Fourth Century,” published in The American Catholic Quarterly Review, vol. 34, January - October, 1909, pp. 301-302. 
[8] Canon 2314.1-2 says: “All apostates from the Christian faith and each and every heretic or schismatic: Unless they respect warnings, they are deprived of benefice, dignity, pension, office, or other duty that they have in the Church, they are declared infamous, and [if] clerics, with the warning being repeated, [they are] deposed.”
[9] “A cleric must, besides, be degraded if, after having been duly warned, he persists in being a member of such a society (non-Catholic sect). All the offices he may hold become vacant, ipso facto, without any further declaration. This is tacit resignation recognized by law (Canon 188.4) and therefore the vacancy is one de facto et iure (by fact and by law).” Augustine, A Commentary on the New Code of Canon Law, vol. 8, bk. 5, p. 280 (emphasis added).
[10] On whether a man is bound to correct his prelate, St. Thomas teaches: “A subject is not competent to administer to his prelate the correction which is an act of justice through the coercive nature of punishment: but the fraternal correction which is an act of charity is within the competency of everyone in respect of any person towards whom he is bound by charity, provided there be something in that person which requires correction.” ST, II-II, q. 33, a. 4. 
[11] Here we can think of certain Catholic politicians who openly acknowledge and defy Catholic teaching (e.g., abortion) to the world, thereby establishing their pertinacity as notorious by notoriety of fact. As non-clerics, their excommunication may be recognized by the Church without the need for ecclesiastical warning or censure. 
[12] “Neither is it always demanded in the external forum that there be a warning and a reprimand as described above for somebody to be punished as heretical and pertinacious, and such a requirement is by no means always admitted in practice by the Holy Office” (De Lugo, disp. XX, sect. IV, n. l57-158, cited in “Essay on Heresy,” by Arnaldo da Silveira).
[13] De Comparatione Auctoritatis Papae et Concilii, p. 103.
[14] See Silveira, “La Nouvelle Messe de Paul VI: Qu'en penser,” p. 168.
[15] De Potestate Ecclesiastica, (Monasterii Westphalorum, Deiters, 1847) ch. 6, sec. 2, pp. 124-125 (emphasis added). 
[16]De Fide, disp. X, sect. VI, nn. 3-10, p. 316 (emphasis added).
[17] Cursus Theologici II-II, John of St. Thomas, De Auctoritate Summi Pontificis, Disp. II, Art. III, De Depositione (emphasis added).
[18] Ibid (emphasis added).
[19] De Comparatione Auctoritatis Papae et Concilii, p. 67.
[20] Ibid.
[21] Ibid., p. 68.
[22] Ibid., p. 70. Cajetan explains that the second case is when one or more Popes suffer uncertainty with regard to their election, and he uses the Council of Constance during the Great Western Schism as another historical example of an “imperfect council.” 
[23] In a letter to the Emperor Michael in 865, Pope Nicholas wrote: “In the reign of the sovereigns
Diocletian and Maximilian, Marcellinus, the Bishop of Rome, who afterwards became an illustrious martyr, was so persecuted by the pagans that he entered one of their temples and there offered incense.” (Rev. Reuben Parsons, Studies in Church History, vol. II, (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: John Joseph McVey, 1900), p. 510.
[24] See Hidgen, Polychronicon Ranulphi Higden maonachi Cestrensis, vol. 5 (London: Longman, 1865), p. 107.
[25] “The work of the devil will infiltrate even into the Church in such a way that one will see Cardinals opposing Cardinals, bishops against bishops. The priests who venerate me will be scorned and opposed by their confreres...churches and altars sacked; the Church will be full of those who compromise and the demon will press many priests and consecrated souls to leave the service of the Lord”(Our Lady of Akita, to Sr. Agnes Sasagawa, October 13, 1973).
[26] For example, the U.S. Cardinal-designate Kevin Farrell publicly reprimanded Archbishop Charles Chaput over his refusal to give Holy Communion to public adulterers (contrary to the Francis program). Chaput responded by saying the words of Jesus are clear and that Farrell did not understand the Philadelphia guidelines (NB: the revelation of Jesus Christ) he was questioning. See http://www.catholicnews.com/services/englishnews /2016/bishops-need-shared-approach-to-amoris-laetitia-new-cardinal-says.cfm. 
[27] https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/bishop-schneider-we-are-witnessing-today-a-strange-form-of-schism-within-th.
[28] See video and transcription of talk at https://sarmaticusblog.wordpress.com /2016/09/03/satanic-council-the-end-game/.
[29] See https://sarmaticusblog.wordpress.com/2016/12/09/state-of-play-rise-of-the-copraphagians/.
[30] Ibid.
[31] Theologically, as used here, the term “deposition” means that Christ, as Efficient Cause, severs the bond that joins the man (the matter) to the papacy (the form).
[32] John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, Tome 6.  Questions 1-7 on Faith.  Disputation 8., Article 2.
[33] Regarding the declaratory sentence, some theologians who hold to the variation of the Jesuit Opinion teach that the fall from the pontificate would occur after the Church established the crime, but before the crime was declared by the Church. This position is intended to avoid any issues with the Church inappropriately judging the Pope. The more common opinion, however, is that the Church is not only able to establish the crime of heresy, but also able to issue a declaratory sentence, since a merely declaratory sentence does not involve coercion or punishment. See, for example, Wernz-Vidal, Ius Canonicum. Rome: Gregorian 1943. 2:453; and, Cajetan, De Comparatione Auctoritatis Papae et Concilii, ch. XXI.
[34] De Fide, disp. X, sect. VI, nn. 3-10, pp. 316-317. This is why Bellarmine wrote: “Jurisdiction is certainly given to the Pontiff by God, but with the agreement of men [i.e., the election] as is obvious; because this man, who beforehand was not Pope, has from men that he would begin to be Pope, therefore, he is not removed by God unless it is through men … in the case of heresy, a Roman Pontiff can be judged.” De Romano Pontifice, bk. 2 ch. 30. 
[35] Cursus Theologici (Theological Courses), II-II, De Auctoritate Summi Pontificis, Disputatio, Disp. II, Art. III, De Depositione Papae, p. 138.
[36] John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologici II-II, On the Authority of the Supreme Pontiff, Disp. 2, Art. 3.
Cardinal Burke: On dubia, I’m more concerned about Last Judgment than losing my title
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-burke-maintains-unwavering-resolve-but-offers-no-timetable-for-for 
By Lisa Bourne and John-Henry Westen, January 12, 2017 
Cardinal Raymond Burke has again insisted that the four cardinals behind the Amoris Laetitia dubia are doing their Catholic duty in seeking clarity from Pope Francis regarding his ideas on Catholic Church teaching on marriage and the Eucharist.
In a new interview in the Italian newspaper LaVerita, Cardinal Burke notes that there are many more than the four Cardinals who are concerned about Amoris Laetitia, and also says there is no specific timeline for a formal correction.

For the cardinal’s part, on judgment day he would rather be able to stand in good conscience before God than take up concern today over the potential political repercussions against the cardinals for making the request of the pope.

While the idea has been floated that Cardinals Burke, Caffara, Meisner and Brandmüller could, or should, be demoted by Pope Francis — losing their cardinal rank — for what some mistake as disrespect in submitting the dubia, the thought neither troubles nor deters Cardinal Burke.

“I don't even think about it,” he said. “I mean, certainly, it's possible. It's happened, historically, that a cardinal has lost his title. But I don't think about it because I know what my duty is and I can't be distracted from it by these kinds of thoughts – you know, worrying about whether I’m going to be in some way persecuted for defending the truth.”

Cardinal Burke said he has been asked directly whether he is afraid to make an issue in this matter, responding that what he feared instead was having the wrong answer for God on the question of whether he’d defended the Lord and His teaching at the end of his life.

The cardinal stated, “And I said that what I'm afraid of is to have to appear before Our Lord at the Last Judgment and having to say to Him: ‘No, I didn't defend You when You were being attacked, the truth that You taught was being betrayed.’ And so, I just don't give it any thought.”

Critics of Amoris Laetitia have faced loud pushback from Pope Francis' defenders, but while there are those who question or criticize the cardinals for submitting the dubia,  many others are insisting that this was, in fact, their duty.

Ed Pentin, the respected Vatican correspondent for the National Catholic Register, points out this week that there were in fact 30 Cardinals who submitted concerns to the Pope after getting a pre-release copy of Amoris Laetitia.

In the interview with LaVerita, translated by Andrew Guernsey, Cardinal Burke clarifies that there is “absolutely no deadline” on doing the formal correction of the Pope. He suggests that his former comments to LifeSite indicated that it could not happen until after Epiphany.
Moreover, the Cardinal said there is no disagreement among the four Cardinals. "In fact, I never said that a public confrontation ought to occur,” he said. “I agree with Cardinal Brandmüller, the first step would be to ask for a private meeting with the Holy Father to point out to him the unacceptable statements in Amoris Laetitia, showing how, in one way or another, they are not adequate to express what the Church has always taught."

In a recent interview with The Remnant, Cardinal Burke stressed the need to publicly present the dubia. He said that not raising the concerns would lead Catholics to believe that everything is OK in the Church when it certainly is not.

“But, no, that’s not sufficient (accepting ambiguity because it came from the pope),” Cardinal Burke explained. “Because everywhere I go — and I travel a lot now — everywhere I go people are saying: 'What's wrong with you Cardinals? There are these serious questions, and yet you remain silent. You don't say anything.'"

“And they’re correct,” he continued. “If we were to remain silent, it would most definitely give the idea to the faithful that everything is fine. But everything is not fine.”
2 of 45 readers’ comments

1. Cardinal Burke is right. If we are afraid to defend the truth, we will face God's questions and there is no way to condone our choices when we know better. God bless him for his courage. St. John Fisher and St. Thomas More are undoubtedly coaching him.

2. Thanks be to God for this steady, focused, faithful and loving Cardinal who simply wants to go to Heaven with his flock! He knows the truth: that Jesus is the Resurrected Son of God, that He will come again in glory -- for real -- that there will be an actual Last Judgment, and that people will go to a real Hell unless they repent of their sins and believe on Jesus' name. How many of the clergy actually even believe these truths anymore? How many see Jesus merely as a brand-name of spirituality that can be superimposed on any sect or cult that is comfortable for people? How many believe in Jesus' Virgin Birth, his miracles, healings, and exorcisms? Even his Resurrection?

Let us pray that believers like Cardinal Burke will be willing to lay down their lives for their sheep, and that their courageous and loving example will "cut to the heart" those lukewarm and even faithless clergymen of a modernist bent.

Cardinal Caffarra explains the reasons behind the dubia
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/cardinal-caffarra-explains-the-reasons-behind-the-dubia-40937/
Bologna, Italy, CNA/EWTN News January 16, 2017  
In an interview with an Italian daily published Saturday, Cardinal Carlo Caffarra discussed at length the questions which exist about the interpretation of Amoris laetitia, Pope Francis' apostolic exhortation on love in the family.
Cardinal Caffarra, the emeritus Archbishop of Bologna who was head of the Pontifical John Paul II Institute for Studies on Marriage and Family from 1981 to 1995, spoke to Matteo Matzuzzi of Il Foglio in an interview published Jan. 14.

He is among the four cardinals who authored a letter with five dubia, or doubts, about the interpretation of Amoris laetitia, requesting that Pope Francis “resolve the uncertainties and bring clarity.” Their letter was sent privately to the Pope Sept. 19, but released to the public two months later.

The letter and its dubia “were long reflected on, for months … for my part, they were also the subject of lengthy prayer before the Most Blessed Sacrament,” Cardinal Caffarra explained to Il Foglio.

The four cardinals believed themselves obliged to submit the dubia because of their role in counselling the Pope, and because of “the fact – which only a blind man could deny – that in the Church there exists great confusion, uncertainty, insecurity caused by some paragraphs of Amoris laetitia.”

“In these months, in terms of fundamental questions regarding the sacramental economy (marriage, confession, and the Eucharist) and the Christian life, some bishops have said A, some others have said the contrary of A, with the intention of interpreting well the same text.”

Cardinal Caffarra said that “the way out of this 'conflict of interpretations' was to have recourse to fundamental theological criteria of interpretation, the use of which I think can reasonably demonstrate that Amoris laetitia does not contradict Familiaris consortio.”
And yet, he said, “we saw that this epistemological model would not suffice. The contrast between the two interpretations continued,” and so the only way to address the question was to ask the author of Amoris laetitia to clarify it.

Out of respect for the Pope, the four cardinals chose to submit their dubia privately, deciding to make them public only “when we had certainty that the Holy Father would not respond … we interpreted his silence as authorisation to continue the theological discussion. And, moreover, the problem profoundly involves both the magisterium of the bishops (which, lest we forget, they exercise not by the delegation of the Pope but on the basis of the sacrament which they have received) and the life of the faithful.”

The cardinal noted that scandal on the part of the faithful had been growing, “as though we comported ourselves like the dogs who did not bark,” alluding to Isaiah 56:10, in which the prophet says the Lord's watchmen “are all mute dogs, they cannot bark; dreaming, lying down, loving to slumber.”

He also added that division in the Church “is the cause of the letter, not its effect.”

Cardinal Caffarra pointed to the example of a pastor who had written him saying that “In spiritual direction and in confession I don't know what to say” when confronted by penitents who wish to receive Communion despite their adulterous situation, and cite the Pope in their defence.
“The situation of many pastors of souls, I mean above all parish priests, is this,” the cardinal continued: “there is on their shoulders a burden too hard to bear.”

Cardinal Caffarra charged that speaking of too great a division between doctrine and pastoral practice is a grave problem: “To think pastoral practice is not founded and rooted in doctrine signifies that the foundation and root of pastoral practice is arbitrary. A Church which pays little attention to doctrine is not a more pastoral Church, but a more ignorant Church.”

He continued, “When I hear it said that this is only a pastoral change, and not a doctrinal one, or that the commandment prohibiting adultery is a purely positive law which can be changed (and I think no righteous person can think this), this signifies that yes a triangle has generally three sides, but that it is possible to construct one with four sides. That is, I say, an absurdity.”

Cardinal Caffarra also discussed the notion of “development of doctrine,” which is at times used to invoke the admission of the divorced-and-remarried to Communion.

He said that “if there is one clear point, it is that there is no evolution where there is contradiction. If I say that S is P and then I say that S is not P, the second proposition does not develop the first, but contradicts it. Already Aristotle had justly taught that enunciating a universal affirmative principle (e.g., all adultery is wrong) and at the same time a particular negative proposition having the same subject and predicate (e.g., some adultery is not wrong), this is not making an exception to the first. It is contradicting it.”

The dubia, he noted, were meant to clarify whether or not Amoris laetitia is a development of the preceding Magisterium, or a contradiction of it – as both interpretations have been taken by some bishops.
“Has Amoris laetitia taught that, given certain circumstances and after going through a certain process, the [divorced-and-remarried] faithful could receive the Eucharist without resolving to live in continence? There are bishops who have taught that this is possible,” the cardinal remarked. “By a simple deduction of logic, one must therefore also teach that adultery is not in and of itself evil.”

He affirmed that Amoris Laetitia’s value is that “it does not call pastors of souls to be content with responding 'no'” to the faithful, but that it calls them to help the faithful discern their situation.

Cardinal Caffarra maintained that the importance of the dubia is ensuring that bishops and pastors remember that there are intrinsically evil acts – which he noted can be known by reason, and was recognized first in the West by Socrates.

The cardinal then turned to misunderstandings of conscience. He clarified that conscience “is an act of reason … a judgement, not a decision,” and contrasted this with the understanding of conscience as “an unappealable tribunal on the goodness or evil of one's actions: one's subjectivity.”

He said the fifth dubium was the most important, for it regarded conscience, asking if the teaching “that conscience can never be authorised to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object” still need be regarded as valid.

Cardinal Caffarra noted that a passage of Amoris laetitia seems “to admit the possibility that there can be a true judgement of conscience … in contradiction with what the Church teaches as pertaining to the deposit of divine Revelation. It seems. Therefore have we given the dubia to the Pope.”

The cardinal concluded by referring to Bl. John Henry Newman, who he said understood conscience “in a most lucid way”. The English convert recognised that private judgement cannot be elevated as “the ultimate criterion of moral truth.”

“Never say to a person: 'Always follow your conscience', without adding, always and immediately: 'love and seek the truth about the good'. Otherwise you would put in his hands the weapon most destructive of his humanity.”

Dubia Cardinal: It would be ‘suicidal’ if pope taught that conscience trumps Revelation
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-caffarra-division-among-pastors-is-the-cause-of-the-letter-we-sent
By Jan Bentz and Pete Baklinski, Rome, January 17, 2017  
It would be equivalent to a “suicidal act” and “cutting the ground from under his feet” if the pope were to teach that conscience is the ultimate guide in moral matters, trumping even Catholic teaching as well as Divine Revelation, Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, one of the dubia signers, said in an explosive new interview. 
“That is why among the five dubia, dubium number five is the most important,” Caffarra said in a January 14 wide-ranging interview with Il Foglio.
The cardinal discussed the reasons he, along with three other Cardinals, asked Francis in September to clarify the ambiguity in the Pope’s April Exhortation Amoris Laetitia. Among the yes-or-no questions dealing with the indissolubility of marriage, the sacraments, and moral norms, question five asks if one can ever use “conscience” to justify engaging in intrinsically evil acts.”

The Cardinal's comments reflect those of Cardinal Burke, another Dubia signer, who said last month that a pope who commits formal heresy "would cease, by that act, to be the pope." 

In the interview, Cardinal Caffarra defended submitting the dubia, stating that “only a blind man can deny” that there “exists in the Church a great confusion, uncertainty, and insecurity caused by some paragraphs of Amoris laetitia.
“The division among pastors is the cause of the letter we sent to Francis,” he said. 

He made it clear that it is the pope’s exhortation, not the dubia that caused the confusion. Much of the confusion is exemplified by various bishops interpreting the exhortation in contradictory ways, he said, with some allowing communion for adulterers, and others forbidding it. 
“There was only one way to bring it to an end: to ask the author of the text — which is interpreted in two contradictory ways — which [of them] is the correct interpretation. There is no other way,” he said. 

“It seemed to us the simplest way,” he added. 

Caffarra, who is the former president of the Pontifical Institute of John Paul II for Studies on Marriage and Family, described the ongoing confusion in the Church as a “great disorientation.” He shed light on it by quoting from a letter he had received from a parish priest that he said gives a “perfect snapshot of what is happening.” The priest's letter stated:

In spiritual direction and in confession I do not know what to say anymore. To the penitent who says to me, ‘I live in every respect as a husband with a woman who is divorced, and now I approach the Eucharist,’ I propose a path, in order to correct this situation. But the penitent stops me and responds immediately, ‘Listen, Father, the Pope said that I can receive the Eucharist, without the resolution to live in continence.'
I cannot bear this kind of situation any longer. The Church can ask me anything, but not to betray my conscience. And my conscience objects to a supposed papal teaching to admit to the Eucharist, under certain circumstances, those who live ‘more uxorio’ [as husband and wife] without being married.
Commented Caffarra: “Thus wrote a parish priest. The situation of many pastors of souls, and I mean, above all, parish priests, is this: They find themselves carrying a load on their shoulders that they cannot bear.”

He noted how the confusion is most tangible among bishops. Some, following traditional Catholic teaching, have interpreted Amoris as precluding adulterers from receiving Communion, while others such as San Diego Bishop Robert McElroy and the bishops of Malta have done the opposite. 

“These are most serious questions for the life of the Church and for the eternal salvation of the faithful. Never forget, this is the supreme law of the Church: the eternal salvation of the faithful, not other concerns. Jesus founded His Church so that the faithful would have eternal life and have it in abundance,” he said. 

The confusion shows how wrong it is to emphasize pastoral accompaniment that is not rooted in sound doctrine. 

"A Church with little attention to doctrine is not more pastoral but more ignorant,” he said. 

Earlier this month the Vatican’s doctrine chief Gerhard Ludwig Muller suggested in an interview that it was unwise for the Cardinals to go public with their dubia, stating that the Pope cannot be “forced to answer” yes-or-no questions. Critics could easily read his rebuke of the Cardinals’ dubia between the lines. 

But Caffarra called any such criticisms, such as wanting to attack the pope, of not being docile to his teachings, and of wanting to divide the Church, “false and calumnious.”

“It is exactly because we do not want to be indocile that we have written to the Pope. I can be faithful to the magisterium of the Pope if I know what the Pope teaches in matters of faith and of the Christian life,” he said. 

The main problem, he said, is trying to understand where exactly the pope stands. 

“There are fundamental points where what the Pope teaches cannot be well understood, as the conflicts of interpretation between bishops demonstrate. We want to be docile to the magisterium of the Pope, but the magisterium of the Pope must be clear. The publication of the letter following the silence of the Pope was intended to bring clarity,” he said. 

“None of us wanted to ‘oblige’ the Holy Father to respond. In the letter, we spoke of sovereign judgment. We have simply and respectfully presented some questions. The accusations that we wanted to divide the Church deserve no attention,” he added, stating that what has been “undignified” within the Church are the “insults and the threats of canonical sanctions” that the Cardinals have suffered for simply doing their job. 

“There exists for us cardinals a solemn obligation to advise the Pope in the government of the Church. It is a duty, and duties oblige,” he said, adding that in the face of a growing “scandal” caused by Amoris the Cardinals did not want to stand accused of behaving like the “dogs who did not bark” when danger approached the master’s house. 

Caffarra revealed a little of the vigorous process that resulted in the dubia being submitted to the pope. 

“The letter — and the attached dubia — were reflected on at length, for months, and were discussed at length among ourselves. For my part, they were prayed about at length before the Blessed Sacrament,” he said. “The final text, therefore, is the fruit of quite a lot of revisions: texts [were] revised, rejected, corrected.”

He explained why the letter was first sent privately to Pope Francis before making it public two months later. 

“We reasoned and decided that it would not have been respectful to make the letter immediately public,” he said. 

“So it was done in private, and only once we had obtained certainty that the Holy Father would not respond did we decide to publicize it,” he added. 

The cardinals “interpreted the silence [of Pope Francis] as authorization to continue the theological dispute,” he said. 

“And, furthermore,” he continued, “the problem so profoundly involves both the magisterium of the bishops (which, let us not forget, they exercise not by the delegation of the Pope, but by virtue of the sacrament which they have received) and [it involves] the life of the faithful. Both the one and the other have the right to know.”
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Dubia: Cardinal Müller vs. Cardinal Burke? Cardinal Caffarra vs. Cardinal Müller?
http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/dubia-cardinal-m%C3%BCller-vs-cardinal-burke-cardinal-caffarra-vs-cardinal-m%C3%BCller-19996
February 1, 2017
Interviewed on January 7, 2017, by the Italian television network Tgcom24, Cardinal Gerhard Müller, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, declared that the “formal correction” of the Pope on the subject of Amoris laetitia demanded by Cardinal Raymond Burke (see DICI no. 345 dated November 25, 2016, http://www.dici.org/en/news/reactions-to-the-four-cardinals-request-to-the-pope-to-clarify-amoris-laetitia/), was not possible “at this time”. Indeed, the German prelate thinks that, since Amoris laetitia is “clear” in its doctrine, there is “no danger to the faith”; and his expresses his disapproval of the publication of these dubia. “It is a shame for the Church to discuss these things publicly,” he said. –When the Church has been promoting dialogue for 50 years and everything has become a topic for discussion and been called into question, as the recent synods have amply demonstrated, there is a certain piquancy to this remark! 

Earlier, in the December 16 issue of the Passauer Neue Presse, reprinted on the website of the German Bishops’ Conference, Cardinal Müller had stated that Amoris laetitia was in continuity with Church teaching on marriage, neither calling this sacrament into question nor making “Catholic divorce” possible in any case. He also expressed his view on the case of the four cardinals who sent their dubia to the Pope, saying that he saw in that the danger of useless polarization and of polemics that would be harmful to Church unity. 

Nevertheless, Cardinal Müller was not always of that opinion, and Edward Pentin, the Vaticanist of the National Catholic Register, had no trouble recalling, on January 9, that “the CDF had clear misgivings about the document [Amoris laetitia] before it was published—concerns which were never heeded. One informed official recently told the Register that a CDF committee that reviewed a draft of Amoris Laetitia raised dubia ‘similar’ to those of the four cardinals,” which Cardinal Müller is disowning today. 

Edward Pentin recalls also that Jean-Marie Guénois, in Le Figaro (April 8, 2016), had revealed that the same Cardinal Müller had tried to amend the text on the eve of its publication, by submitting 20 pages of corrections, none of which seems to have been included in the final version of Amoris laetitia.

On January 9, 2017, in an interview granted to Michael Matt of The Remnant, Cardinal Burke responded to Cardinal Müller by reaffirming that Amoris laetitia is in fact dangerous and that there will have to be a formal correction if the Pope does not respond to the dubia. The American prelate said, to paraphrase: “I do not fear losing my rank as cardinal; I fear God’s judgment.”

In the Italian newspaper La Verità (January 11), Cardinal Burke was anxious to explain that a possible “formal correction” would not be an “ultimatum”, but he stated again that with Amoris laetitia “the faith is in danger,” because “the confusion in the Church is obvious.” 

“Great confusion that only a blind man can deny”

On January 14, in Il Foglio, one of the four signers of the dubia, Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop emeritus of Bologna, granted an interview to the Italian journalist Matteo Matzuzzi, two important excerpts from which can be read below. Emphasis is by the editor of DICI.

Cardinal Caffarra: What prompted us to take this action (to send our dubia about Amoris laetitia to the Pope)? A general or structural consideration and a contingent or circumstantial one. Let us start with the first. We cardinals have the grave duty to advise the Pope in governing the Church. It is a duty, and duties oblige. More contingent, in contrast, is the fact—that only a blind man can deny—that there is in the Church great confusion, uncertainty and insecurity caused by certain paragraphs in Amoris laetitia. Recent months have seen, on fundamental questions that concern the sacramental economy (marriage, confession and the Eucharist) and the Christian life, some bishops saying A and others the contrary of A, while intending to interpret the same texts correctly. And that is an undeniable fact, because facts are stubborn, as David Hume said. The way out of this “conflict of interpretations” was to resort to fundamental theological criteria of interpretation, thanks to which I think that we can reasonably show that Amoris laetitia does not contradict Familiaris consortio. Personally, in my public meetings with laymen and priests, I have always followed this path. 

But that has not been enough, the Archbishop emeritus of Bologna observes. 

We have noticed that this epistemological model was not sufficient. The discrepancy between these two interpretations persisted. There was only one way to deal with them: to ask the author of the text that was now interpreted in two ways which was the right interpretation. There is no other way. But then there was the problem of how to address the Supreme Pontiff. We chose a way that is quite traditional in the Church, what we call the dubia. 

Why? 

Because this is an instrument which would not have demanded lengthy, elaborate responses from the Holy Father if he had been willing to respond by exercising his supreme judgment. He merely had to answer with a “yes” or a “no”. And then to cite approved authors (in technical jargon: probati auctores), as the pope have often done, or to ask the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith to produce a joint statement to explain the “yes” or the “no”. It just seemed the easiest way. The other question that arose was whether to do this privately or publicly. We reflected and agreed that making everything public immediately would show a lack of respect. And so, it was done in private; only when we were certain that the Holy Father would not answer, did we decide to go public.
That is one of the most debated points, which unleashed the polemics. Recently Cardinal Gerhard Müller, the Prefect of the former Holy Office, expressed his judgment that the publication of the letter was a mistake. Cardinal Caffarra explains himself: 
We interpreted the silence of the Pope as permission to continue the theological debate. Moreover, the problem has implications for the Magisterium of the Bishops (who, let us not forget, exercise it not as delegates of the Pope but in virtue of the sacrament that they have received), and also for the life of the faithful. Both have the right to know. Many faithful and priests were saying: “But in a situation like this, you cardinals have the obligation to intervene with the Holy Father. Otherwise, for what reason do you exist if not to assist the Pope in such grave questions?” Scandal started to spread among the faithful, as though we were behaving like the dogs that do not bark that the prophet speaks about. This is what was behind those two pages. 

But the critiques have come pouring in, even on the part of your brother bishops or fellow prelates in the Curia. 

Some people keep saying that we are not obedient to the Magisterium of the Pope. This is false and calumnious. We wrote to the Pope precisely because we do not want to be disobedient. I can be obedient to the Magisterium of the Pope if I know what the Pope teaches in matters of faith and the Christian life. But that is precisely the problem: on fundamental points we do not understand clearly what the Pope teaches, as is demonstrated by the conflict of interpretations among bishops. We want to be obedient to the Pope’s teaching, but the Pope’s teaching must be clear. None of us wanted to “force” the Pope to respond: in a letter we spoke about his “supreme judgment”. We asked our questions simply and respectfully. Finally, the accusations of trying to divide the Church are not worth dwelling on. The division which exists already in the Church is the cause of this letter, not its effect. On the other hand, what is truly unworthy in the Church, in the context that I have just mentioned, are the insults and the threats of canonical sanctions. 

In the preamble of your letter to the Pope, you note “serious uncertainty among many faithful and great confusion concerning questions that are very important for the life of the Church.” In this specific case, what do the uncertainty and confusion consist of? 

I received a letter from a parish priest which is a perfect picture of what is happening. He wrote to me: “In spiritual direction and confession, I no longer know what I should say. To the penitent who tells me: ‘I am living in a marriage with a divorced woman and now I go to Communion,’ I propose a path to correct this situation. But the penitent stops me and abruptly answers: ‘But, Father, the Pope said that I could receive the Eucharist without resolving to live in continence.’ I can no longer deal with this situation The Church can ask me anything but not to betray my conscience. And my conscience opposes an alleged teaching of the Pope that would admit to the Eucharist, in certain circumstances, those who are living more uxorio [as husband and wife] without being married.” That is what this priest wrote. The situation of many pastors, especially of parish priests (the Cardinal notes) is this: they find themselves with a weight on their shoulders that they are not capable of carrying.

This is what I think of when I speak about uncertainty. And I talk about parish priests, but many lay Catholics are even more helpless. We are not talking about secondary matters. We are not discussing whether or not fish breaks a Lenten fast. These questions are extremely important for the life of the Church and for the eternal salvation of the faithful. Let us never forget: the eternal salvation of the faithful is indeed the supreme law in the Church. Nothing else. Jesus founded His Church so that the faithful might have eternal life and have it abundantly....

But is there still room today for so-called “intrinsically evil” acts? Or maybe is it time to consider the other side of the scales, the fact that everything, in God’s sight, can be forgiven? 

Be careful: This causes major confusion. All sins and intrinsically evil choices can be forgiven. Therefore “intrinsically evil” does not mean “unforgivable”. Incidentally, Jesus is not content to say to the adulterous woman, “Neither do I condemn you.” He tells her also: “Go and sin no more” (John 8:10). Saint Thomas, based on Saint Augustine, gives a very beautiful commentary when he writes: “He could have said: ‘Go and live as you like and be sure of My forgiveness. Despite all your sins, I will liberate you from the torments of hell.’ But the Lord, who does not love or encourage sin, condemns the sin by saying: ‘Sin no more.’ Thus it is apparent how tender the Lord is in His mercy and how just in His Truth.” (Commentary on John, 1139). We are truly—and not just in a manner of speaking—free in the presence of the Lord. And hence the Lord does not cast us out from His forgiveness. There has to be a marvelous and mysterious marriage between the infinite mercy of God and the freedom of man who must convert if he wants to be forgiven...

One thousand clergy call on Pope Francis to answer four cardinals’ dubia
http://voiceofthefamily.com/1000-clergy-call-on-pope-francis-to-answer-four-cardinals-dubia/
February 2, 2017 
Four groups of clergy, representing around 1,000 priests and deacons in total, have called on Pope Francis to issue an “authoritative interpretation of the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia in line with the constant teaching and practice of the Church.” The call has been issued by the Confraternities of Catholic Clergy in Britain, Ireland, the United States and Australia. The priests and deacons warn about a “grave danger to the unity of the Church due to increasing moral relativism” that “must be honestly faced and clearly remedied.” They also expressed their thanks to Cardinal Brandmüller, Cardinal Burke, Cardinal Caffarra and Cardinal Meisner for the dubia they submitted to Pope Francis in September 2016 and which he has not yet answered. Voice of the Family reproduce the full text of their statement below.
Full statement from the International Confraternities of Catholic Clergy
As members of the International Confraternities of Catholic Clergy we believe there would be great value in an authoritative interpretation of the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia in line with the constant teaching and practice of the Church. This statement comes in light of continuing widespread divergence of understanding and growing divisions in practice. 
A clarification is clearly needed to correct the misuse of the Apostolic Exhortation to undermine sacred Tradition. We therefore thank the four eminent Cardinals who have recently submitted their dubia to the Holy See, requesting such clarification. The Confraternities recognise that this action has been taken out of love for the Church and concern for the salvation of souls. As the Cardinals themselves have made clear, this step has been taken with deep respect for our Holy Father, Pope Francis, and should not in any way be used to foster divisions in the Church. The grave danger to the unity of the Church due to increasing moral relativism must be honestly faced and clearly remedied.

As pastors of souls, we are well aware of the many challenges facing the men and women of today. We strive to help our people, often living in complex situations, to hear the call of Christ and his Gospel. This task is made easier when the Church expounds her teaching boldly and clearly. It is also essential that the Church’s discipline must always follow her dogmatic teaching. In particular, since at the present time there is much confusion, it is necessary to make clear that Holy Communion cannot be given to someone choosing to live in a sexual relationship with a person other than their validly espoused husband or wife. Those who find themselves in this situation are of course deserving of pastoral support and must be helped to play as full a part in the life of the Church as their circumstances allow. In connection with this, it is important to state that conscience is not a law unto itself replacing the holy law of God with private judgment, but rather an echo of the voice of the Creator. The dignity of conscience must be assisted to overcome all ignorance and protected from becoming ‘practically sightless as a result of habitual sin’ (Gaudium et Spes, 16)

Requesting such a clarification, which reiterates the perennial teaching of the Church, is an act of filial love by faithful sons of the Church who turn to our Supreme Shepherd seeking his paternal guidance. It is our desire that this elucidation will enable us and other Catholic priests and deacons to carry out our ministry in ways that are faithful and effective. We hope that this request for clarification may be an occasion for the Holy Father to feed and tend the flock entrusted to him by the Lord and to support us, the clergy, in doing the same.

Cardinal Wuerl’s Bizarre Response to the Dubia
https://liturgyguy.com/2017/02/06/cardinal-wuerls-bizarre-response-to-the-dubia/ 

By Brian Williams, February 6, 2017  
Amidst all of the ongoing discussions and debates surrounding Amoris Laetitia (AL), Pope Francis’ exhortation on marriage and the family, Donald Cardinal Wuerl of Washington D.C. recently weighed in with a most revealing blog post.
In an entry titled, Is it confusion or different approaches?, Cardinal Wuerl takes a most unusual and uncharitable approach in defending the more controversial aspects of AL, namely those relating to the divorced and civilly remarried, and participation in the sacramental life of the Church.

The first thing that stands out in the Cardinal’s post is his repeated use of the phrase, “a very small number…” when speaking of those seeking clarification from Rome on AL. For example:

“A very small number of people, whose voices have been amplified by some of the Catholic media, have challenged the integrity of Pope Francis’ post-synodal apostolic exhortation, Amoris Laetitia.”

And later:

“But it strikes me that there is even more of an undercurrent to the present position taken by a very small number of clergy and their media supporters. It seems that a part of the distress evident in what has been described as a “tempest in a teapot” is the fact that Pope Francis is challenging all of us to move into a far more Gospel-identified mode of living…”
And further on:

“At the opening of the first synod on the family, there were those few voices that asked why we were even discussing the pastoral implications of the Church’s teaching since we already have the answers.”
It is rather odd that a prelate of Holy Mother Church, who is no doubt quite familiar with the stories of martyrs such as Sts. Thomas More & John Fisher, as well as the repeated exiles and attacks against the orthodox St. Athanasius during the fourth century Arian heresy, would suggest that truth belongs only to those in the majority.
Of course, it’s also bizarre since the Cardinal is most likely aware that 45 well respected Catholic scholars, prelates, and clergy have also expressed the same concerns as the signers of the dubia, and that entire conferences of bishops are at odds with one another over the implications of Amoris Laetitia.
The political Left is very familiar with this tactic, however. Targeting an opponent, personalizing the attack, polarizing and minimalizing the opposition…this is right out of the Saul Alinsky/Rules for Radicals playbook.

Later in his article, Cardinal Wuerl makes the following statement which, taken at face value, is highly anti-Catholic:

“Perhaps it might be very hard to let go of the symbols, medieval ornaments, and the ecclesial style and privileges that are marks of the Church of another era. It may also be difficult for all of us in leadership positions to recognize that decrees, declarations and statements are not the best way today in which we reach people, touch people, engage people, and strengthen their adherence to Christ or even bring them to Christ in the first place.”

Pope Benedict XVI (who gave the red hat to Cardinal Wuerl in 2010) spoke often of a hermeneutic of continuity versus rupture in the post Vatican 2 era. For Benedict, Jesus Christ -the same yesterday, today, and forever- meant that rupture was neither the proper hermeneutic nor even an authentic possibility. Cardinal Wuerl chooses instead to double down on the post-conciliar rupture and goes full 1970’s with his statement.
His rejection of tradition is evident, and very likely a jab at Cardinal Raymond L. Burke (one of the four responsible for the dubia), when he writes: “Perhaps it might be very hard to let go of the symbols, medieval ornaments, and the ecclesial style and privileges that are marks of the Church of another era.”
Since Cardinal Burke is known to favor the traditional Mass and wear the capa magna, the implication seems quite clear. Cardinal Wuerl, to my knowledge, hasn’t even attended a Mass in the Extraordinary Form in nearly five years.

Regardless, any dismissal of tradition using the argument, “what worked back then doesn’t work today…” is simply an excuse to reject our past while fully embracing  modernity.

Finally, what is most disconcerting about Cardinal Wuerl’s article is what we don’t find in it: the Eucharist. It’s not there.

The crux of this entire debate over Amoris Laetitia is whether or not those in second, civil, marriages can receive Holy Communion prior to (or without) an annulment. This is ALL about defending sacramental Marriage and the Blessed Sacrament. And yet, the Cardinal not once references the Eucharist.

We read repeatedly of encounter, of outreach, and of accompaniment. But never is the Eucharist mentioned. By comparison, the dubia itself references Holy Communion in the very first question posed to Pope Francis.

In the end we need to be grateful for articles such as Cardinal Wuerl’s. Feeling emboldened, the facade is being dropped and motivations revealed by many in the Church.

We the faithful (always) have a simple way of helping us to discern right from wrong, truth from error: our Catholic tradition and the Holy Eucharist. Run toward both, and away from wolves.

5 of 7 readers’ comments

A very small number of apostles stayed faithful to Jesus on the cross. A very small number of English bishops refused to yield to the threats of a wicked king.
Thank God for very small numbers.
2. Excellent that these “liberals” feel emboldened to challenge the traditional way of living which is rooted in the Power of Jesus in the Eucharist.
This same Cardinal hung out a great Priest Fr. Marcel Guarnizo some years ago so I’m not the least surprised.
God bless our church there are so many “leaders” gone to the dark.
Time for all of us to stay strong in faith. This too shall pass!

3. I suppose one reason to be thankful for Amoris Laetitia is that the wolves are now taking off their clothing.

4. Shame on Cardinal Wuerl. He knows what Jesus said and he disregards him. This is not a minority, many lay faithful are in agreement with Cardinal Burke and companions. Jesus said the gates of hell will not prevail against the Church.

5. Today’s Church is occupied and colonized by modernists and theological liberals like Wuerl. Essentially, these men are not Catholic at all. Who of the historical Doctors of the Church, who of the canonized Saints would recognize such traitors of the faith as e.g. Cupich, Kasper, Marx, Schönborn, McElroy, and countless other liberals, as Catholic?
Article: "On the Formal Correction of Pope Francis"
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2017/02/article-on-formal-correction-of-pope.html
By John R.T. Lamont D. Phil., February 12, 2017  
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	St. Catherine pleads with Pope Gregory XI in Avignon 


It is more than four months since the dubia concerning the teaching of the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia were sent to Pope Francis by Cardinals Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra and Meisner. As is well known, the dubia requested the Pope to dispel doubts about the content of Amoris Laetitia by authoritatively confirming that the document did not make five claims that contradicted Catholic tradition and divine revelation. After these dubia were made public, Cardinal Burke stated that 'if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error.'

The prospect of a formal correction of Pope Francis raises two important questions. 1) Should the correction be aimed at the profession of heresy on the part of the Pope? 2) If Pope Francis is openly professing heresy, why are the four cardinals the only persons in the Catholic hierarchy proposing to correct him for it? Why is there not a general protest against such a betrayal of the faith among the Catholic hierarchy?

I. The formal correction of a Pope

The first question breaks down into two parts; a) are the positions for which Cardinal Burke proposes to correct the Pope in fact heretical? And b) has the Pope undoubtedly upheld these positions?

The answer to this first part is straightforward. Cardinal Burke has characterised as the denials of Catholic teaching referred to by the dubia as heresies, that is, as denials of divinely revealed truth. He has asserted that the truths being denied are not only divinely revealed, but are fundamental components of divine revelation; '... here we're dealing also with a very fundamental truth, two fundamental truths really: The truth about Holy Matrimony and the truth about the Holy Eucharist. And if this confusion doesn't stop, we will have a situation where you will have within the Church large bodies of people who don't believe the Catholic Faith.' One can add that the teachings about exceptionless moral norms referred to by the dubia are also fundamental truths, since they have to do with the content of every divinely revealed moral teaching. The heretical character of these denials has been demonstrated by the author of this article in an earlier discussion (at http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2016/12/article-considerations-on-dubia-of-four.html), and has been fully explained by other Catholic authors.

Cardinal Burke's position on the character of Pope Francis's profession of these heresies is less clear, and calls for some discussion. He has stated that 'the very form of Amoris Laetitia, and, actually, the words of the Pope within the document, indicate that it is not an exercise of the papal magisterium.' This could mean several things.

It could mean that an apostolic exhortation as such is not an exercise of the papal magisterium, and hence that Amoris Laetitia is not such an exercise. This is implausible; if such exhortations are not exercises of the magisterium, what are they for? However, we can be confident that Cardinal Burke does not mean this. He has cited the apostolic exhortation Familiaris Consortio as an exercise of the papal magisterium in support of the claim that the divorced and remarried should not receive communion.

It could mean that the form of words used in the passages of Amoris Laetitia that seem to uphold the heresies mentioned in the dubia are not suitable to express a magisterial teaching. It is true that not every statement in an apostolic exhortation (or in any other official teaching instrument of the papal magisterium) need express a papal teaching. These documents can express personal opinions of the pope that are not binding on the faithful. It is true that the statements of Amoris Laetitia are not expressed in a form that would make them infallible pronouncements. But a magisterial utterance by the Pope does not have to be infallible in order to be an authoritative exercise of the papal magisterium. And the terms in which the objectionable passages of Amoris Laetitia are expressed do not present their contents as mere expressions of the personal opinion of the Pope. They do speak of the Pope's own opinion, but this opinion is also presented by the document as the correct understanding of the Gospel teaching. This is a form of expression that presents its contents as being magisterial teaching; if the Pope says in an official document that a certain position is the teaching of the Gospel, he is saying in his official capacity that Catholics are bound to accept and follow that teaching.

It could refer to the contents of the objectionable passages in Amoris laetitia rather than to the official character of the document or the terms in which these passages are expressed, and be claiming that since these passages make claims that are contrary to the Catholic faith, they do not constitute magisterial teaching. Such a claim assumes that the passages do indeed contain heretical content. If this assumption is correct, the claim is undoubtedly true, since heresies cannot be magisterial teaching. It is unusual and indeed virtually unheard of for a magisterial document to present heresy as the teaching of the Catholic Church. But it is not impossible for this to happen with a document that does not contain infallible teachings, such as Amoris laetitia; the meaning of 'not infallible' is 'capable of being false'. This is the meaning that is suggested by Cardinal Burke's remark that 'when the Pope seems to say things that are contrary to the teaching of the Church, then it’s not reasonable, neither is it an expression of faith, to cling to those kind of statements as if they were the exercise of the papal magisterium.'

A correction of the errors of Amoris laetitia would thus be a correction of statements that occur in a magisterial document and that are presented as magisterial teachings by that document, but that are not in fact exercises of the papal magisterium.

Cardinal Burke has spoken not just of correction of a document, Amoris laetitia, but of correction of a person, Pope Francis. Correction of the Pope himself is necessary given his failure to reply to the dubia, and is not called for simply because he signed the document and promulgated it as his own. Very few people will actually read the document in its entirety, and not many will read even its seemingly heterodox passages. Most of the harm that is being caused by Amoris laetitia results from the use that is being made of these passages to promote the heresies and abuses mentioned in the dubia, the support given by Pope Francis to the promotion of these heresies, and the public assent that Pope Francis has given to some of these heretical interpretations of the document. 
This support has been documented by this author in the piece cited above (at http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2016/12/article-considerations-on-dubia-of-four.html), and by John-Henry Westen at LifeSiteNews (https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/2016-the-year-pope-francis-finally-showed-his-hand).

On the character of the assertions of heresy in Amoris laetitia, Cardinal Burke has stated:

With regard to the question of heresy, one has to be very attentive to material heresy and to formal heresy. In other words, material heresy: are there actual statements in the text which are materially heretical? Are they contradictory to the Catholic Faith? Formal heresy: did the person—namely the person of the pope who wrote the document—intend to proclaim heretical teachings? And the last thing, I don't believe myself at all. And I think with regard to the first question, the language and so forth is confusing and it's difficult to say that these confusing statements are materially heretical.

This statement could be read as erroneously suggesting that a statement in itself – that is to say, the claim that is made by a verbal utterance or written message that makes an assertion – can be materially heretical, although Cardinal Burke no doubt knows that this is not the case. The distinction between formal and material heresy has no application to what is being said by an assertion. The claim being made by a verbal or written utterance either contradicts a divinely revealed truth or it does not. The distinction between formal and material heresy applies to the person who makes a claim that contradicts divinely revealed truth. If the person who makes such a statement realises that it contradicts a teaching that the Catholic Church has taught as being divinely revealed and as requiring the assent of divine faith, then it is formally heretical; that is to say, it constitutes a mortal sin against the theological virtue of faith that deprives the sinner of that virtue. If the person does not realise this then their assertion is not a mortal sin against the virtue of faith, but only an error. Given the fundamental character of the truths at issue, and the clear statement of them by John Paul II in well-publicised magisterial documents issued while Pope Francis was a priest or a bishop, it is very hard to see how Pope Francis could manage to be ignorant of the fact that they have been taught by the Catholic Church as divinely revealed. Such ignorance would involve a mental feebleness and lack of knowledge of ecclesiastical controversies that does not fit with what is known about the Pope. In the light of the fact that Pope Francis has openly endorsed heretical understandings of Amoris laetitia in his letter to the bishops of the Buenos Aires region of Sept. 5th 2016, it is more likely than not that he is in fact a formal heretic.

Cardinal Burke has asserted that what the Pope wrote in his letter to the bishops of Buenos Aires 'simply means that this is his personal understanding of the matter. But that letter hardly could be considered an exercise of the papal magisterium (interview with Michael Matt of The Remnant, published Dec. 25th 2016).' This is undoubtedly true for the reason mentioned in 3) above; a magisterial teaching cannot contradict the teaching of Jesus Christ. And certainly the letter is not in a form that would require Catholics to give religious submission of mind and will to its contents, even if it did not contradict the faith. Were the letter to have been compatible with the faith, however, it would not have been a private opinion devoid of any papal authority; it was sent by Pope Francis in his capacity as Pope to advise the Buenos Aires bishops that one of their official documents gave the sole correct interpretation of Amoris laetitia. Its authenticity was then confirmed by the Osservatore Romano, the official journal of the Holy See. Had the bishops' interpretation in turn been compatible with the faith, the bishops in question would have been correct to have understood the letter as a papal instruction that they should follow. It has been so understood by Cardinal Reinhard Marx of Germany and Archbishop Charles Scicluna of Malta, who have cited it to justify formal episcopal decisions to admit divorced and remarried Catholics to communion. The letter is certainly not private in the way that an inner act of disbelief in the faith is private. It is a publicly accessible document that can serve as evidence in law.

In coming to the conclusion that Pope Francis is probably a heretic on the basis of his utterances up to the present, it is essential to draw a distinction between heresy as a personal sin and heresy as a public crime that is subject to legal sanctions. This distinction has been described by the author of this article in the piece cited above (http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2016/12/article-considerations-on-dubia-of-four.html). It is required by the fact that some forms of the personal sin of heresy, such as an inner refusal to believe a doctrine of the Catholic faith, are not publicly observable, and hence cannot be addressed by a juridical process. In order for a manifestation of the personal sin of heresy to be a crime punishable by law, it must satisfy two conditions; it must be verifiable by measures that satisfy the demands on evidence for a juridical process, and it must be repeated in the face of correction by ecclesiastical authority. The latter condition of pertinacity is required in order to distinguish between heresy – a willed rejection of the Catholic faith – and mere error about what the faith actually teaches. The former condition is a general requirement for all crimes that are subject to a legal sanction.

This is important for a formal correction of Pope Francis, because his refusal to answer the dubia could on its own be questioned as a grounds for such a correction. It might be said that this refusal was due to pique or a poorly-judged desire to avoid further controversy, rather than to adherence to the heresies in question. The refusal together with the letter to the bishops, however, suffice as grounds for saying that Pope Francis is publicly contradicting the Catholic faith, and that a formal act of correction is necessary.

Although this public contradiction of a truth of the faith requires a formal correction, it is not a heretical act in the legal sense. Pope Francis would only be canonically guilty of heresy if he adhered pertinaciously to a heretical claim, and such pertinacity can only occur in response to at least one formal correction; it does not exist before such a correction has taken place. Two such corrections are generally held to be required, following Titus 3:10, 'A man that is a heretic (αἱρετικὸν), after the first and second admonition, avoid.' Unless and until these corrections take place and are rejected by the Pope, he remains innocent of the canonical crime of heresy, and retains his papal office.
The question of how anyone, even a cardinal, can correct the Pope is an important one. It is a basic principle of the divinely established constitution of the Church that the Pope judges all other Catholics on earth and is judged by none of them. But this constitution does not establish the Pope as an autocrat with tyrannical authority, who is answerable to no-one. The Pope's authority is a legal one, and as with all legal authority it involves duties to his subjects as well as rights over them. The duty to confess the Catholic faith is a fundamental duty of the papal office. His subjects may thus formally request and even require him to carry out this duty. The right to make such a formal request belongs to any Catholic, but the cardinals, whose office is to advise the Pope, have a strict duty as well as a right to make this request. The cardinals who have failed to do this are guilty of a grave dereliction of duty. This failure is a catastrophe that threatens to lead to the disintegration of most of the Church.

II. True and false obedience

This catastrophic situation has been compared with reason to the Arian crisis, where a majority of bishops at one point conformed to a heresy that denied the divinity of Christ (http://www.dici.org/en/documents/the-amoris-laetitia-controversy-in-the-light-of-the-arian-crisis/). There is however a difference between the present situation and the heyday of Arianism in the fourth century. The Arian heresy was expressed in terms that were designed to make it difficult to see what was at stake. Arians described the Father and the Son as 'like in substance', 'homoiousion', while Catholics hold that they are 'one in substance', 'homoousion'. This led the whole dispute to be caricatured as a quarrel over a diphthong. The dispute over Amoris laetitia, on the other hand, involves no metaphysical subtleties. It concerns whether or not to accept the plain teaching of Scriptural texts that anyone of good will who thinks about them can understand. How is it that the cardinals and the bishops of the Catholic Church can almost all fail to publicly uphold this teaching, as their office requires them to do?

No doubt simple unbelief plays a large role in this failure. But a substantial part of the hierarchy were appointed by John Paul II, and adhered to his positions. These positions included a clear reiteration of the Catholic teaching on divorce, remarriage and the Eucharist that is being denied by Pope Francis. Almost none of these bishops have supported the four cardinals. What explains this failure?

The explanation lies in a false conception of religious authority, which considers it to be above the law rather than subject to law, and that sees the surrender of intellect and will to the religious superior as virtuous and indeed obligatory. This conception has deep roots in the history of the Church, and a grasp of its nature and origin is essential for an understanding of the failure of bishops and cardinals to openly resist Pope Francis's attacks on the faith. A discussion of this conception has already been attempted by the present author, but the importance of this issue seems to justify a reiteration of the essential elements of that discussion.

The proximate source and best expression of this conception is to be found in the writings of St. Ignatius Loyola, particularly in the Constitutions of the Society and in his letter on obedience written to the Jesuits of Portugal in 1553. Its key elements are the following.

The claim that the commands of the superior have the force of divine commands, and should be treated as divine commands – provided, of course, that obeying them would not be manifestly sinful; this qualification should always be understood as applying to the Jesuit conception of obedience. St. Ignatius asserted: ‘The superior is to be obeyed not because he is prudent, or good, or qualified by any other gift of God, but because he holds the place and the authority of God, as Eternal Truth has said: He who hears you, hears me; and he who rejects you, rejects me [Luke 10:16].’5 ‘In all the things into which obedience can with charity be extended, we should be ready to receive its command just as if it were coming from Christ our Saviour, since we are practicing the obedience to one in His place and because of love and reverence for Him.’ (Constitutions, part VI, ch. 1).6 This position seems to have received general acceptance in part because of acceptance of the fallacious inference from the premise that God commands us to obey the orders of our superiors, to the conclusion that the orders of our superiors are commandments of God.

The claim that the mere execution of the order of a superior is the lowest degree of obedience, and does not merit the name of obedience or constitute an exercise of the virtue of obedience.

The claim that in order to merit the name of virtue, an exercise of obedience should attain the second level of obedience, which consists in not only doing what the superior orders, but conforming one’s will to that of the superior, so that one not only will to obey an order, but wills that that particular order should have been given – simply because the superior willed it.

The claim that the third and highest degree of obedience consists in conforming not only one’s will but one’s intellect to the order of the superior, so that one not only wills that an order should have been given, but actually believes that the order was the right order to give – simply because the superior (it is supposed) believes this himself. 'But he who aims at making an entire and perfect oblation of himself, in addition to his will, must offer his understanding, which is a further and the highest degree of obedience. He must not only will, but he must think the same as the superior, submitting his own judgment to that of the superior, so far as a devout will can bend the understanding.' (St. Ignatius, Letter on Obedience.)

5. The claim that in the highest and thus most meritorious degree of obedience, the follower has no more will of his own in obeying than an inanimate object. ‘Everyone of those who live under obedience ought to allow himself to be carried and directed by Divine Providence through the agency of the superior as if he were a lifeless body which allows itself to be carried to any place and to be treated in any manner desired, or as if he were an old man’s staff which serves in any place and in any manner whatsoever in which the holder wishes to use it.’ (Jesuit Constitutions, part VI ch. 1).

The claim that the sacrifice of will and intellect involved in this form of obedience is the highest form of sacrifice possible, because it offers to God the highest human faculties, viz. the intellect and the will.
Now because this disposition of will in man is of so great worth, so also is the offering of it, when by obedience it is offered to his Creator and Lord. … There are, however, many instances where the evidence of the known truth is not coercive and it can, with the help of the will, favour one side or the other. When this happens every truly obedient man should conform his thought to the thought of the superior.

And this is certain, since obedience is a holocaust in which the whole man without the slightest reserve is offered in the fire of charity to his Creator and Lord through the hands of His ministers. And since it is a complete surrender of himself by which a man dispossesses himself to be possessed and governed by Divine Providence through his superiors, it cannot be held that obedience consists merely in the execution, by carrying the command into effect and in the will’s acquiescence, but also in the judgment, which must approve the superior’s command, insofar, as has been said, as it can, through the energy of the will bring itself to this. (St. Ignatius, Letter on Obedience.)

An obvious objection to the Jesuit conception of obedience was soon raised. It was remarked that acceptance of blind obedience would mean that heretical priests and bishops could easily lead their people into rejection of the faith. St. Robert Bellarmine’s response to this objection was that it was not a real possibility, because the preaching of heresy by bishops or priests would promptly be suppressed by the higher authority of the Holy See. This response of course required the pope himself to be incapable of heresy. The theory that the pope was not only infallible in his formal definitions of faith, but personally immune from heresy in virtue of his office, was accordingly first proposed in the Counter-Reformation, and argued for by Bellarmine. The theory was incompatible with the facts and the previous tradition of the Church – one pope, Honorius, had actually been condemned as a heretic by an ecumenical council – but it was required by the Jesuit conception of obedience, and soon came to be widely accepted.

It could reasonably be said that St. Ignatius, a soldier, was not thinking in a philosophical and systematic way in his teaching on obedience. His acknowledged sanctity and the way in which he himself exercised authority are not compatible with a genuine belief in tyrannical authority on his part. Hence, one should not take his description of obedience too literally. However, later expositions of his view by Jesuits who were not saints interpreted his words in a literal sense that commended a tyrannical understanding of authority.

We find this, for instance, in Alphonsus Rodriguez S.J.’s Practice of Perfection and Christian Virtues. This work, the most widely read manual of ascetic theology of the Counter-Reformation, was published in Spanish in 1609, and went through many editions in many translations – over sixty in French, twenty in Italian, at least ten in German, several in English. It was required reading for Jesuit novices up to the Second Vatican Council. In his proposed examination of conscience, Fr. Rodriguez (who is not to be confused with St. Alphonsus Rodriguez) requires the penitent

I. To obey in will and heart, having one and the same wish and will as the Superior.

II. To obey also with the understanding and judgment, adopting the same view and sentiment as the Superior, not giving place to any judgments or reasonings to the contrary.

III. To take the voice of the Superior … as the voice of God, and obey the Superior, whoever he may be, as Christ our Lord, and the same for subordinate officials.

IV. To follow blind obedience, that is obedience without enquiry or examination, or any seeking of reasons for the why and wherefore, it being reason enough for me that it is obedience and the command of the Superior.15

Rodriguez praises obedience – as he understands it – in illuminating terms.

One of the greatest comforts and consolations that we have in Religion is this, that we are safe in doing what obedience commands. The Superior it is that may be wrong in commanding this or that, but you are certain that you are not wrong in doing what is commanded, for the only account that God will ask of you is if you have done what they commanded you, and with that your account will be sufficiently discharged before God. It is not for you to render account whether the thing commanded was a good thing, or whether something else would not have been better; that does not belong to you, but to the account of the Superior. When you act under obedience, God takes it off your books, and puts it on the books of the Superior. … so the Religious, living under obedience, composes himself to sleep – that is to say, he has no trouble or care about what he is to do, but goes his way to heaven and perfection. Superiors see to that, they are the captains and masters of the ship. … this is the blessing which God has given to the Religious who lives under obedience, that all his burden is thrown on the shoulders of his Superior, and he lives at ease and without care whether this be better or that. This is one of the things that greatly move virtuous folk to live under obedience and enter Religion, – to be rid of the endless perplexities and anxieties that they have there in the world, and be sure or serving and pleasing God. … If I were there in the world and desired to serve God, I should be troubled and in doubt whether I eat too little or too much, sleep too much or too little, do too little or too much penance … but here in Religion all these doubts are cleared away, for I eat what they give me, I sleep at the time appointed, I do the penance they assign me.

Rodriguez adds that ‘not only in spiritual matters, but also in temporal, this is a life very restful and void of care. Like a passenger in a well-victualled ship, a Religious has no need to attend to his own necessities.’ One could not give a plainer exposition of a servile notion of obedience and its appeal to subordinates. Rodriguez’s position draws the logical conclusion from a literal understanding of St. Ignatius’s writings on obedience. If a subordinate entirely abandons the activity of his own mind and will when presented with the order of a superior, it is indeed the case that he surrenders all moral responsibility for the execution of the order, and the responsibility is transferred entirely to the superior who gives the order. That is because moral responsibility requires the functioning of one’s intellect and will; if this functioning is legitimately abolished in the case of a superior’s order, responsibility for the execution of the order is abolished as well. The fact that the abandonment of this functioning is presented as legitimate and indeed as obligatory is the key to this logical implication. 
If the functioning of one’s mind and will is abandoned illegitimately, one does not lose all moral responsibility for the acts that one performs as a result of their abandonment. But if this abandonment is legitimate, as Rodriguez claims it is, moral responsibility is indeed necessarily suspended. Such abdication is indeed 'restful and void of care'; it enables avoidance of adult cares and responsibilities. This avoidance and its accompanying infantilisation appeals to many people, which is why this conception of authority was able to garner wide support among subjects as well as superiors. The ruinous effects of attracting to the clerical state people who seek avoidance of adult responsibility – and the material security of passengers in a well-victualled ship! – explain much of the parlous state of the Church today, and indicate that this state did not begin with the Second Vatican Council.

In drawing this conclusion, Rodriguez goes farther than St. Ignatius. The absence of this conclusion in the writings of St. Ignatius is what makes it possible to give a pious interpretation to his views on obedience, and to assert that his writings need not be read as an endorsement of a tyrannical understanding of authority and a servile understanding of obedience. With Rodriguez such an interpretation is ruled out, and these understandings of authority and obedience take undoubted possession.

Like other writers, Rodriguez makes the usual exception for obedience to commands that are manifestly contrary to the divine law. It has however been noted that the Jesuit doctrine of probabilism tends to nullify this exception. According to this doctrine, there is no sin in doing any action that a reputable authority maintains to be permissible; and one's religious superior is naturally taken to be a reputable authority. There is also a psychological fact that makes this exception nugatory. Internalising and practicing the Jesuit notion of obedience is difficult, and requires time, motivation, and effort. When it has been done successfully, it has a lasting effect. Once one has destroyed one's capacity to criticise the actions of one's superiors, one cannot revive this capacity and its exercise at will. Following the directive to refuse obedience to one's superiors when their commands are manifestly sinful then becomes psychologically difficult or even impossible – except perhaps in the most extreme cases, such as commands to murder someone, which are not the sort of sinful commands that religious superiors often have an interest in giving in any case.

There is an explicit appeal to the wisdom and goodness of superiors in this doctrine of obedience. This appeal however ignores the characteristic effects of the exercise of tyrannical authority, which are no less deep – perhaps deeper – than those of the practice of servile obedience. Such authority has an intoxicating effect, producing overweening pride and megalomania. Superiors in the grip of these vices become both prone to giving unjust orders, and incapable of conceiving of themselves as sinful or mistaken.

Some expositions of the Ignatian conception of obedience described obedience to an order than one suspects but is not certain to be illicit as an especially high and praiseworthy form of obedience. This statement about the exceptional merit of obeying orders that are morally dubious is made in St. Ignatius's letter 150. The letter was in fact written for him by Fr. Polanco, his secretary and close collaborator who was responsible for composing much of the Constitutions; but since it went out under St. Ignatius's signature, it benefited from his authority.

This conception is presented by its adherents as following the tradition of the Church on obedience. Its innovation can however be seen by contrasting it with the position of St. Gregory the Great. In his Moralia, St. Gregory states that the merit of obedience lies in sacrificing one’s proud self-will. St. Thomas makes a similar point by describing the merit of obedience as consisting in sacrificing one’s proper will, i.e. one’s will as functioning independently of God. St. Ignatius however makes it clear that it is not self-will, but the entire human faculty of will itself, that is to be sacrificed; one’s self-will could not be described as ‘of great worth’. This is a sacrifice in the sense of an abandonment and a destruction, since it involves handing over one’s will to the will of another human being. St. Thomas considers the proper object of obedience to be the precept of the superior (2a2ae q. 104 a. 2 co., a. 2 ad 3). He praises obedience that seeks to forestall the expressed will of the superior, but such obedience in his understanding does not bear on what the superior wants or thinks in general, but only on what the superior intends to command; it is an anticipation of a command, based on a correct understanding of what the command is going to be. St. Ignatius’s lowest degree of obedience, which he does not consider to be virtuous, is thus what St. Thomas considers to be the only form of obedience. St. Thomas holds that St. Ignatius’s alleged higher forms of obedience do not fall under the virtue of obedience at all:

For Seneca says (De Beneficiis iii): 'It is wrong to suppose that slavery falls upon the whole man: for the better part of him is excepted.' His body is subjected and assigned to his master but his soul is his own. Consequently in matters touching the internal movement of the will man is not bound to obey his fellow-man, but God alone. (2a2ae q. 104 a. 5 co.)

St. Thomas's point here is that the limitation of the duty of obedience that is admitted by a pagan philosopher to belong to slaves a fortiori applies to the limitation of the duty of obedience in general. Nor does St. Thomas think of obedience as a virtuous form of personal asceticism. He does not hold that obeying a command we dislike is better as such than obeying a command we are happy to fulfil. Indeed, since a rightly directed will seeks the common good, a good person will be glad to carry out any suitable command, since such commands and obedience to them both exist for the sake of the common good. Obedience does not for St. Thomas occupy the central moral role that it does for Counter-Reformation theologians. He does not consider that all good acts are motivated by obedience to God, because he considers that there are virtues the exercise of which is prior to obedience – such as faith, upon which religious obedience depends (cf. 2a2ae q. 104 a. 7 ad 3). Obedience is simply an act of the virtue of justice, which is motivated by love of God in the case of divine commands and love of neighbour in the case of commands of a human superior. These loves are both more fundamental and broader than obedience. Since obedience is founded on justice rather than vice versa, obedience to a human being is primarily to the law and only derivatively to the person of the superior. But obedience to law requires understanding of the law; hence abdication of personal thought and understanding precludes true obedience, rather than forming part of it.
The servile conception of obedience remained the standard one into the twentieth century. Adolphe Tanquerey, in his widely read and translated (and in many way excellent) work Précis de théologie ascétique et mystique, could write that perfect souls who have reached the highest degree of obedience submit their judgment to that of their superior, without even examining the reasons for which he commands them. We can see a manifestation of this prevalence in the Treatise on Obedience of the Sulpician Louis Tronson, which gave St. Ignatius's teaching and writings as then understood as the summit of Catholic teaching on obedience. The Sulpician adoption of the Jesuit conception was particularly important because of their central role in the training of priests in seminaries from the seventeenth century onwards. The seven years of seminary training universally required in the Counter-Reformation Church meant that the tyrannical understanding of authority and servile understanding of obedience conveyed by this training was deeply ingrained in those who went through it. The Sulpician manuals were abandoned after the Second Vatican Council, but the conception of obedience that they inculcated was preserved, as anyone who has worked or studied in a seminary can vouch for. It has become more influential in some respects, because it is no longer counterbalanced by the strong formation in Catholic philosophy and theology that was formerly given in seminaries.

The corrupting effect of this conception of obedience is exacerbated by the fact that in a clerical system run according to this conception, the leaders all start off as followers themselves. In this capacity, they learn the skills of the slave for survival and advancement; flattery, duplicity, bullying and humiliation of those beneath them, and concealment. Their promotion from subordinate to superior does not depend primarily on their competence at the tasks they are supposed to perform, but on their capacity to ingratiate themselves with their superiors. Here again, the decline of the Church since the Second Vatican Council has exacerbated the damage caused by this understanding of obedience. When clerics were in charge of large and important enterprises – schools, hospitals, universities, parishes with thousands of faithful and extensive organisations – competence could not be dispensed with. This need provided a check on the harm done by a tyrannical understanding of authority, because the commands given by authority had to be effective, and the people giving them had to know what they were doing. Now that these important enterprises have withered away in much of the world, tyranny and servility have been given much greater scope in the clerical world.

This account of a theory of authority corresponds with startling accuracy to the situation in the Church today. It fully explains the failure of believing bishops and priests to oppose Pope Francis. The account is however more enlightening than encouraging. It shows that the crisis over Amoris laetitia and Pope Francis's support for heresy is not simply the result of a rogue pope having disastrously been elected. The failure of the hierarchy to oppose the Pope's disastrous actions is the result of a deeply-rooted systemic problem in the Church. It is not just this failure, but also the heterodox programme of Pope Francis and his allies, that is rooted in this problem. This programme does not intend to allow any divorced and remarried Catholics whatsoever to receive communion. Instead, it decrees that reception of communion is to be subject to the decision of the priest who gives it – a decision that is to be guided by considerations that are general enough to make the will of the priest in practice the determining factor. This replaces the divine law concerning marriage and the Eucharist with the authority of the priest, and enshrines the superiority of this lawless and therefore tyrannical authority over the authority of God Himself.

The task of resisting and overcoming this heretical programme thus cannot be restricted to the reestablishment of the specific doctrines mentioned in the dubia; it must attempt to restore a proper understanding of law and authority itself. This task amounts to carrying out a general reform of the Church. The means for implementing such a reform are not immediately apparent to say the least, but a recognition of the need for reform is at least a start.
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Identifying Heresy
Calling one’s adversary “heretical” could be polite in a certain ecclesial context that is now past. More precisely, men of the Church too, whether or not they were theologians, had their repertoire of insults. Invective is found in all times and in all professions. We already find considerable traces of it in the Gospel, even on the lips of the Incarnate Word. One may regret that it has become rare, since the last Council, and deplore the kid gloves and sugar coatings that prevail now in inter-confessional dialogues.

The use of insults ought to remain legitimate, provided that no mistake is made about its significance, which will always be limited. Very often, it falls short of its original value and is no more than the last resort of those who have lost all their arguments and just want to avoid losing face. And we are not talking about demonization, which is a form of manipulation on a grand scale. In short, we may be in the middle of rhetoric here and, if you will, outside of the field of theology, properly speaking. Rhetoric may possibly serve as a support to theology, and that is precisely the basis of its legitimacy, but it could never replace it, much less mask the absence thereof.
"Heretical" Demands Contradiction To Defined Truth

It is different with the doctrinal censure “heretical”: the latter is a technical expression, part of the terminology to which specialists resort in order to give as precise an evaluation as possible. The designation “heretical” corresponds to this precise language that the theologian uses; in this sense it applies to a person whose acts and words sufficiently manifest a rejection or a questioning of the revealed truth that is proposed by the infallible Magisterium of the Church. It applies also, consequently, or by extension of its meaning, to a proposition which demonstrably contradicts dogma.

Applying this type of designation to a person or to a proposition therefore implies that one has previously verified the rejection or contradiction in question. What matters is not only whether or not there is a rejection or a contradiction. What also matters is verifying whether this rejection or contradiction has any precise bearing on a dogma, in other words, on a truth that is not only revealed but also proposed as such by an infallible act of the ecclesiastical Magisterium. That spells out the whole complexity of the matter that is hidden behind the word.

The Case of Pope Francis

The question that we are asking ourselves here is extremely precise: Does Pope Francis deserve this designation in the eyes of simple theology, as any member of the teaching Church can practice it by reason of his real, acknowledged competencies? And does he deserve it because of what he affirms in the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia? Forty-five theologians thought that they were obliged to affirm it. Four cardinals give us to understand clearly enough that, unless he gives a satisfactory response to their dubia, the Supreme Pontiff could deserve the assignment of such a censure.

What can we say? Let us simply take a look at the five dubia presented by the four cardinals and also at the corresponding passages from Amoris laetitia whose meaning is in doubt. In order to be brief, and in order to be as clear as possible, we will formulate the essential idea of each dubium.

The First Dubium
The first dubium poses the question concerning paragraphs 300-305 of Amoris laetitia: is it possible to give absolution and sacramental Communion to divorced-and-remarried persons who live in adultery without repenting? For someone who adheres to Catholic doctrine, the answer is no. What exactly does Amoris laetitia say? The following passage from par. 305 says this:
Because of forms of conditioning and mitigating factors, it is possible that in an objective situation of sin—which may not be subjectively culpable, or fully such—a person can be living in God’s grace, can love and can also grow in the life of grace and charity, while receiving the Church’s help to this end.”

(A footnote reads: “In certain cases, this can include the help of the sacraments. Hence, ‘I want to remind priests that the confessional must not be a torture chamber, but rather an encounter with the Lord’s mercy’ (Apostolic Exhortation Evangelii Gaudium, 44). I would also point out that the Eucharist ‘is not a prize for the perfect, but a powerful medicine and nourishment for the weak’ (ibid. 47)).

The doubt arises here with the note. There is no doubt about the fact that non-culpable ignorance of sin excuses from sin. But to those who are victims of this ignorance and thereby benefit from this excuse, the Church offers first the help of her preaching and warnings, the Church starts by putting an end to the ignorance by opening the eyes of the ignorant to the reality of their sin. The help of the sacraments can only come afterward, if and only if the formerly ignorant persons, now instructed as to the seriousness of their state, have decided to make use of the means of conversion, and if they have what is called a firm purpose of amendment. Otherwise the help of the sacraments would be ineffective, and it too would be an objective situation of sin.

We are dealing here therefore with a doubt (dubium) in the strictest sense of the term, in other words, a passage that can be interpreted in two ways. And this doubt arises precisely thanks to the indefinite expression in the note: “in certain cases”. In order to dispel this doubt, it is essential to indicate clearly what these cases are in which the Church’s sacramental aid proves possible and to state that this is about situations in which the sufficiently enlightened sinners have already decided to abandon the objectively sinful situation.

The Second Dubium
The second dubium poses the question concerning paragraph 304: is there such a thing as intrinsically evil acts from a moral perspective that the law prohibits without any possible exception? For someone who adheres to Catholic doctrine, the answer is yes. What exactly does Amoris laetitia say? Par. 304, citing the Summa theologiae of Saint Thomas Aquinas (I-II, question 94, article 4), insists on the application of the law, rather than on the law itself, and emphasizes the part played by the judgment of prudence, which allegedly can be exercised only on a case-by-case basis, strictly depending on circumstances that are unique and singular.
It is true that general rules set forth a good which can never be disregarded or neglected, but in their formulation they cannot provide absolutely for all particular situations. At the same time it must be said that, precisely for that reason, what is part of a practical discernment in particular circumstances cannot be elevated to the level of a rule.”

This passage does not introduce any ambivalence, properly speaking. It merely insists too much on one part of the truth (the prudent application of the law), to the point of obscuring the other part of the same truth (the necessary value of the law), which is altogether as important as the first. The text therefore errs here by omission, thus causing a misreading.


The Third Dubium
The third dubium poses the question concerning paragraph 301: can we say that persons who habitually live in a way that contradicts a commandment of God’s law (for example the one that forbids adultery) are in an objective situation of habitual grave sin? The Catholic answer is yes. Amoris laetitia says on this subject: “Hence it can no longer simply be said that all those in any ‘irregular’ situation are living in a state of mortal sin and are deprived of sanctifying grace.” Two points should be emphasized.

The sentence just quoted posits in principle the impossibility of making a universal affirmation. It does not deny the possibility of saying that public sinners are deprived of grace; it only denies the possibility of saying that all public sinners are deprived of it. This denial has always been taught by the Church. There are in fact, in concrete human acts, what is called exculpatory or “mitigating” reasons (or factors). Because of them, the sinner may not be morally responsible for the objective situation of sin. These reasons include not only ignorance, but also defects of an emotional, affective or psychological sort, and paragraph 302 provides the details, relying on the teaching of the new Catechism of the Catholic Church (1992). Nevertheless, these mitigating factors (even if they were frequent, which remains to be proved) exonerate the person but still do not put an end to the objective situation of sin: the subjectively exonerated sinner does not cease to be in that situation objectively. By omitting this key distinction the passage from Amoris laetitia again introduces doubt here.

The Fourth Dubium
The fourth dubium poses the question concerning paragraph 302: can we still stay, from a moral perspective, that an act that is already intrinsically evil by reason of its object can never become good because of circumstances or the intention of the person who performs it? The Catholic answer is yes. Amoris laetitia says: “A negative judgment about an objective situation does not imply a judgment about the imputability or culpability of the person involved.” That is true, but the reverse is not, and by neglecting to say that, this passage again introduces doubt.

If a divorced-and-remarried person sins, he sins as such, precisely because he is living in an objective situation of a remarried divorcé, which is an objective situation of grace sin, as such calling for a negative judgment. If the divorced-and-remarried person does not sin, it is not as such, but rather precisely for reasons other than his objective situation as a remarried divorcé, which in itself leads to sin.

The confusion arises here between the intrinsically evil malice of an act and the imputability of this malice to the one who commits the act. The circumstances of the act and the intention of the one who commits the act can have the effect of annulling the imputability of the malice of the act, but not of annulling the malice of the act. This fourth doubt proceeds from the same sort of omission as the third.

The Fifth Dubium
The fifth dubium poses the question concerning paragraph 303: can we say that conscience must always remain subject, without any possible exception, to the absolute moral law that forbids acts that are intrinsically evil because of their object? The Catholic answer is yes. Amoris laetitia repeats here the false confusion introduced already by Francis in his interview with the journalist Eugenio Scalfari, “Interview with the founder of the Italian daily newspaper La Repubblica,” in L’Osservatore Romano, weekly French edition, dated October 4, 2013. (For more on this subject, see the December 2013 issue of the Courrier de Rome, the article entitled “Pour un Magistère de la conscience?” [“In favor of a Magisterium of the conscience?]).  

No one can act against his conscience, even if it is erroneous. Nevertheless, to say that conscience obliges, even when erroneous, means directly that it is wrong to go against it; but that does not imply at all that it is good to follow it. If the conscience is in error, because it is not in conformity with God’s law, not following it is enough for the will to be bad, but following it is not enough for the will to be good.

Saint Thomas remarks that the will of those who killed the Apostles was bad (Summa theologiae, I-II, question 19, article 6, sed contra). However, it agreed with their erroneous reason (= conscience), according to what Our Lord says in the Gospel (John 16:2): “The hour cometh, that whosoever killeth you will think that he doth a service to God.” This therefore is the proof that a will conformed to an erroneous conscience can be bad. And this is precisely what Amoris laetitia does not explain, introducing here a fifth doubt. 

Subjectivism: Root of Five Dubia
The five dubia are therefore quite well-founded. The root of them is always the same: the confusion between the moral value of an act, a strictly objective value, and its imputability to someone who performs it, a strictly subjective imputability. Even though it may happen that the moral malice cannot be imputed subjectively, because the person who performs the act is excused from it (which remains to be proved, as much as possible, in each case), the act always and everywhere corresponds to an objective malice and consequently is at the root of an objectively sinful situation, whether or not it is in fact imputed to the one who finds himself in it. The Church’s traditional doctrine gives primacy to this objective order of the act’s morality, which follows from its object and its end or purpose. Amoris laetitia, by reversing this order, introduces subjectivism into morality.
Is Subjectivism Negation of Revealed Truth?

Does such subjectivism, as understood in its principle as well as in the five conclusions that follow from it here, represent the negation of a divinely revealed truth that is proposed as such by an infallible act of the ecclesiastical Magisterium? One would have to be able to answer yes in order to conclude that Amoris laetitia presents a heresy in each of the points just singled out and that Francis deserves the equivalent theological designation.

In order to establish this conclusion, it would be necessary to verify two things. First, are the five truths demolished by these five doubts so many dogmas? Secondly, does Amoris laetitia negate these dogmas, or at least call them into question formally and explicitly enough? The answer to these two questions is far from obvious and certain. For this new theology of Francis, which extends that of Vatican II, avoids this sort of formal opposition with regard to truths already proposed infallibly by the Magisterium before Vatican II. It sins most often by omission or by ambivalence. It is therefore dubious, in its very substance. And it is dubious exactly insofar as it is modernist, or more precisely: neo-modernist.

Does the Pope Intend to Affirm or Deny?
Chapter Eight of Amoris laetitia is defined, like the others, by the fundamental intention assigned by the Pope to the whole text of the Exhortation, which is “to gather the contributions of the two recent Synods on the family, while adding other considerations as an aid to reflection, dialogue and pastoral practice” (paragraph no. 4). Therefore we find here neither more nor less than matter for reflection, dialogue and practice. That is not material for clear-cut denial or calling into question. Or rather, if Amoris laetitia became the cause of heresy, it would be in an absolutely unique way, underhanded and latent as modernism itself. In other words, by the slant of a practice and an adaptation, more than within the framework of a formal teaching.

Practical Subversion of Doctrine

The heresy (if there is one) of Pope Francis is the heresy of a practical subversion, a revolution in deeds, and we would certainly say that this is what remained hidden until now behind the new concept of “pastoral Magisterium.” Now, in this area, it is difficult to make doctrinal censures. Indeed, censures establish a logically contrary relation between a given proposition and previously defined dogma. And this relation could exist only between two speculative truths, belonging to the same order of knowledge. The subversion, for its part, consists of eliciting among Catholics behaviors following from principles opposed to the doctrine of the Church.

This is how Amoris laetitia, while reaffirming the principle of the indissolubility of marriage (in paragraph nos. 52-53, 62, 77, 86, 123, 178), legitimizes a manner of living in the Church that follows from the principle opposed to this indissolubility (243, 298-299, 301-303): the neo-modernist Magisterium reaffirms the Catholic principle of marriage while permitting in practice everything to happen as though the opposite principle were true. How can anyone censure that? Would the note of heresy (understood in the strict sense of a doctrinal evaluation) still retain its meaning then?

Finding the Appropriate Expression

In this matter of censures, it is difficult to find the most appropriate expression, and not uncommonly theologians differ in their appraisals. Without intending to state that their insights are false, or that appraisals contrary to theirs are true, we would like to draw the attention of perplexed Catholics to a problem that perhaps is not always sufficiently taken into account.

The problem of this neo-modernist characteristic of Vatican II, which proceeds much more by way of a subversion in deeds than along the lines of a doctrinal heresy in the documents. Conclusive evidence of this problem, incidentally, has just been given to us, as though in spite of himself, by the Prefect of the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

When questioned on Saturday, January 7, by an Italian news agency, Cardinal Gerhard Müller declared that the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia “is very clear in its doctrine” and that one can interpret it in such a way as to find in it “all of Jesus’ teaching about marriage, all the doctrine of the Church over 2,000 years of history.” According to him, Pope Francis is: asking us to discern the situation of these persons who are living in an irregular union, in other words, who do not observe the Church’s doctrine on marriage, and asks that we come to the aid of these persons so that they can find a path toward a new integration into the Church.”

Consequently, the Cardinal thinks that it would not be possible to proceed to the fraternal correction mentioned by Cardinal Burke, given that there is in Amoris laetitia “no danger to the faith” (see his remarks reprinted by Nicolas Senèze in La Croix on January 9, 2017). In reality, the danger is very real, and Cardinal Burke rightly reacted to this statement by Cardinal Müller, insisting on the need for a pontifical correction.

Not Heretical but Promoting Heresy
The debate, therefore, is far from useless, but let us not lose sight of its object: it is not the scandal of a heresy formulated doctrinally; it is the scandal of a praxis that clears the way for a challenge to Catholic truth on the indissolubility of marriage.

To use the words of Saint Pius X himself from the encyclical Pascendi, the proponents of the new moral theology proceed with such refined skill that they easily take advantage of unwary minds. They promote heresy while giving the appearance of remaining Catholic. “Promoting heresy”: this corresponds to the theological note that Archbishop Lefebvre believed he had to use in order to characterize the harmfulness of the Novus Ordo Missae.
This rite in itself does not profess the Catholic Faith as clearly as the old Ordo Missae and consequently it may promote heresy....What is astonishing is that an Ordo Missae that smacks of Protestantism and therefore favens haeresim [is promoting heresy] could be promulgated by the Roman Curia." (Mgr. Lefebvre et le Saint-Office”, Itinéraires 233 - May 1979, p. 146-1-47).

Without prejudice to any better opinion, we willingly had recourse to it in order to describe the major problem posed today for the conscience of Catholics by the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia.

Editor's note
Fr. Gleize's precise distinction will surprise more than one. In short, it seems that Pope Francis cannot be considered heretical, since none of the ambiguous statements in Amoris laetitia constitute “a rejection or contradiction of a truth that is not only revealed but also proposed as such by an infallible act of the ecclesiastical Magisterium.”

However, in the popular use of the word "heretical," one who acts and talks in such a way that he encourages evil and favors heresy is considered heretical. "If it looks like a duck, walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, then it's a duck!" The popular expression is not a precise theological judgment; it is rather a common way of designating persons or ideas at odds with the deposit of faith.

The theological expression which can be properly applied to Pope Francis instead of “heretical” is favens haeresim or "promoting heresy.”

That does not change that the fact that the Holy Father is ambiguous in his declarations, refusing to clarify them, and - far from correcting evil- promotes it by practical disposition. It is what Fr. Gleize calls "the scandal of praxis."

More will be discussed in the sixth and final installment of this series: Does a pope who falls into heresy lose his investiture in the primacy?

For the entire eight-part series, see THE QUESTION OF PAPAL HERESY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_QUESTION_OF_PAPAL_HERESY.doc
Updated: The full list of Catholic bishops and cardinals ‘for and against’ the dubia
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/the-full-list-of-catholic-bishops-and-cardinals-for-and-against-the-dubia 
By Pete Baklinski and Claire Chretien, March 9, 2017 
Updated March 16, 2017: Bishop Rene Henry Gracida supports dubia. 
Archbishop Bruno Forte opposes. 
Update March 10, 2017: Archbishop Tomash Peta, Archbishop Jan Pawel Lenga, and Cardinal Wim Eijk support. 
Cardinal Donald Wuerl and Cardinal Orlando Quevedo oppose. 
Editor’s Note: LifeSiteNews brings you a list of bishops and cardinals who have publicly indicated their support or opposition to the September 2016 “dubia” submitted to Pope Francis by the four cardinals. This list includes high-ranking prelates whose comments relate directly to the dubia after their public release on November 14, 2016. The list does not include prelates who have merely made statements supporting or opposing the writings, decisions, and actions of Pope Francis, but haven’t commented directly on the dubia. The list will be updated. 
Cardinals who signed the dubia

Cardinal Walter Brandmüller

Cardinal Raymond Burke

Cardinal Carlo Caffarra

Cardinal Joachim Meisner

Bishops and cardinals who support the dubia

Archbishop Luigi Negri: March 06, 2017 – “Amoris Laetitia needs clarification, unfortunately, the current leader of the Church still remains silent. [...] I think that the Holy Father should respond.”

Archbishop Charles J. Chaput: March 03, 2017 – John Allen: “Do you want the pope to answer the dubia?” Chaput: “Yes. I think it’s always good to answer questions, clearly.”

Cardinal Joseph Zen: February 16, 2017 – “It is a very respectful request by those bishops and cardinals to have a clear statement. I think they are right to have an answer.”

Bishop Rene Henry Gracida (Emeritus, Diocese of Corpus Christi, Texas): February 07, 2017 – "The longer Francis remains silent on the dubia the worse things will get in the Church."

Archbishop Tomash Peta: January 18, 2017 – “Only the voice of the Supreme Pastor of the Church can definitively impede a situation where […] the Church […] has in practice accepted divorce.”

Archbishop Jan Pawel Lenga: January 18, 2017 – “We are forced to make this urgent appeal to prayer” given the “ineffectiveness of numerous appeals made privately and in a discreet manner to Pope Francis both by many faithful and by some Shepherds of the Church.”

Cardinal Wim Eijk: December 23, 2016 – “You cannot change doctrine with footnotes or a loose statement in an airplane interview. I would like [Amoris] to be clarified. […] Prolonged lack of clarity may result in undesirable practices to arise.”

Bishop Andreas Laun: December 23, 2016 – “I have read the concerns of the four cardinals, and I agree with them!”
Cardinal Renato Raffaele Martino: December 16, 2016 – “It is legitimate in terms of doctrine to turn to the pope and express an opinion – and it is also just that he would respond."

Cardinal Paul Josef Cordes: December 12, 2016 – "With an objective tone, the four cardinals have asked for the removal of doubts about the text [Amoris Laetitia]."

Bishop James D. Conley: December 5, 2016 – “The questions being posed to the Holy Father are intended to help achieve clarity.”

Cardinal George Pell: November 29, 2016 – “How can you disagree with a question?”

Bishop Athanasius Schneider: November 23, 2016 – “The four cardinals only did their basic duty as bishops and cardinals.”

Bishop Jan Watroba: November 23, 2016 – “I myself have now been overwhelmed with many similar questions.”

Bishop Józef Wróbel: November 22, 2016 – “The four cardinals did well in asking for clarification about Amoris Laetitia.”

Bishops and cardinals who oppose the dubia

Archbishop Bruno Forte (Chieti-Vasto, Italy): March 10, 2017 – "The doubts that were raised present doubts on who has raised them.” 

Cardinal Vincent Nichols: February 23, 2017 – “I think the Pope’s patience and reserve about this whole matter is exactly what we should observe.”

Cardinal Donald Wuerl: January 30, 2017 – “A very small number of people, whose voices have been amplified by some of the Catholic media, have challenged the integrity of Pope Francis’ post-synodal apostolic exhortation, Amoris Laetitia […] It seems that a part of the distress evident in what has been described as a ‘tempest in a teapot’ is the fact that Pope Francis is challenging all of us to move into a far more Gospel-identified mode of living and being Church than we may have been comfortable with.”

Cardinal Orlando Quevedo: January 19, 2017 – “It’s clear enough that the Pope is holding on to doctrine [in Amoris]. I cannot understand the justification that the pope has to clarify his position. [Challenging the Pope is] divisive of the Church.”

Cardinal Gerhard Müller: January 8, 2017 – “The Pope is basically forced to answer with ‘yes or no.' I don’t like that.”

Cardinal Walter Kasper: December 22, 2016 – Amoris Laetitia is “clear. … These dubia ... do not exist.”

Cardinal Reinhard Marx: December 21, 2016 – “The document [Amoris] is not as ambiguous as some people claim.”

Cardinal Fernando Sebastian Aguilar: December 11, 2016 – “Some honorable men suffer because they do not understand what Francis wanted to say in Amoris Laetitia.”

Archbishop Mark Coleridge: December 9, 2016 – Pope Francis "wants a genuine clarity" while the four cardinals are seeking a "false clarity."

Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto: December 1, 2016 – “They gave the Pope a slap in the face.”

Cardinal Wilfrid Fox Napier: November 30, 2016 – “Jesus also chose not to answer certain questions.”

Cardinal Claudio Hummes: November 25, 2016 – “We are 200, they are only four.”

Bishop Frangiskos Papamanolis: November 20, 2016 – They have committed the “two very serious sins” of “apostasy” and “scandal.”

Cardinal Blase Cupich: November 19, 2016 – “It’s up to those who have doubts and questions to have conversion in their lives.”

Cardinal Joseph Tobin: November 18, 2016 – “Just to simply reduce [Amoris] to a 'dubium', I think it is at best naive."

Cardinal Christoph Schönborn: November 18, 2016 – This is an "attack against the pope." The cardinals "must be obedient to the pope."

Indeterminate

Cardinal Angelo Amato: November 24, 2016 – “The debate must be continued in reciprocal respect and above all by using the talents of the respective positions [in order to arrive at a] more integrated and improved positions.”

Note to readers: Send tips with links to evidence of cardinals and bishops who support or oppose the dubia to Pete Baklinski, pbaklinski@lifesitenews.com.
68 readers have left comments

List of Prelates For and Against the Dubia
https://onepeterfive.com/list-prelates-dubia/   

By Steve Skojec, March 9, 2017
Over at LifeSiteNews, Pete Baklinski and Claire Chretien (both of whom are, by the way, doing some of the most important work in Catholic journalism today) have compiled a list of bishops and cardinals who have spoken out publicly both for and against the dubia pertaining to Amoris Laetitia.

I’m not positive that the list is comprehensive — I noticed that the signatories of the Kazakhstan bishops’ document on AL aren’t all there, but that may fall outside the scope of their criteria — but by my count on the list they have, there are 15 prelates in favor of the dubia and 13 against.
With things developing so rapidly, lists like this become increasingly important as we try to keep score. I won’t excerpt the list here, just go to their article for the full accounting.

2 of 15 readers’ comments

1. All prelates against the dubia need to be disciplined by the next pope. How can you be against clarity? What a joke!

2. I wish they would all rise up with one loud voice instead of individually.
This nonsense has gone on far too long - the damage done is incalculable.

Cardinal Burke: If Pope won’t answer dubia, ‘we simply will have to correct the situation’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-burke-we-simply-will-have-to-correct-the-situation-if-pope-francis
By Claire Chretien, Springfield, Virginia, March 27, 2017
Cardinal Raymond Burke said Friday the four dubia cardinals will "simply have to correct the situation" in "a respectful way" if Pope Francis doesn't respond to questions seeking moral clarity on Amoris Laetitia.
Burke answered questions submitted by the audience after speaking at St. Raymond of Peñafort Catholic Church as part of its distinguished speaker series. 

He was asked, "There are a lot of rumors circulating about the dubia that you and three other esteemed cardinals sent to the Holy Father about divorce, remarriage, and Communion…do you know if there will be a response to the dubia from the Holy Father or the CDF?"

"I certainly hope that there will be because these are fundamental questions that are obviously raised by the text of the...post-synodal apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia," Burke responded. "Until these questions are answered, there continues to spread a very harmful confusion in the Church."

Part of this confusion "regards the truth that there are some acts that are always and everywhere wrong," he said. "The cardinals will continue to insist that there be a response to these honest questions."

Burke said that characterizations of the proposition of the dubia as "disrespectful" or "arrogant" are inaccurate. 

"I’d like to make clear something," he said. "This is a traditional way in the Church of seeking clarification in times of confusion of providing the Roman pontiff with the occasion and the opportunity" to respond. "We proposed them very sincerely, and when there was no response…and we were told by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith [that] there would be no response, we judged it necessary" to make them public. "So many faithful were approaching us saying – having these questions, and saying, well…We have these questions, and it seems like none of the cardinals who have a great responsibility to assist the Holy Father has these questions, and so we published them."

"That also was done with great respect," said Burke. 
If there is no response, “then we simply will have to correct the situation, again, in a respectful way, that simply can say, to draw the response to the questions from the constant teaching of the Church and to make that known for the good of souls," he said.

"Many people are becoming very upset and understandably so – I become upset myself at times," the cardinal said of the current confusion in the Church. He encouraged the faithful to remember Christ's promise that "the forces of evil will not prevail over the Church."

If faced with clergy who are preaching positions that seem contrary to Catholic morality, laity "have a wonderful instrument which sets forth the constant teaching of the Church: the Catechism of the Catholic Church."

Readers have left 63 comments

Top Papal Adviser Insults the Four Dubia Cardinals

https://onepeterfive.com/top-papal-adviser-insults-the-four-dubia-cardinals 

By Maike Hickson, April 20, 2017

Several Catholic outlets around the world – including Infovaticana and Chiesa e postconsilio – have reported that Cardinal Oscar Rodríguez Maradiaga, coordinator of the pope’s “council of nine“, has made some condescending and disrespectful remarks about the four dubia cardinals. The moderate and characteristically gentle Italian journalist and Vatican specialist Marco Tosatti went so far as to say that the elderly Honduran cardinal and papal adviser “attacked” these faithful cardinals “with great violence”.

On 25 March, Maradiaga gave an interview on the Swiss-Italian Radio Television Station RSI’s “Strada Regina” program in which he said the following (translation courtesy of Mr. Andrew Guernsey):

I think, in the first place, that they [the four cardinals] have not read Amoris Laetitia, because, unfortunately, this is the case! I know the four and I say that they are already in retirement. How come they have not said anything about those who manufacture weapons? Some are in countries that manufacture and sell weapons for all the genocide that is happening in Syria, for example. Why? I would not want to put it – shall we say – too strongly; only God knows people’s consciences and inner motivations; but, from the outside it seems to me to be a new pharisaism. They are wrong; they should do something else [in their retirement?]. [Emphasis added]

Marco Tosatti has made the following comments about this quote: “It is singular that a cardinal uses such offensive terms about other cardinals.” Maradiaga – who himself is already 74 years old (born 29 December 1942) and thus very close to the official age of retirement – also claimed the following during that same interview:
I think the car of the Church has no gear to go in reverse. It pulls itself forward because the Holy Spirit is not accustomed to go backwards. He always brings us forward. I am not afraid because I know it is not Francis, it is the Holy Spirit who guides the Church, and that, if He has allowed this Pontiff to come, it is for some reason, and we certainly ought to look to the future with hope because, more and more, the Church is God’s, it is not our own. We are only servants.

Infovaticana rightly points out, moreover, that it was this Cardinal Rodríguez Maradiaga himself who made headlines for having worked out easier access to the Vatican for variously progressivist-activist groups, such as PICO (People Improving Communities through Organizing); and this group is openly in connection with further funding from George Soros. As we reported recently, Pope Francis now endorses publicly this same leftist organization PICO. As Infovaticana puts it, Soros also tried – with the help of Cardinal Rodríguez Maradiaga – to influence the pope during his U.S. visit in 2015, advising the pope to be silent on issues such as abortion and to stress, instead, themes such as economic and racial injustice.

OnePeterFive has previously reported on Maradiaga’s dubious track record:

Cardinal Oscar Rodriguez Maradiaga, who is the Coordinator of Pope Francis’ Council of Cardinal Advisors, has claimed that the Second Vatican Council made peace with the formally-condemned heresy of Modernism; headed up Caritas Internationalis while it held a seat on the governing board of a pro-communist, pro-abortion, pro-homosexual organization; has publicly chastised Cardinal Gerhard Müller for being insufficiently “flexible” when it comes to communion for the divorced and remarried; and has said that we are heading towards a “deep and global renovation” of the Church which will “encompass all of the historical dimensions of the Church” and include “transformation of the institutions” – and further claims that his friend, “The Pope wants to take this Church renovation to the point where it becomes irreversible.”

There is perhaps no more potent example than Maradiaga of how certain social issues — with a decidedly progressive approach — are being given a priority over moral issues in the current leadership of the Catholic Church. In October of 2013, the cardinal also gave talks in Dallas, Texas and Miami, Florida, where he had the following to say:

This situation demands, the cardinal [Rodríguez Maradiaga] insisted, that the Church must “proclaim and testify, as a criterion of sociopolitical organization and education, that all men are brothers; and that, if we are brothers, we must fight for establishing relations of equality and to eliminate [sic] their greatest obstacles: money and power. We have to establish as a priority that those majorities who suffer poverty and exclusion (the last) will be the first. […] If a passion for the last becomes a mobilizing idea and moral force, we will then have the possibility of creating international politics of solidarity, of economic democracy, the assumption of evangelical poverty, attaining the creation of new social subjects, with a new set of anthropological values and a new purpose for both collective and personal life, all inspired in Christ and His Beatitudes. [As quoted from The Wanderer, 11 July 2013 – emphasis added]

It seems that in this new Vatican-driven socio-political reform, the salvation of souls at risk is not, as it were, on the tip of the mind of this professedly progressive cardinal. Moral issues are now often said to have to give way to economic and social issues, or so it now seems. The four cardinals, however, have tried to defend the abused Laws of God about marriage which indispensably help souls, under Grace, to attain to Eternal Beatitude. Cardinal Rodríguez Maradiaga implicitly rebukes them for such zeal and dedication, however, and he does it with contumely and harsh language.

As Professor Roberto de Mattei just recently reiterated his own concern on the Italian website Corrispondenza Romana, the greatest forms of scandal today are: “the advertisements, the fashions, the apologetics of immorality and of perversion, both through the media, as well as through the laws that approve such a violation of Divine Laws as in the legalization of abortion and of same-sex partnerships.” De Mattei has these additional words to say: “The moral opposition between good and evil is being replaced by the sociological opposition between wealth and poverty.”

It would be fitting now if the four dubia cardinals were to request an apology from the haughty and reckless Cardinal Rodríguez Maradiaga. Publicly.

 

EDITOR’S UPDATE: Andrew Guernsey, our translator for this piece, writes that after viewing the full interview in Italian, he identified another scolding from Maradiaga to the Four Cardinals, which occurs at roughly the 14-15 minute mark:

“…Let us look above all at reality, because to see also if there aren’t many cases of those who are in a second union–we will not enter there because there are many reasons– but that they in a healthy conscience [feel] that their first marriage was not valid and that they have found a new family, they are living in conformity to the law of God, why throw stones? why? Instead of saying, “How are we doing with the new generation because they could prepare themselves better to have a good family. And this is Amoris Laetitia…”

“It happens that so many times the methods that these four brothers [the four cardinals] only look at, [they] who think that they are the bosses of the doctrine of the faith [pensano che sono i capi della dottrina della fede], they don’t look at the very great majority of the faithful who are happy with Amoris Laetitia.” [Emphasis added]

Andrew indicates that the bolded section above could also be translated: “who think that they are masters of the doctrine of the faith” or “who think they are in charge of the doctrine of the faith.”

We’ll just let the irony of that accusation sink in.

Readers have left 96 comments
The Incoherence of “Just Clarify Amoris! Answer the Dubia!”
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/scottericalt/incoherence-just-clarify-amoris-answer-dubia/
By Scott Eric Alt, April 24, 2017
True it is that I have said myself: Pope Francis should answer the dubia on Amoris Laetitia. I have also said, consistently, time and again, on this very blog, that AL is orthodox, is entirely consistent with Familiaris Consortio, and that anyone who reads it otherwise is in error. I just wish the pope would say that himself, rather than leave it to Schönborn and Müller.
That said, I find most of those who rally, circulate petitions, ventilate in the media, and otherwise make a spectacle of themselves, to be incoherent in their demand that the pope give clarity and answers. On the one hand, they say, “The pope should answer the dubia. He should clarify.” On the other hand, they have already made up their minds that AL is heretical. But if it is, why do they need the pope to answer any questions? The text must be pretty clear if they are that certain.

It makes me question their motive. Are they seeking a clarification, or a conviction? Are these Catholics, or Pharisees? Do they want to take instruction from the pope, or trap him in his words?

This was brought home to me by this article in America. A “dissenters’ conference,” we are told, “call[s] for an answer to the dubia.” But who needs the pope to “answer the dubia,” if one has already made up his mind that AL is heretical?

An Italian professor, Claudio Pierantoni, says that the pope is “defending heretical points.” He compares the Holy Father to Honorius and Liberius—two popes who, Pierantoni is certain, were heretics, even though the Church has never said that about either of them. Pierantoni knows better.

Since Pierantoni has already made up his mind, what could the pope possibly say in answer the dubia? The pope, in his view, “defend[s] heretical points.” These are not the words of someone who still has questions.

According to the article:

The Italian professor was the most outspoken of the six speakers at a day-long conference titled “Seeking clarity to Amoris Laetitia, one year later,” held at the Hotel Columbus in Rome, a stone’s throw from the Vatican. The conference, which challenged Pope Francis’ teaching in Chapter 8 of “Amoris Laetitia,” was organized by two Italian news outlets with distinctly traditionalist leanings: Il Timone, a monthly review, and La Bussola Quotidiano, an online daily, edited by Riccardo Cascioli, a member of the Communion and Liberation movement. Both publications were supportive of the teachings of St. John Paul II and Pope Benedict XVI but have distanced themselves from that of Pope Francis.

So the conference “challenged Pope Francis’ teaching,” and yet it still says that “clarity” is needed and he must answer the dubia? If those at the conference are unclear, what is there to challenge? The pope hasn’t answered the dubia, so how do they know whether they should challenge Chapter 8 or accept chapter 8? They have “distanced themselves from” the pope? Why? Because they have already made up their minds. They judge him guilty first, then say, “Well, we just want answers to honest questions.”

I am afraid that is not how it works. It is not dubia, but duplicity. But all this sheds light, too, on Cardinal Burke’s refrain that, without answers to dubia, he will have no choice but to “formally correct” Pope Francis? On what? If Amoris Laetitia is heretical, why do you submit dubia? For a clarification or a conviction? If Amoris Laetitia is not heretical, what are you correcting? If you don’t know, why do you presume guilt?

Perhaps Pope Francis does not answer the dubia, not because he thinks clarity is bad, but because he can discern when a questioner has malicious intent and is seeking, not clarity, but entrapment. The Pharisees had already judged Jesus guilty; they just wanted grounds to convict him. Even an orthodox answer they would interpret as heresy and guilt. Which—you know the story—is exactly what they did.

Nothing new under the sun.

Why Is the Pope Silent about the Dubia?
http://sspx.org/en/news-events/news/why-pope-silent-about-dubia-29455
April 30, 2017
Claudio Pierantoni from Chile, wondered about the reason for the Pope’s silence since he received the dubia on September 19, 2016.
During the international conference that was held in Rome on April 22, 2017, on the theme “Bringing Clarity” with regard to the dubia presented to Pope Francis concerning Amoris laetitia (see DICI no. 353 dated April 14, 2017), one of the speakers, Claudio Pierantoni from Chile, wondered, at the conclusion of his talk, about the reason for the Pope’s silence since he received these dubia on September 19, 2016.

What is obvious in the current situation is precisely the basic doctrinal distortion which, even though it cleverly avoids any directly heterodox formula, nevertheless consistently maneuvers so as to attack not only some dogmas in particular such as the indissolubility of marriage and the objectivity of the moral law, but also the very idea of sure doctrine and, with it, the very person of Christ as Logos (Word of God). And the Pope himself is the first victim of this doctrinal distortion, even though—and this is a hypothesis on my part—he is not very aware of it, and he is the victim of a general historical alienation that affects large sectors of theological teaching.

In this situation the dubia, these five questions presented by four cardinals, put the Pope in an impasse. If he answered by denying the Tradition and the Magisterium of his predecessors, he would be formally considered heretical, and therefore he cannot do that. If, instead, he answered in keeping with the previous Magisterium, he would contradict a considerable part of the main doctrinal actions that he has taken during his pontificate, and therefore that would be a very difficult decision. Therefore he chooses silence because humanly speaking the situation may seem hopeless. But meanwhile confusion and de facto schism are spreading in the Church.

In light of the preceding, an additional act of courage is necessary more than ever, an act of truth and charity on the part of the cardinals, but also of the bishops and of all competent laymen who might wish to take part in it. 
In such a serious situation of danger for the faith and of general scandal, frank fraternal correction addressed to Peter is not only licit but is also our duty, for his good and for that of the whole Church.

Fraternal correction is neither a hostile act nor a lack of respect, nor disobedience. It is nothing other than a statement of truth: caritas in veritate, charity in truth. The Pope is our brother, even before being Pope.

Further Speculation on the Pope’s Silence

In the January 9 issue of L’Homme Nouveau earlier this year, the French philosopher Thibaud Collin, who was also a speaker at the conference in Rome, posed the same question about the Pope’s silence.

What is the meaning of such an official silence? We can interpret it in two ways. The first, human way is to say that the Pope refuses to respond, because he considers the text of the Exhortation to be clear in itself. He commissioned Cardinal Schönborn to explain what Cardinal Kasper calls a “new paradigm,” that of the accompaniment of persons. It has yet to be explained how this new paradigm is connected with the old one. On this point the four cardinals asked for clarifications, which were denied them. The Pope nevertheless has responded indirectly by declaring to the newspaper Avvenire (November 18, 2016):

There are people who continue not to understand, who reason in terms of black and white, even though discernment must be practiced in the flow of life.”

And in a private letter (that was conveniently published) to the Bishops of Buenos Aires, he responds to their text:

The document is very good and explains perfectly the meaning of Chapter 8. There are no other interpretations.”

Finally, Cardinal Farrell, Prefect of the new dicastery for the Laity, the Family, and Life, publicly criticized his fellow-American Archbishop Chaput for his rigorist interpretation of the Exhortation.

The second interpretation is supernatural: it consists of saying that if the Pope does not respond officially but through private opinions or through mediators, it is because he cannot oppose the previous Magisterium and the Word of God head-on. Was it not Jesus Himself (Mt 19:3-12) who reminded the Pharisees, who were trapped in their casuistic paradigm, the normative character of the truth about marriage, as God instituted it “in the beginning”?

The Church’s doctrine, the explication of the Word of God, is therefore not abstract or disconnected from persons, as many “pastors” are so fond of repeating. The law of God is not an ideal, either, which becomes an intolerable burden for the faithful if we ask them to obey it. It is the source of life in the concrete circumstances of each person’s life. God always gives the grace to live out what He commands. Let us recall finally that the discernment that was so dear to Saint Ignatius can only be about good acts and never about intrinsically evil acts. There is no prudent way of being an adulterer.

Sources: L’Espresso, French translation by Diakonos /Homme Nouveau – FSSPX. News - 04/28/2017

Dubia on Amoris Laetitia: “We must go further”

http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/dubia-amoris-laetitia-%E2%80%9Cwe-must-go-further%E2%80%9D-29533
May 2, 2017
In an editorial published on April 24, 2017, in La Nuova Bussola Quotidiana, journalist Riccardo Cascioli gives his straightforward thoughts on the work session he organized in Rome on April 22 at the Columbus Hotel on the Via della Conciliazione – a session that drew Catholic scholars from all around the world with the objective of conducting a rigorous theological analysis of the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

“There is no doubt that the international conference 'Bringing Clarity One Year after Amoris Laetitia' that was held in Rome on April 22, and organized by the Nuova Bussola Quotidiana and Il Timone was an exceptional event. Not only was it the first meeting at which all the controversial points of the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia were systematically covered, but – as I was able to observe when the session opened – everything was thought out, willed, and put into play by laymen. The speakers were laymen as well, from all four corners of the earth, and they came thoroughly prepared.

“An exceptional event, indeed, but it is far from a flash in the pan. It is the fruit of several years’ worth of work with our journalists whose love of Christ and the Church is part of who they are, and who wish to judge all of reality in the light of the Magisterium. This event is a result of the disorientation and confusion that reign in the Church today and of which many Catholics are aware. The task certainly cannot stop with this series of conferences.

“This meeting, that was meant to act as a sounding board for the Dubia of the four cardinals – Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra, and Meisner – to which the pope still has not responded, certainly helped clarify the problems presented by Amoris Laetitia and its common interpretation.

“I think I can say with certainty that, by the end of last Saturday’s meeting, we were all aware of a very serious crisis in the Church, a crisis that resembles other delicate moments in the history of the Church, but that is also unprecedented in some of its aspects.

“Of course, this crisis was not directly caused by Amoris Laetitia or the different Synods on the Family that are its principal sources, but there is no doubt that this apostolic exhortation opened the doors and allowed ideas and practices that are foreign to dogma to circulate freely in the Church. The stakes are enormous: the very foundation of the Catholic Church has been touched.

“The problem is not principally in the text of Amoris Laetitia itself, whose contradictions were clearly pointed out, but above all in the present context. On the one hand there are Pope Francis’s actions and statements that give credit to the more ‘progressive’ interpretations, for example, as regards Communion for the ‘divorced and remarried’; and on the other hand, there is the concrete situation of the Church in which this document was drawn up. We know that in many dioceses the notion of ‘discernment’ has now become a synonym of ‘communion for all’.
“At this point, we are led to believe that the time for debating which interpretation of the exhortation is correct is over.

“If the principle of interpreting an ambiguous proposition in the sense of continuity with the previous Magisterium remains valid – according to the guidelines given by John Paul II, for example, in several of his teachings on the family – the present situation obliges us to go further.

“If priests are being punished by their bishops because they judge in conscience that they cannot give communion to the ‘divorced and remarried’; if a large number of bishops translate ‘the discernment required for personal situations’ as ‘free access to Communion’ – when it is not the bishops themselves demanding it -; if homosexuality has now been justified and promoted to the rank of a ‘positive value’; and if all of this is happening everywhere in the world, it is clear to us that we have to go further.

“These past months, there has been much talk of a ‘fraternal correction’ from the four cardinals, and this theme was also touched upon at our meeting on April 22; but it is not hard to understand that this is a scenario we naturally seek to avoid. However, the contradictions cannot continue, and in order to keep error from spreading even more, we must ask the pope to intervene strongly and set things clear.”

Source: La Nuova Bussola Quotidiana 

Making Clarity about Amoris Laetitia 

https://onepeterfive.com/making-clarity-amoris-laetitia 

By Claudio Pierantoni, May 5, 2017
At the Congress of April 22nd, at the Hotel Columbus, Rome, just one block from Vatican City, six lay scholars gathered in order to “make clarity one year after Amoris Laetitia” (“fare chiarezza a un anno da AL”), the papal apostolic exhortation about love and marriage, with particular reference to its indirectly stated permission for access to sacramental Communion for divorced and civilly remarried couples, as well as for couples living in other irregular situations. The Congress was organized by two Italian Catholic apologetics publications, La Nuova Bussola Quotidiana and Il Timone.

Clarity is especially needed, as it is widely known, because of confusion arising from different interpretations of the text of Amoris Laetitia. A number of lay academics, since the document was issued in April 2016, have published articles and letters and given critical interviews, such as Roberto de Mattei, Christian Brugger, Josef Seifert, Robert Spaemann, John Finnis, Germain Grisez, and the group of the “45 theologians,” among many others. Together with them, only one bishop, Athanasius Schneider of Kazakhstan, has dared to express open criticism and a strong demand for clarification. Some other prelates, like the prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, Card. Müller, have preferred indirect resistance, somehow in accordance with the indirectness of the disciplinary and doctrinal changes put forward in the document. While these changes are left indirect in Amoris Laetitia itself, they have since been sustained and made perfectly clear by a series of declarations issued and actions taken by the pope and his closest counselors, like Card. Kasper, Card. Schönborn, Card. Coccopalmerio, Card. Maradiaga, and Fr. Spadaro, among others.

In the light of this grave situation, last September, a group of four cardinals (Burke, Caffarra, Brandmüller, and Meisner) presented the CDF with five dubia, asking essentially whether previous magisterial teaching about marriage and adultery and more in general about the absolute binding force of negative commandments is still in vigor. These dubia went unanswered, so the cardinals made them public, opening them to general debate, and so encouraging a discussion among the laity as well. And the debate has been growing, although only a few bishops and a group of 23 scholars have openly supported these dubia.

Since then, three ways of action have been taken by the world episcopacy. In one camp sit those faithful to traditional teaching who have issued “lines of interpretation” in accordance with Amoris Laetitia and have not been censored by the pope. In the second camp, those who favor the change have made more explicit the permission to sacramental Communion and have openly been approved and thanked by the pope. Finally, in the third camp, the vast majority of bishops have chosen silence, in this way not contradicting traditional teaching and at the same time avoiding a possible clash with the pope. It is not an exaggeration to say that so confused a situation has never been recorded inside the Catholic Church in 2,000 years.

Among the six contributions given on April 22, we focus on four – namely, those who present the main doctrinal points, in relation to the plea of clarity being urgently presented to the pope. In order to have a synthetic view and avoid repetition, I will take Prof. Farrow’s conference as a guideline, because it seems to me that it contains the most complete overview of the doctrinal problems posed by Amoris Laetitia, put into a historical perspective and in relation to previous heresies in the history of Christianity. Then I shall add relevant contributions to particular aspects, taken from the other conferences.

Prof. Douglas Farrow: A Divided God

Douglas Farrow, in fact, went directly to the main doctrinal problems posed by Amoris Laetitia, tracing their remote origin as far as the Marcionite heresy in the second century A.D.

Marcion, an original thinker among the wider stream of Gnostic interpretations of Christianity, directly opposed the God of the Old Testament, just but not good, inferior to the God of the New Testament, the Father of Jesus, good and merciful, but not just. To coherently achieve such an ambitious goal, Marcion had to put “Scripture against Scripture,” and he didn’t refrain from cutting away as “spurious” large parts of the New Testament, because, of course, many passages from the N.T. bear testimony to the identity of the supposed “two Gods.” In a similar vein, many passages of the O.T. had to be arbitrarily set aside in order to make this proposal coherent – namely, all those that speak of God’s goodness and mercy.
Now, as St. Irenaeus correctly noted, this way of thinking introduces a contradiction in the very notion of God, because it sees in opposition two perfections that are really interdependent and that cannot be rationally thought of as separate from each other.

Quoting directly St. Irenaeus:

That they might remove the rebuking and judicial power from the Father, reckoning that as unworthy of God, and thinking that they had found out a God without anger and merely kind or good, they have alleged that one God judges but that another saves. (Adversus Haereses III.25)

By thus dividing God, the Marcionites unwittingly deny “the intelligence and justice of both deities,” putting an end to deity altogether:

For, if the judicial one is not also good enough to bestow favors upon the deserving and to direct reproofs against those requiring them, he will appear neither a just nor a wise judge. On the other hand, the good God, if he is merely good and not one who tests those upon whom he shall send his goodness, will be beyond both goodness and justice; his goodness will seem imperfect, as not saving all who deserve it, if it be not accompanied with judgment.

Prof. Farrow comments:

Today, our neo-Marcionites are more subtle. They do not speak of two gods, but they do speak of the one God, as if he lacked judgment or could be known only by way of his mercy. They say they are serving this one God when they accompany non-judgmentally all who desire their accompaniment. “Judge not, that you be not judged” – here is a Scripture – indeed, a dominical saying – of which they are quite certain. Very good. But they forget to speak to those whom they accompany of the judgment of God, which is a very different matter than the judgment of mere men. They forget to speak to them of the holiness without which no one will see God. They think that to speak thus is intrusive, insensitive, rigid, or at all events unrealistic. Who would willingly listen to such a thing? Who wants to hear of the judgment of God?

So, in reality, this strange and contradictory doctrine is due to “a persistent moral problem, for it is a feature of fallen man that he projects his own disorder into the heavens, imagining strife in God as the real source of his own strife.”

Fallen man, left to his own forces, we may add, doesn’t really want sanctification, but nevertheless, he fears the consequences of his sin, so he turns to a doctrine that says that “justification is possible without sanctification” – that is, mercy without justice. So, Prof. Farrow concludes, connecting Marcion with Luther, “[the Council of] Trent has been undone.”

Prof. Farrow goes on to emphasize that, in order to attack such a central doctrine as the Catholic doctrine of sanctification and justification, the whole Tradition must be put on the bench of the accused:

Now, to divide God, it is necessary to divide his Revelation: not just Scripture from Scripture, but Scripture from Tradition. Tradition itself is regarded with suspicion as that which confines us in error rather than that which maintains us in the truth. So they do it violence. And their violence extends, as Cardinal Sarah (The Catholic World Report, 31 March 2017) recently observed, as far as the Gospel itself. In his remarks to a colloquium on the tenth anniversary of Summorum Pontificum, he speaks of “a horrible, outrageous thing that seems like the desire for … a complete break with the Church’s past” – as if “the apostolic Church and the Christian communities in the early centuries of Christianity understood nothing of the Gospel,” as if the Gospel has remained all but unrecognized until our own time, as if it were “only in our era that the plan of salvation brought by Jesus has been understood”!

To better understand the historical connection that links the Lutheran tenet of the destruction of Tradition with the present situation, Prof. Farrow briefly mentions the Modernist doctrine defended by Fr. Ernesto Buonaiuti at the beginning of the twentieth century, “whose handling of Scripture and Tradition is thoroughly Protestant in spirit even where it is Catholic in form. The outright rejection of [Pope St. Pius X’s landmark anti-Modernist encyclical] Pascendi Dominici Gregis marks a turning point of sorts in Catholicism,” which explains how “we should eventually be presented with a puzzle like Amoris Laetitia.”

Although the Second Vatican Council made a strong mention of Tradition (Prof. Farrow quotes Dei Verbum 7-10), it’s not difficult to see that a Protestant view of Scripture thoroughly penetrated Catholic theology and exegesis. “The function of the Magisterium,” Prof. Farrow explains, “is therefore in doubt. The new voice of authority is that of the conscience.”

Finally, the destruction of Tradition leads to the misconstruction of conscience itself:

Our present problem – and a major component of the current crisis – is that conscience is being misconstrued as a source of moral authority alongside natural and divine law: a source capable of overriding not merely the ius canonicum and sacramental discipline, but dominical teaching and the lex credendi, on which such discipline is based.

In reference to the dubia, Prof. Farrow rightly points out that the heart of the doctrinal problem we face can be synthesized in the fifth dubium:

After asking for clarification, in the first dubium, regarding a single type of situation – sexual relations that, because of Jesus’s own words, have always been regarded as adulterous: are they adulterous or are they not? – the burden of the others comes to rest in the fifth, regarding the role of conscience in relation to Scripture and Tradition:

After Amoris Laetitia (n. 303) does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor 56, based on Sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, which excludes a creative interpretation of the role of conscience and emphasizes that conscience can never be authorized to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object?

Finally, Prof. Farrow expounds on the practical consequences of this change:
Where the conscience is excused from reckoning with the intrinsic nature of an act, and set directly to wrestling with the subjective and circumstantial and consequential dimensions of the act, the requisite contrition, penance, and absolution will be quite different. And this will have implications for the external forum also. What was once regarded as adultery, and hence as a disqualification for Communion, will now be regarded as a new form of fidelity, and hence as a qualification – in which case, the Eucharist itself will be made witness to this fidelity that was once an infidelity.

I said earlier that the dubia, having been deemed necessary, are necessarily in need of an answer. But it is not so simple as that. Considered substantively, and not merely procedurally, the dubia are indeed necessary, but the fifth, at least, cannot be answered – or rather, the only possible answer would be to withdraw the offending section of Amoris Laetitia and to correct or clarify the premises, appearing elsewhere, which support that section.

This last remark is especially important: many voices, in the last months, have expressed the desire that the dubia be answered, of course in a way coherent with traditional teaching. But here Prof. Farrow correctly points out that this would not be enough, because, if one regards VS 56 as still valid, based as it is in Scripture and Tradition, then a positive answer to the fifth dubium cannot coherently coexist with Amoris Laetitia’s Chapter 8 and also with the premises to it that appear elsewhere in the document. On reflection, the same reasoning must be applied to the other four dubia as well, for the very reason that they ultimately depend on the fifth. So, really, the presentation of the dubia logically amounts to a petition of withdrawing AL’s Chapter 8 and supporting passages (which should be precisely identified). Until this is done, a lethal contradiction will remain between the present Magisterium and Tradition and continue to be a source of persistent infection and schism within the Church.

Prof. Claudio Pierantoni: Heretical Popes and the Four Levels of Danger

Prof. Pierantoni’s conference also puts the present controversy into a historical perspective, but from a different point of view: he tries to compare the examples of “heretical popes” of the ancient Church – namely, Liberius and Honorius I – with the present case. The case of Honorius is especially interesting for our purpose, because he was formally condemned by the Third Council of Constantinople (A.D. 681), the sixth ecumenical council in Church history, for his affirmation of the doctrine of the “one will” in Christ, whereas the Council solemnly proclaimed the doctrine of the “two wills,” divine and human, which follows logically from the doctrine, previously established in the Council of Chalcedon (A.D. 451), of the “two natures” united in the one Person of Christ. Then Pope Leo II confirmed Honorius’s condemnation by the Council, adding a formal censure to the negligence of Honorius, which permitted the spreading of the heresy. So we can here observe that the condemnation of a pope may be based not only on a formal heresy, but also on practical conduct on a pope’s part that tolerates heresy or, in the present case of Francis, even favors it openly.

Synthesizing the comparison between the ancient popes and the present case, Prof. Pierantoni states:

However, despite their differences, taken in a general way, the two cases of Liberius and Honorius have an important point in common, and that is the fact that both their interventions took place while the process of formulating the respective dogmas was still in progress, the Trinitarian one in the case of Liberius and the Christological one in the case of Honorius. … Now, this point that unites the doctrinal deviation of the two popes of antiquity is undoubtedly their extenuating circumstance, but unfortunately this same thing is the point that contrasts them to the doctrinal deviation that is occurring during the current pontificate, which instead has a strong aggravating factor in [Pope Francis’s] setting himself [not] against doctrines not yet [clear], or in the process of being formulated, but against doctrines that, in addition to being firmly anchored in Tradition, have also already been exhaustively debated in recent decades and clarified in detail by the recent Magisterium. So this is not only a deviation of the Magisterium from Tradition taken in general, but also a direct contradiction of the pronouncements of the very recent Magisterium.

After that, analyzing in more detail the case of Francis, Prof. Pierantoni highlights four levels of doctrinal error contained in Amoris Laetitia, showing how the accumulation of arguments, supposedly in favor of his proposal, leads the pope to put in grave danger fundamental elements of Christian doctrine.

On the first level, the indissolubility of marriage, although verbally stated, is put in doubt practically if someone cohabiting is admitted to Communion.

Since that appears to be highly problematic, on a second level, an emphasis is made in the document about the subjective situation of ignorance or unconsciousness that may exculpate what, objectively speaking, is adultery – but this, Prof. Pierantoni observes, contrasts sharply with the emphasis the document puts on discernment and accompaniment. In fact, what appears to be directly contradictory is how a person in the process of accurate discernment may still be supposed to be “ignorant” or “unconscious.”

Trying (more or less consciously) to escape this contradiction, AL sinks into a third level of doctrinal deformation, supposing that through discernment, one may discover that one’s situation, which objectively contradicts the Commandments, and therefore the Natural Law, may be something that is not only permitted, but actually asked by God in that situation. That, Prof. Pierantoni stresses, is contradictory with the very essence of Natural Law, which is not an extrinsic or merely positive law, but reflects the very nature of the human being:

To serve as a simple comparison for us: the positive law that governs the movement of a car in a certain country is one thing; the instruction booklet written by the vehicle manufacturer is another thing. If I exceed a speed limit for a vital emergency, let us suppose, I can also be morally justified, because the rule, while just in itself, however, is not absolute, because it is not intrinsically linked to the essence of the vehicle. If, on the other hand, I contravene the directive of the manufacturer, who tells me that the car was designed to run on gasoline, no emergency or exception, certainly no discernment, will serve to ensure that the car could run with diesel. 
To use diesel is therefore a bad thing not because it is “forbidden” by some external law, but because it is intrinsically irrational, because it contradicts the very nature of the vehicle.

Therefore, to suppose that the Natural Law may admit exceptions is a true and proper contradiction. It is a supposition that does not understand its true essence and therefore confuses it with positive law.

This confusion between Natural Law and positive law clearly accounts for AL’s violent (and justly resented) attacks on “legalists.” In fact, in Jesus’s idea, the Pharisees are often wrong because they rigidly stick to “precepts of men” (positive laws), putting aside fundamental divine laws, whereas there certainly is no hint in the Gospel that Jesus criticizes someone for sticking to the Ten Commandments!

And now we get to the fourth level of doctrinal deformation, because Natural Law is of course the very Law that the Author of Nature has given. The Divine Person of Christ, namely the Logos, the Word who was in the beginning (John 1:1), is precisely He through whom all things came to exist (John 1:3). In short, to speak of the Natural Law as if it were a mere positive and fallible law, a humanly conceived general rule that may have exceptions, is to misconstrue the divine nature of the Person of Christ, God’s Word – so it is tantamount to doing away with the very essence of the Gospel and the whole of Revelation, which is of course the direct expression of God’s personal Word and the manifestation of the Father Himself: “the only begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him” (John 1:18).

In conclusion:

What … leaps to the attention in the current situation is precisely the underlying doctrinal deformation that, as skillful as it may be in evading directly heterodox formulations, still maneuvers, in a coherent way, to carry forward an attack not only against particular dogmas like the indissolubility of marriage and the objectivity of the moral law, but even against the very concept of right doctrine, and with it, of the very person of Christ as Logos. The first victim of this doctrinal deformation is precisely the pope, who I hazard to conjecture is hardly aware of this, a victim of a generalized epochal alienation from Tradition in large segments of theological teaching. After him, there are innumerable victims who fall into deception. …

In the light of all this, it therefore becomes more necessary than ever, as initially provided for at least by Cardinal Burke, to make a further act of courage, truth, and charity, on the part of the cardinals, but also of the bishops and then of all the qualified laity who would like to adhere to it. In such a serious situation of danger for the faith and of generalized scandal, it is not only licit, but even obligatory for an inferior to fraternally correct his superior, always done in charity. Even the hierarchical or religious obedience must not be used, in this case of general danger, as an excuse to silence the truth.

So Prof. Pierantoni stresses the importance and urgency of fraternal correction, which would neither be “an act of hostility nor a lack of respect nor an act of disobedience.” Much less would it provoke a schism, since “there is no record … that any of the cardinals would want to hold that Francis is not the pope, and even less that someone wants to get himself elected anti-pope. The true schism, which is increasing every day, is rather a de facto one that only a fraternal correction may restrain.”

A fraternal correction would be “nothing other than a declaration of truth: caritas in veritate. The pope, even before being pope, is our brother, and this is therefore a primordial duty of charity toward him. We will be called to account for his destiny, as well as that of all those who rely on his guidance.”

Now, complementing Douglas Farrow’s proposal with my own, I add that a correction, to be really decisive, should ask that AL, Chapter 8 be withdrawn, along with passages that are meant to prepare it.

Prof. Thibaud Collin: Conscience above Christ

Thirdly, we shall take into account Prof. Thibaud Collin, who focused on the problem of conscience and its misconstruction in Amoris Laetitia. Prof. Collin too puts AL into a historical perspective, this time reminding us of the resistance against Pope Paul VI’s Humanae Vitae, which restated the Church’s complete opposition to contraception.

Compared to Humanae Vitae, the situation with Amoris Laetitia involves an inversion of roles: Prof. Collin sees a striking similarity between HV’s critics and the present papal document. In fact, both propose to treat the objective requirements of the moral law as an ideal, an “optional choice” that may fit some privileged people in ideal situations but is not binding for all Catholics. He mentions the “pastoral note on HV of French Bishops of November 1968, §16,” which practically left the observance of HV to subjective and situational judgment, with a reference to “conflict of duties,” an argument very similar to the one proposed in AL.

Collin observes:

This reception was practically a liquidation. Moral normativity was transformed into a mere suggestion, reserved to the most zealous among the faithful, to those who live in optimal conditions to live it.

In short, Prof. Collin concludes, “it was a pastoral fiasco.”

In practice, out of fear of proposing true change of a sinful situation, many shepherds preferred a kind of indefinite “accompaniment.” “Toward what?” Prof. Collin asks.

A pastoral “bougisme” [movement for the sake of movement] can exist, a kind of ”infinite progress,” of which the finality is hidden, because it is identified with the end of an almost endless path, in any case a distant one, and lost in a mist. But the finality of Christian life is not in the future; it’s in the present: the loving union with God, who offers with generosity the grace for us to consent freely to it. That never goes without the Cross, but Jesus waits there for us.

Complementing Profs. Farrow’s and Pierantoni’s remarks, Prof. Collin rightly points out that what we observe in AL’s proposal is a “shifting from erroneous conscience to an objectivation of error”: “The Law of God is here nothing more than an element that must be weighed among other elements, concrete and particular.” 
The Divine Law is perceived as “abstract,” and “the concrete possibilities of the faithful are invoked as criteria in order to determine God’s will.” In this way, the author asks, “How can we avoid that divine mercy is turned into worldly tolerance?”

In fact, this perception of Divine Law as “abstract” is much “more Kantian than Christian”; it is “a legalist and worldly conception of [Divine] Law.”

On the contrary, the author stresses:

God’s Law is also eminently personal and concrete, because it is a Law written in every person’s heart. God, for example, tells me: “If you want to adore me and be happy, love your spouse and be faithful to her.”

AL’s “sociologism” and “pedagogism” are “contrary to God’s design, revealed and entrusted to the Church. It’s contrary to the good that everybody can realize with God’s omnipotent grace.” Because “nothing is impossible to God.”

Prof. Collin aptly concludes with words from the Council of Trent:

But no one, however much justified, should consider himself exempt from the observance of the commandments; no one should make use of that rash statement forbidden under an anathema by the Fathers, that the commandments of God are impossible to observe for a man who is justified. For God does not command impossibilities, but by commanding admonishes you both to do what you can do, and to pray for what you cannot do, and assists you that you may be able” (St. Augustine, De Natura et Gratia 43), “whose commandments are not heavy” (1 John 5:3), “whose yoke is sweet and whose burden is light” (Matt. 11:30). (Council of Trent, Sess. VI, Cum hoc tempore, cap. 11, Denzinger 1536)

Prof. Anna Silvas: No Orthodox Interpretation
Finally, we shall now turn to Prof. Anna Silvas’ contribution, which, in a sharp synthesis, relentlessly unmasks our Church’s tragic situation. She starts with a brief mention of the “spirit of modernity” and the critical situation the Church lived in the immediate aftermath of Vatican II. After that, she says:

Under St. John Paul II, we seemed to have something of a “push-back” for a while, at least in some areas, especially his intense explication of the nuptial mystery of our first creation, in support of Humanae Vitae. This continued under Benedict XVI, with some attempt to address liturgical decay and the moral “filth” of clerical sexual abuse. We had hoped that some remediation at least was in train. Now, in the few short years of Pope Francis’s pontificate, the stale and musty spirit of the seventies has resurged, bringing with it seven other demons. And if we were in any doubt about this before, Amoris Laetitia and its aftermath in the past year make it perfectly clear that this is our crisis. That this alien spirit appears to have finally swallowed up the See of Peter, dragging ever widening cohorts of compliant higher Church leadership into its net, is its most dismaying, and indeed shocking, aspect to many of us, the Catholic lay faithful.

Prof. Silvas goes on to confront the issue of different interpretations, and particularly of the attempt to interpret the text in an orthodox way. This she finds “very strange”:

There is one group, however, whose approach I find very strange: the intentionally orthodox among higher prelates and theologians who treat the turmoil arising from Amoris Laetitia as a matter of “misinterpretations.” They will focus on the text alone, abstracted from any of the known antecedents in the words and acts of Pope Francis himself or its wider historical context. It is as if they interpose a chasm that cannot be crossed between the person of the pope on the one hand, over whose signature this document was published, and the “text” of the document on the other hand. With the Holy Father safely quarantined out of all consideration, they are free to address the problem, which they identify as “misuse” of the text. They then express the pious plea that the Holy Father “correct” these errors.

No doubt the perceived constraints of piety to the successor of Peter account for these contorted maneuvers. I know, I know! We have been facing down that conundrum for a year or longer. But to any sane and thoughtful reader, who, in the words of the 45 Theologians’ Censures, is “not trying to twist the words of the document in any direction, but … take the natural or the immediate impression of the meaning of the words to be correct,” this smacks of a highly wrought artificiality.

Pope Francis’s “intent” in this text is perfectly recoverable from the text itself, reading normally and naturally and without filters.

It clearly appears, we may add, that even isolating the text, without analyzing the general context, is not sufficient to exculpate AL; the intention behind it is very clear. Prof. Silvas’ analysis, and the examples that follow, complement here what we saw in Prof. Pierantoni’s conference about doctrines that are clearly implied, although not directly and formally stated. Just one example among the various she gives:

The first of the cardinals’ five dubia concludes: “Can the expression ‘in certain cases’ found in Note 351 of the exhortation Amoris Laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio [as husband and wife]?” Without doubt, a papal clarification of the intent in this footnote is of urgent importance to the Church. Nevertheless, what the pope intended is clear from the beginning of this current section, number 301. His topic is “those living in ‘irregular situations.’” All that is said a few lines later about those in situations of objective sin growing in grace and charity and sanctification, maybe with the help of the sacraments … is posted under this heading of “irregular situations.”

So what the dubium asks is not really so dubious; it is unambiguously conveyed by the text of AL, Chapter 8, although not directly formulated.

Prof. Silvas concludes this section as follows:

And there are many other instances like this. As early as the preface, he alerts us that “everyone should feel challenged by Chapter Eight” and then late in that chapter (308) admits obliquely that his approach may leave room for confusion. Let us believe him: this is his intent, which is not all that difficult to grasp.

Then Prof. Silvas cites a few well known episodes that confirm the pope’s intentions – whereupon she stunningly concludes:

Pope Francis, I am sure, is very well aware of the doctrine of papal infallibility, knows how high are its provisos – and is astute enough never to trigger its mechanism. 
The unique prestige of the papacy in the Catholic Church, together with the practical affective papalism of many Catholics, however, is a useful asset, and all of these he will exploit to the full. For to Francis, and we have to grasp this, infallibility doesn’t matter, it doesn’t matter at all, if he can continue to be the sort of change agent in the Church he wants to be. That this is his spirit we learn in AL 3, where he says: “Unity of teaching and practice is certainly necessary in the Church, but this does not preclude various ways of interpreting some aspects of that teaching or drawing certain consequences from it. This will always be the case as the Spirit guides us towards the entire truth (cf. John 16:13), until he leads us fully into the mystery of Christ and enables us to see all things as he does.”

But I think “the spirit” to which Francis so soothingly alludes has more to do with Hegel’s Geist than with the Holy Spirit of whom our blessed Lord speaks, the Spirit of Truth whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor knows him (cf. John 14:17). The Hegelian Geist, on the other hand, manifests itself in the midst of contradictions and oppositions, surmounting them in a new synthesis, without eliminating the polarities or reducing one to the other. This is the Gnostic spirit of the cult of modernity.

So Francis will pursue his agenda without papal infallibility, and without fussing about magisterial pronouncements. He tells us so in the third paragraph of AL: “since ‘time is greater than space,’ I would make it clear that not all discussions of doctrinal, moral or pastoral issues need to be settled by interventions of the magisterium.” We are in a world of dynamic fluidity here, of starting open-ended processes, of sowing seeds of desired change that will triumph over time. Other theorists – you have here, in Italy, Gramsci and his manifesto of cultural Marxism – teach how to achieve revolution by stealth. So within the Church, Francis and his collaborators deal with the matter of doctrine, not by confronting theory head on, because if they did so, they would be defeated, but by an incremental change of praxis, played to the siren song of plausible persuasions, until the praxis is sufficiently built up over time[.]

So, Prof. Silvas concludes, it is unjust to blame supposedly bad interpretations of this text:

I think it an injustice to blame these bishops for “misuse” of AL. No, they have drawn the conclusions patent to any thoughtful, unblinkered reader of this papal document. The blame, however, and the tragedy for the Church, lies in the intent embedded and articulated well enough in Amoris Laetitia itself, and in the naïve papalism on the part of bishops, that has so poor a purchase on the Church’s imperishable obedience of faith, that it cannot perceive when it is under most dangerous attack, even from that most lofty quarter.

In this game of subterfuge and incremental intent, the elaborate talk of painstaking “discernment” and “accompaniment” of difficult moral situations has a definite function – as a temporary blind for the ultimate goal. Have we not seen how the dark arts of the “hard case” work in secular politicking, used to pivot the next tranche of social re-engineering? So now in the politics of the Church. The final result will be precisely in accord with Archbishop Bergoglio’s tacit practice for years in Buenos Aires. Make no mistake: the endgame is a more or less indifferent permission for any who presents for Holy Communion. And so we attain the longed for haven of all-inclusiveness and “mercy”: the terminal trivialization of the Eucharist, of sin and repentance, of the sacrament of Matrimony, of any belief in objective and transcendent truth, the evisceration of language, and of any stance of compunction before the living God, the God of Holiness and Truth. If I may adapt here a saying of St. Thomas Aquinas: “Mercy without truth is the mother of dissolution” (Super Matthaeum, V, l.2). [The original statement is “Mercy without justice is the mother of dissolution.”]

In this gloomy situation, Prof. Silvas, too, reminds our cardinals of the promised correction:

Is it still a possibility – the cardinals’ proposed fraternal correction of the pope? We heard of this last November, and it surely lifted our beleaguered spirits. But now it is the end of April, and nothing has come of it. I cannot help but think of that passage from Shakespeare – There is a tide in the affairs of men… – and wonder if the tide has come and gone, and we the lay faithful are left stranded again.

Although striking here a note of skepticism regarding what result could really come out of it, still Prof. Silvas pleads:

Well, I hope so, dear cardinals, I hope so. We, the faithful, beg you: forget about calculating prudent outcomes. Real prudence should tell you when it is the right time for courageous witness, whose other name is martyrdom.

In the final part of her conference, Anna Silvas also struck a contemplative note of hope, talking especially to laity and the ability we have to resist the false spirit even without enjoying institutional power, either in the Church or in the world. She made reference to Rod Dreher’s recent book, The Benedict Option, that indicates the necessity of concentrating in our families or small communities, where silent work, profound prayer, and the practice of virtues in a hidden, apparently insignificant existence (like that of J.R.R. Tolkien’s Hobbits in The Lord of the Rings) can be the most “politically effective” action, just like the silent work and prayer of medieval monks during the fall of the Roman Empire and the chaos that followed.

This final exhortation to a contemplative and hidden action makes even more profound sense if we put it in relation with the previous remark Prof. Silvas made about Card. Newman’s famous “notes” that distinguish true doctrinal development from corruption:

The seventh note is “chronic vigor.” Over time, a corruption shows itself to be exceedingly vigorous – but only at the beginning of the “infection,” since it does not possess the life to sustain itself in the long term. It will run its course and die out. The Life of Grace, however, possesses in itself the Divine Life and will therefore throw off in the course of time all that militates against it. Truth perdures. There will be moments of high drama, but, eventually, it must necessarily prevail.

But certainly, it may be noted, this exhortation to contemplation does not exclude the exhortation to martyrdom. On the contrary, we may correctly say that it prepares martyrdom and makes it possible.

* * *

So, in a final summary and conclusion of these four conferences, we can say the following.

1. A deep doctrinal crisis is showing itself in the Catholic Church, of which the access to Communion is only the tip of the iceberg, a sample of a profound doctrinal deformation that reaches to the most fundamental truths about God and Christ.

2. This crisis is now infecting the highest ranking people in the Church, including the papacy itself, although a strong resistance is manifested by a minority of the clergy and the laity, showing the sane reaction of a vital body to an infection.
3. In this spiritual fight, we must certainly rediscover the coherence and depth of our doctrine, but also deepen our prayer and contemplative dimension, which can nourish our charity and our faith in the ultimate triumph of Truth.

4. In light of all this, a clear and definite testimony – martyrdom – is now urgently needed, on the part of all cardinals, bishops, clergy, and laity who are aware of this tragedy – a fraternal correction that speaks frankly to the pope and his counselors, that states the truth beyond all human calculation and false prudence.

5. This correction must necessarily include not only the plea for a clarification, but also the plea for an outright withdrawal (or at least a thorough rewording) of AL, Chapter 8 and all passages that prepare the heretical doctrines that are clearly there implied.
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1. "It is not an exaggeration to say that so confused a situation has never been recorded inside the Catholic Church in 2,000 years." Indeed, this is the reality that we face. There is no credible excuse for the Pope to remain silent regarding the dubia submitted via the four courageous cardinals, all within accord with the age old tradition of the Church and in perfect harmony with well-established Doctrines and Disciplines of the Roman Catholic Church. In fact, the dubia submitted are all essential well defined elements of the Catholic Faith, so much so that every Catholic News outlet should be reporting daily on the Holy Father's failure to address them. The fact that the majority have not is in and of itself a scandal of great proportion.

We are in a place and time in the Church unprecedented by History and the fact that the vast majority of Bishops and Cardinals have remained silent about it is a testimony against them that will resonate throughout eternity.

May God deliver us from these wolves and hirelings. Amen. –Fr. RP
2. Wasn't St John Fisher the only martyr amongst the Bishops of his time whilst the rest stayed silent? Yes, dear Bishops, Christ is calling you out of your 'comfort zone'; who will you follow, the sheep or the goats and we all know where that will end!!!

3. Francis would blithely dismiss these scholars as "rigid" "Doctors of the law" and probably add a few other pejoratives as well. He was back at it today in the Domus Sancta Marthae, with his daily rant.....excuse me......homily.....about "rigid" young people in the Church.
Pope Francis: Many young people in the Church have fallen into the "temptation of rigidity"
No, Francis. These young people are the Church's future and they believe in toto what the Church teaches. They've had enough of faithless old has-beens like you who've emptied the seminaries and the pews by your compromises with the world and your groveling before the zeitgeist in search of worldly acclaim.

4. This heretical, modern pope has tried very hard, any which way he can to confuse, divide, mess up, dictate and undermine all faithful Catholics in order to destroy Christ's Church. Better obey God and hold dearly tradition that has been true for almost 2000 years. Don't lose heart, God is with us.

Cardinal Müller: Dubia cardinals raise ‘legitimate questions’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/cardinal-mueller-ewtn-interview-on-amoris-laetitia-sspx-deaconesses EXTRACT
By Claire Chretien, Vatican City, National Catholic Register May 31, 2017
Cardinal Gerhard Müller, who as the Prefect for the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) is the Vatican's official doctrine chief, has commented on bishops' conferences coming up with different interpretations of Amoris Laetitia, the possibility of female deacons, and pro-abortion population controllers' participation in a recent Vatican conference.
Müller gave a wide-ranging interview to EWTN's Raymond Arroyo on his show The World Over. It aired last week. 

The cardinal also addressed the status of Rome's reconciliation efforts with the Society of St. Pius X (SSPX) and the "crisis in the liturgy" plaguing the Church.

Müller defended the pope's controversial exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which Arroyo noted has caused "reams of paper and ink" to be spilled about what it "intends and what it means," particularly in chapter eight. Müller noted Pope Francis often spoke about the "rehabilitation of the Catholic understanding of marriage only and exclusively with one man and one woman because that is the will of God."
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The main reason of the two synods on the family "and then the result in Amoris Laetitia is to underline the importance of the marriage and the families and the marriage, especially the marriage between baptized persons as the sacrament," said Müller. "[It] is absolutely impossible that the Pope, as the successor of St. Peter and the vicar of Jesus Christ for the universal Church, presents a doctrine which is plainly against the words of Jesus Christ."
Critics of Amoris Laetitia say it allows divorced and remarried Catholics without an annulment to receive the Sacraments sacrilegiously. Supporters of the exhortation, like Cardinal Walter Kasper, agree it does this, but say that's a good thing. Others say Amoris Laetitia must be read through the lens of all other Church documents, meaning there's no way a footnote could change 2,000 years of doctrine and practice.

Müller argued that Pope Francis is simply trying to "have in his sight...all these people who are living in the secularized society have not full understanding what is Christian life and thinking." 

"His thinking is all those people who are not so linked with the Church and have some difficulties, we must lead them, as good pastors until this point, until they could accept completely the Christian doctrine and Christian life and our understanding," said Müller. He implied that the way footnote 351 is written means there must be valid sacramental Confession for a "remarried" divorcé without an annulment to receive Holy Communion.

There must be "inner conversion of the heart, penitence," and "the clear will to not sin [at] the next opportunity" on the part of the penitent in order for him or her to receive Holy Communion, he said. "In this case, if they [the adulterous couple] are ready to live as sisters and brothers, [it] could be in some cases possible" for them to receive the Sacraments.

It's not possible for a man to have two wives, one legal and one sacramental, said Müller. "We don't accept polygamy."

Müller said it's "not Catholic" for bishops' conferences to come up with their own interpretations of Amoris Laetitia. The bishops of Buenos Aires issued a directive to priests, of which Pope Francis said "there is no other interpretation," instructing them to give Communion to "remarried" divorcés without annulments in some cases. Other bishops have said sacramental practice is to remain the same in their dioceses. 

"It is not good that the bishops’ conference[s] are making official interpretation[s] of the pope," said Müller. "That is not Catholic. We have this document of the Pope and it must be read in the context of the complete Catholic tradition. We don’t have two [Magisteriums], one of the Pope and another one of the bishops. I think it is a misunderstanding... [that] could make damage for the Catholic Church."

The content of the dubia are "legitimate questions to the pope," said Müller, but he said the "public discussion and tensions" between the pope and "some cardinals" is "not good in our world of the mass media." Enemies of the Church are "glad" to see such "confusion."

And "misunderstandings of the both sides" of the debate have "to do with ideological view of things and prejudices." Some camps "argued too ideologically" during the synods, he said. "It’s not good to make a pressure only or to enter as a pressure group for own ideas in the synod."

"There is a problem the Church [has] in the world of today: that we have two wings, ideological wings, extremes – and everybody want[s] to win the battle against the other one," he continued. "But we have one revelation [that] is coming from God and the Revelation, the word of God unifies the believers. And [it] is not our task to unify, in a totalitarian way, everybody must think like me, because the thinking of another person is not important for my salvation. Only the word of God can unify the Church and can save everybody."

[…]
A full transcript of the interview can be read on Arroyo's Facebook page.

The Pope, the Hypocrisy, the Yes Yes, No No, Amoris Laetitia, the Dubia, and the Synod of Bishops with a Pre-cooked ending

https://onepeterfive.com/pope-hypocrisy-yes-yes-no-no-amoris-laetitia-dubia-synod-bishops-pre-cooked-ending
By Marco Tosatti, June 13, 2017

Two days ago [on June 6th] in Santa Marta, the Pontiff addressed the issue of hypocrisy. Vatican Radio reported all his words*, of which we here offer some excerpts:

We know how much hypocrisy can be a defect of ecclesiastical circles, of those who “speak and judge” [one way] but think something else. This is hypocrisy.

“And hypocrisy is not the language of Jesus. Hypocrisy is not the language of Christians.

A Christian cannot be a hypocrite and a hypocrite is not a Christian. So this is clear. This is the word that Jesus uses the most with these people: hypocrite. Let’s see how these people proceed. The hypocrite is always a flatterer or in a greater or lesser tone, but he is a flatterer “… Another aspect emphasized is that of deception:” The language of hypocrisy is the language of deceit, it is the same language the serpent used with Eve.” It begins with flattery, he said, and ends up destroying people; it even “tears to pieces the personality and the soul of a person. It destroys communities.” “When there are hypocrites in a community – he warned – there is a great danger there, there is a very awful danger”. The Lord Jesus told us: “‘Let your speech be yes, yes, no, no. Anything more than this is from the evil one.'”.

“Hypocrisy is so bad for the Church,” the Pontiff said bitterly. And he warned against “those Christians who fall into this sinful attitude that kills.” He concluded with a prayer: “Let us ask the Lord to keep us from falling into this habit of hypocrisy, of the attitude, of putting on makeup, but with bad intentions. May the Lord give us this grace: ‘Lord, let me never be a hypocrite, that I may know to tell the truth and if I cannot speak it, to keep silent, but never, ever, hypocrisy’.”
Reading these words, some things came back to my mind, written on the occasion of the double Synod on the Family, which gave birth to Amoris Laetitia, and the “Dubia”, to which a simple answer was requested, yes or no (see above …) that never came, and perhaps will never come.* * *

I’ll start with the most recent episode. On San Pietro e Dintorni, on May 9, 2016, I reported a piece of news – a statement by a person which has never been questioned. I wrote: 

“In a recent conference, at which you can read here the report on Zonalocale, the archbishop of Vasto, Mgr. Bruno Forte, revealed a behind the scenes moment of his discussions with Pope Francis, in relation to the Synod of Bishops on the family. The Pope confided in him: “If we speak explicitly about communion for divorced and remarried, you do not know what a terrible mess we will make. So we won’t speak plainly, do it in a way that the premises are there, then I will draw out the conclusions.”

Mons. Forte was Special Secretary of the Synod of Bishops, author of the controversial “interim relatio” repudiated by the President of the Assembly, Cardinal Erdö, and substantially not accepted by the Synod working groups.

And Msgr. Forte commented: “Typical of a Jesuit.” Adding that the apostolic exhortation “is not a new doctrine, but the merciful application of that of all time.”

If the anecdote told by Msgr. Forte is true, and there is no reason to doubt it, one may better understand the degree of confusion and ambiguity, as well as diversity of interpretations, aroused by the apostolic exhortation, that is, a deliberate lack of clarity that brings to mind the polemics and the secularist accusations that for centuries have marked the Society of Jesus – the result of a strategy planned since before the work of the Synod of 2014 had begun.

As an aside, and to illustrate the complexity, in order to call it, at least thus, a situation of the Church, we report what the head of Lefebvrian community, Msgr. Bernard Fellay, said on May 1: “… Let us ask God to help us understand this mystery a little better and understand that despite all human misery, despite the fact that even a pope is now saying unbelievable things on morality and trying to tell us that sin is the state of grace – what we are hearing today is unbelievable, unheard of! – well, despite that, this pope can still accomplish actions that sanctify and save. He can do good and he still does.”

If even they who are always so certain and secure experience perplexity, what about the poor Christians in the parishes?”
The second reference is further back. It dates back even to September 2014, BEFORE the first of the two Synods on the Family began. I was talking about the vexed question of the Eucharist to the divorced and remarried, and wrote :

“But anyhow! Cardinal Kasper, who already twenty years ago had his own idea about it, not accepted in those two kingdoms, saw in the advent of Bergoglio the opportunity to present it again. Despite the fact that from Manila to Berlin, from New York to Africa, the vast majority of his colleagues have, once again, reaffirmed the doctrine of the Church, based, unfortunately, on the words of Jesus; one of the few cases in which the statement appears sharp, clear, definite, and even questioned by professional pericope dissectors.

In short, things for Kasper & Co. did not have the air of going very well. But perhaps there is a way to help him. And to try to prevent the troublesome voices from being too loud.

The first step consists in asking that the written interventions be delivered well in advance, which was done. By September 8, those who wanted to make interventions at the Synod were to have submitted them.

Second: to carefully read all the interventions, and in the case that some of them were particularly spicy, before the difficult intervention, to give the floor to a speaker who already tried to answer, in whole or in part, the problems raised by the intervention itself.

Third: if some intervention appears simply problematic, to say that unfortunately there is insufficient time to give the floor to everyone, but that the text has been received, and remains on record, and certainly this will be taken into account in the final production.

And, in fact, the Synod will not be so important, but rather the synthesis that will be prepared, and that will bear the Pope’s signature as the “post-synodal Exhortation”. It is very likely that there will be a clear and definitive text, but based on a “fluctuating” interpretation, so that each one reading it, can pull out the part that most suits them.  

This is the humble observation of a poor reporter: but if one has such an elaborate and cunning plan, why talk about it in front of perfect strangers during a sumptuous dinner?”

The prelate who made all these interesting revelations, which history has also proved to be well founded, was one of the leaders, perhaps the main one, of the Synod, and worked in harmony with the Pope. Reading the words of the Pope about hypocrisy, I was reminded of these episodes, and the situation in which the Church lives, of suffering ambiguity from lack of a clear answer on the part of those who ought to give it: Yes, yes, No, no.

*To preserve the integrity of the original essay, we retained the link to the Italian report on the pope’s homily, in the event of translation discrepancies. The English version can be read here.
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1. The False Prophet.

It took 50 years of doctrinal, liturgical and catechetical chaos to prepare the ground for the arrival of this rogue. The soil had to be prepared. The Church first had to become accustomed to the sound of heresy, disbelief and apostasy spewing from the mouths of her clergy and bishops on a daily basis before the "man of sin" could take his seat. Our outrage had to be numbed, our sense of shock and horror had to be undermined. It would have been impossible, for instance, for this trash-talking, potty-mouthed heretic to have been elected immediately after Pius XII. The shock factor would have been through the stratosphere, the contrast with his predecessors too great.

Over half a century later, however, the Church is punch drunk. It has sustained too many heavy blows, too many scandals so that it hardly raises a murmur at the antics of this evil clown. We're almost comfortable with the idea that large numbers of the clergy are sodomites, heretics and modernists. We expect it now. Only in this poisoned atmosphere could a predator like Bergoglio survive and flourish.

The good news is that this is the end game. The darkest hour is just before the dawn and as bad as things are, our suffering is nearing an end. The purification is nearing its completion and although our suffering will increase for a short while, a smaller, more beautiful Church will emerge.
2. Yes, and fifty years have also given us a huge distrust of all priests, even those who continue to give the sacraments and behave themselves because they remain loyal to the modernist Church. The present situation may not be the darkest hour since Bergoglio has stacked the deck with his latest appointments.

3. At least I can die knowing that I have only ever said one flattering thing about Bergoglio. Unfortunately I called him a "Catholic" on one occasion. Mea culpa, mea culpa, mea maxima culpa. –Deacon Augustine
Saving Francis and Doctrine: Cardinal Müller’s Wager

http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/saving-francis-and-doctrine-cardinal-m
June 15, 2017
On May 25, 2017, the TV channel EWTN aired an interview with Cardinal Gerhard Ludwig Müller, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the occasion being the publication of his latest book, The Cardinal Müller Report: An Exclusive Interview on the State of the Church, by Ignatius Press. In the interview, the German cardinal touched on several sensitive subjects in the life of the Church.

One subject on which the voice of the prelate in charge of doctrine in Rome had long been awaited was the post-synodal Exhortation Amoris laetitia. When questioned on the confusion caused by a document that seems to authorize sacramental Communion in certain cases for divorced and civilly-remarried couples, Cardinal Müller answered that “it is absolutely impossible that the Pope, as the successor of St. Peter and the vicar of Jesus Christ, for the universal Church, presents a doctrine which is plainly against the words of Jesus Christ.” (Sic) The pope and the Magisterium, he continued, are “only the interpreter” of the words of Christ, and “the doctrine according to the indissolubility of the matrimony, of the sacramental matrimony is absolutely clear” (sic).

This claim set the tone for the interview, and the high-ranking prelate, while recalling the traditional doctrine on marriage, did his best to defend the pontifical authority that has been undermined for over a year now. Thus, in his opinion, Amoris laetitia meant to emphasize the importance of Christian marriage and – as far as the controversial paragraphs go – the Holy Father wanted to “help (…) all these people who are living in the secularized society have not full understanding what is Christian life and thinking” (sic).

The prelate believes that what is seen as ambiguity is a result of the fact that the pope did not wish to address marriage as a dilemma: “Either you accept all from the beginning or you are absolutely out.” The goal of the Exhortation was to convince those who are not living according to the principles of the Magisterium: “We must lead them, as good pastors to this point until they could accept completely the Christian doctrine and Christian life and our understanding” (sic).

Concerning Amoris laetitia’s most questionable passage, on sacramental Communion for divorced and civilly-remarried couples, the prelate brushed the objections aside with a wave of his hand: “Inner conversion of the heart, penitence and…you must have the clear will to not sin the next opportunity. And then this case if they are ready to live as sisters and brothers there could be in some cases possible but it’s not possible to live with two legal wives, one is with sacramental marriage, with the other only civilly. It’s not possible because we don’t accept polygamy” (sic). And yet the text signed the pope does not seem quite so unconditional…

In this context – and after explaining that doctrine and pastoral care are two sides of the same coin, and that one cannot contradict the other – Cardinal Müller pointed his finger at a comment by Fr. Antonio Spadaro, SJ —a Jesuit who makes no secret of the similarity between his views and the pope’s— that recently went viral on social media. According to the Jesuit, “Theology is not Mathematics. 2 + 2 in Theology can make 5.”  The German prelate contradicted this claim, insisting “that is not possible because we have theology”.

Then came a more uncomfortable question, on the recent interpretation of the Argentinian bishops, advocating a very broad application of Amoris laetitia’s dispositions – an option the pope himself has encouraged. The cardinal abandoned his reserve and declared that he is not happy with seeing “the bishops interpret the pope, the pope interpret the bishops” (sic); “we have some rules in how to act in the Church,” (sic) he explained.

As far as the “Dubia” submitted to the pope by four cardinals, Cardinal Müller said that when it comes down to it, the questions are legitimate, but he does regret the way it all “came out and was a public discussion”, thus creating “tensions between the Pope and some cardinals”. “That is not good in our world of the mass media,” he explained, adding that, “our enemies are glad (…) to see the Church in a certain confusion”.

When questioned on the possibility of an official recognition of the Society of Saint Pius X, Cardinal Müller answered: “It needs time. What we need is a deeper reconciliation, not only signing of a document” (sic).

The prelate lamented the fact that “some [members of the Society] are thinking we are the ‘right’ Catholics”. He believes the Society needs to “accept the Catholic creed and the Councils.” As far as the superiors of the Society are concerned, they remain faithful to the analysis of their founder, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, and consider that for the time being it is not possible to do so absolutely and without the necessary distinctions. They have never had any problem with recognizing the hierarchy of the Church founded on Peter, the profession of Faith contained in the Creed, and the authority of the popes and the councils. The problem comes from Vatican II, an atypical and singular council, that introduced into the Church new doctrines that had already been condemned by the previous Magisterium (religious liberty, false ecumenism, doctrinal and moral relativism that comes from the exaltation of human rights, and a personalist view of the individual conscience and life in society, etc.). The same problem is presented by the reforms resulting from the Council (the new Mass, the new catechism, the new canon law, the new relations with the secularized world, etc.), that are the cause —and the popes themselves admitted it— of the “self-destruction of the Church” and the “silent apostasy” that has spread throughout all the societies that were once Christian.
When asked about the liturgical problem, Cardinal Müller said he agrees with Cardinal Robert Sarah who says we are in the midst of a “crisis of the liturgy”. However, he insisted that this crisis began before the Second Vatican Council. The loss of the sense of the “mystery” of the Mass was a problem that had already been addressed by Romano Guardini, he declared. The German prelate added that, even with the traditional Latin rite, you can get through Mass in ten minutes, without entering into the mystery it signifies.

At the end of the interview, the Prefect of the Doctrine of the Faith voiced his desire to “help to overcome the secularism” (sic) that, concretely speaking, is a “life without God”.

This is precisely what the Priestly Society of St. Pius X is working for in its efforts to restore to the Church the splendor of her Tradition.

Dubia Cardinals Publish Letter Requesting Meeting with Pope. The Holy Father is yet to respond
https://www.churchmilitant.com/news/article/dubia-cardinals-publish-letter-requesting-meeting-with-pope
By Christine Niles, Rome, National Catholic Register June 19, 2017
Vaticanista Sandro Magister Monday published a letter sent by the dubia cardinals to Pope Francis asking for a private meeting. Authored by Cdl. Carlo Caffarra, archbishop-emeritus of the Bologna, Italy archdiocese, the letter, written April 25, was hand delivered to the Holy Father on May 6, and is yet to receive a response.
The dubia, or questions, were issued to the Holy Father in September 2016, and came in light of confusion from Chapter 8 of his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, particularly paragraphs 300–305, used by liberal bishops to promote opening up the sacraments to the divorced and civilly remarried, contrary to longstanding Church teaching and practice.

The dubia noted "a grave disorientation and great confusion" among the faithful over "contrasting interpretations" of the exhortation. The Holy Father, however, has never responded to the dubia, which led the cardinals to request a private audience with him to discuss the widening confusion over the exhortation's application.

Caffarra makes clear the cardinals' respect and fealty to the Holy Father, referring to him in the words of St. Catherine of Siena as "sweet Christ on earth," and rejecting the position of sedevacantists, who deny the validity of the current papacy.

The letter also notes the cardinals' "awareness of the grave responsibility arising from the munus of cardinals: to be advisers of the Successor of Peter in his sovereign ministry."

The request for a private audience stems from the cardinals' wish to clear up confusion, noting the contrary applications of Amoris Laetitia in dioceses worldwide.

"And so it is happening — how painful it is to see this! — that what is sin in Poland is good in Germany, that what is prohibited in the archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta," the letter notes, "And so on."

"One is reminded of the bitter observation of B. Pascal: 'Justice on this side of the Pyrenees, injustice on the other; justice on the left bank of the river, injustice on the right bank,' the letter continues.

After noting that the cardinals "feel the weight of our responsibility" as shepherds, the missive closes with a humble plea to meet privately with the Holy Father.

Below is the full text of the letter:

“Most Holy Father,

It is with a certain trepidation that I address myself to Your Holiness, during these days of the Easter season. I do so on behalf of the Most Eminent Cardinals: Walter Brandmüller, Raymond L. Burke, Joachim Meisner, and myself.

We wish to begin by renewing our absolute dedication and our unconditional love for the Chair of Peter and for Your august person, in whom we recognize the Successor of Peter and the Vicar of Jesus: the “sweet Christ on earth,” as Saint Catherine of Siena was fond of saying. We do not share in the slightest the position of those who consider the See of Peter vacant, nor of those who want to attribute to others the indivisible responsibility of the Petrine munus. We are moved solely by the awareness of the grave responsibility arising from the munus of cardinals: to be advisers of the Successor of Peter in his sovereign ministry. And from the Sacrament of the Episcopate, which “has placed us as bishops to pasture the Church, which He has acquired with his blood” (Acts 20:28).

On September 19, 2016 we delivered to Your Holiness and to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith five dubia, asking You to resolve uncertainties and to bring clarity on some points of the post-synodal Apostolic Exhortation, Amoris Laetitia.
Not having received any response from Your Holiness, we have reached the decision to ask You, respectfully and humbly, for an Audience, together if Your Holiness would like. We attach, as is the practice, an Audience Sheet in which we present the two points we wish to discuss with you.

Most Holy Father,

A year has now gone by since the publication of Amoris Laetitia. During this time, interpretations of some objectively ambiguous passages of the post-synodal Exhortation have publicly been given that are not divergent from, but contrary to, the permanent Magisterium of the Church. Despite the fact that the Prefect of the Doctrine of the Faith has repeatedly declared that the doctrine of the Church has not changed, numerous statements have appeared from individual Bishops, Cardinals, and even Episcopal Conferences, approving what the Magisterium of the Church has never approved. 
Not only access to the Holy Eucharist for those who objectively and publicly live in a situation of grave sin, and intend to remain in it, but also a conception of moral conscience contrary to the Tradition of the Church. And so it is happening — how painful it is to see this! — that what is sin in Poland is good in Germany, that what is prohibited in the archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta. And so on. One is reminded of the bitter observation of B. Pascal: “Justice on this side of the Pyrenees, injustice on the other; justice on the left bank of the river, injustice on the right bank.”

Numerous competent lay faithful, who are deeply in love with the Church and staunchly loyal to the Apostolic See, have turned to their Pastors and to Your Holiness in order to be confirmed in the Holy Doctrine concerning the three sacraments of Marriage, Confession, and the Eucharist. And in these very days, in Rome, six lay faithful, from every Continent, have presented a very well-attended study seminar with the meaningful title: “Bringing clarity.”

Faced with this grave situation, in which many Christian communities are being divided, we feel the weight of our responsibility, and our conscience impels us to ask humbly and respectfully for an Audience.

May Your Holiness remember us in Your prayers, as we pledge to remember You in ours. And we ask for the gift of Your Apostolic Blessing.

Carlo Card. Caffarra

Rome, April 25, 2017
Feast of Saint Mark the Evangelist
5 of 113 readers’ comments

1. I think that the Pope has no intention of responding to the dubia. Obviously, he wants this ambiguity to exist so why would he clarify Amorous Letitia? This is nothing less than an evil attempt to circumvent 2000 years of Church teaching without coming out as a heretic. It is a very sad time in the Church.

2. At this point in time I have lost faith in Pope Francis. I wish he would step aside at this time. If he is not able to stand up and clearly define and enforce the teachings of the Catholic Church he needs to resign. The Church is in crisis and souls are being lost that may have been saved had the Church leaders followed the teachings of Christ and leadership of Peter.

3. In my opinion the Holy Father is caught on the horns of a dilemma. On the one hand he can repeat traditional teaching on divorce and remarriage. This he refuses to do. On the other hand he can proclaim a heretical teaching. This the Holy Spirit prevents. It must be terrible to be muzzled by the Holy Spirit.

At any rate, since neither option is possible he must just remain silent. I think this is exactly what he will continue to do.

4. How can a Pope remain silent on clarifying a statement on marriage, faith and morals to the 
members of his magisterium who are implementing it?
The way I see it any Bishop or even a Priest can discern it any way they want to.
I asked both my local Roman Priest and Byzantine Priest how they discerned it and I got two different views on it.

5. The Pope won't answer again. It is well past time that the Cardinals must take matters into their own hands. How much more can faithful Catholics take by seeing our Church turn more and more and more Protestant each and every week. Right now things are being done slowly, almost hidden for everyone who can see, to see, but those who can't see, just go along and think that it is just nice and not destructive. In my Parish, it is seen with the homilies becoming more and more just stories, with no meaning. Almost silent about grave sins like abortion, contraception, active homosexuality and homosexual marriage. Not having a May crowning for the Blessed Virgin and instead playing Protestant songs like Amazing Grace instead of Ave Maria, or, Mary we Crown You with Blossoms Today! The lessening of the Blessed Virgin. Or, the Stations of the Cross booklet that now only shows Jesus and His suffering in the last two stations and all other stations are about animated people figures, doing good things, instead of pictures of Jesus showing how He suffered for our sins. It is all so very disheartening and distressing. I pray to Padre Pio to not worry, but it is extremely difficult to watch our beautiful Catholic Church turn to allowing sin to prevail over the teachings of Jesus Christ. It is up to the laity because there are not enough faithful clergy to accomplish this.
Four Cardinals release letter asking to meet Pope about ‘confusion and disorientation’ in Church

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/breaking-four-cardinals-release-letter-asking-to-meet-pope-about-confusion
By Pete Baklinski, Rome, June 19, 2017
Four Cardinals have publicly released their letter to the Pope from April 25, 2017 unsuccessfully asking him for a private audience to discuss “confusion and disorientation” within the Church after the publication of the Pope’s April 2016 Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

In the letter Cardinals lament the great division in the Church on basic morality as a result of the pope's exhortation.

“And so it is happening — how painful it is to see this! — that what is sin in Poland is good in Germany, that what is prohibited in the archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta," they wrote.

The Cardinals asked the Holy Father if during the audience he might answer their five original questions from last year regarding whether or not Amoris Laetitia conforms to perennial Catholic teaching. They also asked the Pope if they could discuss with him the “situation of confusion and disorientation” in the Church caused by “objectively ambiguous passages” in the Exhortation.
The letter was written by Cardinal Carlo Caffarra on behalf of Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner.

The Cardinals begin their letter to the Pope by renewing their “absolute dedication and our unconditional love for the Chair of Peter and for Your august person, in whom we recognize the Successor of Peter and the Vicar of Jesus: the ‘sweet Christ on earth.’”

The Cardinals then state that it is the “awareness of the grave responsibility” of their office as “advisers of the Successor of Peter in his sovereign ministry” that moved them to ask the Pope for a meeting.

They wrote that they were still hoping that the Pope would “resolve uncertainties and to bring clarity on some points” of Amoris Laetitia as outlined in the dubia they delivered to the Pope and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith last September.

The Cardinals went public with their “dubia” in November after the Pope failed to give them a response. They had hoped that the Pope answering their five yes-or-no questions would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the controversial exhortation.

The five yes-or-no questions they asked were: 1) whether adulterers can receive Holy Communion; 2) whether there are absolute moral norms that must be followed “without exceptions”; 3) whether habitual adultery can be an “objective situation of grave habitual sin”; 4) whether an intrinsically evil act can be turned into a “‘subjectively’ good” act based on “circumstances or intentions”; and 5) whether one can act contrary to known “absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts” based on “conscience.”

“Not having received any response from Your Holiness, we have reached the decision to ask You, respectfully and humbly, for an Audience, together if Your Holiness would like,” the Cardinals wrote in their April 25 letter.

The Cardinals state that since Amoris Laetitia’s release a year ago, “interpretations of some objectively ambiguous passages…have publicly been given that are not divergent from but contrary to the permanent Magisterium of the Church.”

“Despite the fact that the Prefect of the Doctrine of the Faith has repeatedly declared that the doctrine of the Church has not changed, numerous statements have appeared from individual Bishops, Cardinals, and even Episcopal Conferences, approving what the Magisterium of the Church has never approved,” the letter states.

“Not only access to the Holy Eucharist for those who objectively and publicly live in a situation of grave sin, and intend to remain in it, but also a conception of moral conscience contrary to the Tradition of the Church,” it adds.

Indeed, earlier this month Argentinian Bishop Angel José Macin of the diocese of Reconquista celebrated a special Mass for civilly-divorced-and-remarried couples currently living in adultery in which they were all invited to receive Holy Communion.

The exhortation has been used by various bishops and bishops’ groups, including those in Argentina, Malta, Germany, and Belgium, to issue pastoral guidelines that allow Communion to be given to civilly-divorced-and-remarried Catholics living in adultery. But bishops in Canada and Poland have issued statements based on their reading of the same document that forbids such couples to receive Communion.

States the Cardinal’s letter: “And so it is happening — how painful it is to see this! — that what is sin in Poland is good in Germany, that what is prohibited in the archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta. And so on. One is reminded of the bitter observation of B. Pascal: ‘Justice on this side of the Pyrenees, injustice on the other; justice on the left bank of the river, injustice on the right bank.’”

“Faced with this grave situation, in which many Christian communities are being divided, we feel the weight of our responsibility, and our conscience impels us to ask humbly and respectfully for an Audience,” the letter concludes.

Cardinal Burke has stated that if Pope Francis refuses to clarify the ambiguities in the exhortation, then the cardinals would issue a “formal correction” of the document.

“There is, in the Tradition of the Church, the practice of correction of the Roman Pontiff. It is something that is clearly quite rare. But if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error,” said Burke in a November 2016 interview.

Cardinal Caffarra's full letter to Pope Francis:
[As above]

3 of readers’ 233 comments
1. I guess Pope's Francis answer will be I'm the Pope and shut up.
2. He gave that answer to Cardinal Mueller when he decided that a couple of good theologians should be kicked out of the CDF...

3. Pope Francis: Please answer the dubia and the concerns raised by the Cardinals at your earliest convenience - the longer you leave it the more it appears you have abdicated (or indeed deviated) from your responsibilities.

Dubia Cardinals Audience Request to Pope Francis Has Gone Unanswered For Months

https://onepeterfive.com/dubia-cardinals-audience-request-pope-francis-gone-unanswered-months
By Steve Skojec, June 19, 2017
Earlier today, a letter emerged on Settimo cielo, the blog of Sandro Magister. It is claimed to have been written by Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, one of the four so-called Dubia Cardinals, on behalf of all four of those prelates who had requested clarity from the pope on specific points of confusion arising from the post-synodal apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia.
It appears that the cardinals wrote to the pope on April 25th, renewing their “absolute dedication and our unconditional love for the Chair of Peter and for Your august person, in whom we recognize the Successor of Peter and the Vicar of Jesus”, but also requesting, “moved solely by the awareness of the grave responsibility arising from the munus of cardinals: to be advisers of the Successor of Peter in his sovereign ministry”, that a papal audience be granted so that they might discuss the dubia which have not yet been answered.

Two months later, this request has also been completely ignored.

For some reason, the text of the letter in Italian later disappeared from Settimo cielo, but despite not showing up in the list of his recent posts, remains available in Portuguese. Is it a coincidence? A glitch? It’s difficult not to be a little suspicious in the absence of honest and plain dealing from the Vatican.

But now, Edward Pentin of the National Catholic Register has made the text available in English. In the interest of preserving the integrity of the original, we will cite it here in full:

[As above]

We have heard reports since Easter that the so-called Dubia Cardinals were continuing to press forward, slowly and carefully, with their requests. If this letter is indeed authentic — and we have no reason to doubt it — it would appear that this is so.

The question becomes: if the pope is disinterested in making an answer, and the publication of this letter, like the publication of the dubia before it, signal the only recourse these good prelates have — public exposure — what comes next?

3 of readers’ 233 comments
1. What's Francis' favorite word (apart from "rigid")??

Yes, that's right, it's dialogue! He's always blathering on about "dialogue"........dialogue with Muslims, dialogue with Protestants, dialogue with homosexual activists etc. etc.

Yet when four Catholic cardinals ask for "dialogue", they can't get a reply. All of a sudden, the disciple of dialogue clams up and won't talk.

Can you say h-y-p-o-c-r-i-t-e?? Can you say m-o-n-s-t-r-o-u-s, h-y-p-o-c-r-i-t-c-a-l b-l-o-w-h-a-r-d??

2. Pope Francis knows full well that the 4 cardinals are trying to stop the use of the strategy which allowed Vatican II to be hi-jacked. Write a document which is vague enough to be explained one way to the bishops who have to vote on it, and then another way to priests, seminarians, and laity which will give them the license they need to effectively change the doctrines which the authors of the document told the bishops they were supporting. It is a very old Jesuit ploy. The pope knows that if he answers, he MUST answer that he holds to the "permanent Magisterium" and ancient practice of the Church. That would be simple, if he wanted to say that. He doesn't. If Pope Francis grants the 4 Cardinals an audience, I will be looking out my window to watch the wing-ed pigs flying over my rectory! –Rev. Msgr. John R. Schulte
3. I wonder if this letter being made public will cause Francis/Bergoglio to fly into yet another one of his infamous temper tantrums. Because it certainly does nothing to advance the narrative of Francis/Bergoglio as "the most humblest pope EVAH!" Rather, it makes him look like a petulant child who doesn't have the stones to meet with those who express disagreement with him. The week's homily should be most interesting . . .

Full text of dubia cardinals' letter asking Pope for an audience
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/full-text-of-dubia-cardinals-letter-asking-pope-for-an-audience-15105/
By Edward Pentin, Vatican City, National Catholic Register June 20, 2017
Here below is the full text of the letter, signed by Cardinal Carlo Caffarra on behalf of the four dubia cardinals, asking Pope Francis for an audience to discuss deep concerns over the Pope’s apostolic exhortation on the family, Amoris Laetitia (The Joy of Love).
The Holy Father has yet to acknowledge the cardinals’ written request.
[As above]

Readers have left 21 comments

Dubia cardinals go public with second letter requesting Papal audience

http://www.thetablet.co.uk/news/7325/0/-dubia-cardinals-go-public-with-second-letter-requesting-papal-audience-
By Daniele Palmer, June 20, 2017
Ambiguous passages of Amoris Laetitia are causing 'doctrinal anarchy' write cardinals
The four “dubia” cardinals, who back in September asked the Pope to clarify the doctrinal consequences of his exhortation Amoris Laetitia, asked for an audience with Francis in May, but are yet to receive a reply, a recently published letter has revealed.

In a letter, dated 25 April, and hand-delivered to the Pope in May, Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke and Joachim Meisner wrote to Francis asking for an audience, having received no response to the letter containing their five questions, or doubts (dubia) they sent him on 19 September last year.
The letter, revealed by Edward Pentin of National Catholic Register yesterday (19 June) evening, is the latest in a series of events linked to the controversy surrounding Amoris Laetitia, the Pope’s summary document on the 2014 and 2015 Synods on the Family.

The document, some critics have argued, may have profound consequences on the moral theology of the Church — especially the famed Eighth Chapter, which raises the possibility of an opening for the divorced and remarried to receive Holy Communion.

The 25 April letter, signed by Cardinal Caffarra on behalf of the four, begins by stressing the cardinals’ allegiance to the Pope.

They state that it is an “awareness of the grave responsibility” of their office as “advisers of the Successor of Peter in his sovereign ministry” that has moved them to ask the Pope for a meeting.

Caffarra noted that a year since its publication, “interpretations of some objectively ambiguous passages” of Amoris Laetitia have been given that are “not divergent from, but contrary to, the permanent Magisterium of the Church.”

Since the document’s publication, several episcopal conferences - including those of Belgium, Malta, Germany and Sicily - have seen Francis’ exhortation as asking for a more pastoral response to the divorced and remarried. They have argued that once a process of awareness and forgiveness is complete, the divorced and remarried cannot be denied access to the Eucharist.

Most recently, the Sicilian episcopal conference stated, in a 14-page document, that “no one can be condemned forever.”

However, although some bishops have taken Francis’ document as a cue to introduce more realism than legalism in their pastoral care, others, such as the Polish episcopates, have denied that Amoris Laetitia changes Church theology in any way.

Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and notable theological conservative, has joined voices with the Polish bishops in arguing that Francis’ exhortation in no way changes Catholic moral teaching. Unless a remarried couple live as “brother and sister” Holy Communion remains inaccessible to them, he has said.

These differing interpretations are causing “doctrinal anarchy”, write the “dubia” cardinals in the recently published letter.

“And so it is happening — how painful it is to see this! — that what is sin in Poland is good in Germany, that what is prohibited in the archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta. And so on,” Cardinal Caffarra wrote. Quoting the 17th century French theologian Blaise Pascal, he added: “Justice on this side of the Pyrenees, injustice on the other; justice on the left bank of the river, injustice on the right bank,” states the letter.

Caffarra also recalled a “very well attended” Vatican seminar of concerned lay experts who discussed the theme of “bringing clarity” to the document on 22 April.

“Faced with this grave situation, in which many Christian communities are being divided, we feel the weight of our responsibility, and our conscience impels us to ask humbly and respectfully for an audience,” Cardinal Caffarra said in closing.

In the past, in commenting on the chain of events that followed the publication of Amoris Laetitia, Francis said that “critiques do help”, but it has also been said that he thought that the highly publicised manner in which the original “dubia” were raised was not very tasteful.
Four cardinals seek audience with Pope over doctrinal ‘confusion’

http://catholicherald.co.uk/news/2017/06/20/four-cardinals-seek-audience-with-pope-over-doctrinal-confusion/
June 20, 2017
The Cardinals made the request in early May but have not yet received a response
The four cardinals who wrote the “dubia” to Pope Francis have sent him a second letter requesting an audience, again without receiving a response, Italian journalist Sandro Magister reports.

The Pope received the letter, signed by Cardinal Carlo Caffarra on behalf of Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, Joachim Meisner on May 6. However, after a prolonged period with no response, the text has now appeared in the press.

In the letter, the Cardinals request an audience with Pope Francis to discuss “uncertainties” regarding the Apostolic Exhortation ‘Amoris Laetitia’, saying that “interpretations of some objectively ambiguous passages of the post-synodal Exhortation have publicly been given that are not divergent from but contrary to the permanent Magisterium of the Church.”

“Despite the fact that the Prefect of the Doctrine of the Faith has repeatedly declared that the doctrine of the Church has not changed,” they add, “Numerous statements have appeared from individual Bishops, Cardinals, and even Episcopal Conferences, approving what the Magisterium of the Church has never approved.”

They say the Church is now in a situation where “what is sin in Poland is good in Germany… what is prohibited in the Archdiocese of Philadelphia is permitted in Malta. And so on.”
“How painful it is to see this!” the cardinals exclaim.

“Faced with this grave situation, in which many Christian communities are being divided, we feel the weight of our responsibility, and our conscience impels us to ask humbly and respectfully for an audience,” they add.

In January, the Maltese bishops issued guidance on Amoris Laetitia saying there are cases where it may be “humanly impossible” for divorced and remarried couples to avoid having sex, and in such instances they may be readmitted to Holy Communion.

The Diocese of San Diego had already said divorced and remarried Catholics may “conclude that God is calling them to return to full participation in the life of the Church and the Eucharist.”
Cardinal Burke said that if such guidelines were to become universal “then the Church’s teaching on marriage is finished.”

The Polish episcopal conference announced earlier this month it will publish pastoral guidelines on Amoris Laetitia that uphold previous Church teaching without exception.

Leaked ‘dubia’ cardinal letter designed to put pressure on Pope Francis
http://www.thetablet.co.uk/news/7331/0/leaked-dubia-cardinal-letter-designed-to-put-pressure-on-pope-francis-
By Christopher Lamb, June 21, 2017
Next Wednesday five new prelates will be formally inducted as cardinals, each swearing an oath that they will be “constantly obedient to Blessed Peter in the person of the Supreme Pontiff,” and becoming his closest collaborators. 
These vows, and the role that cardinals are required to play supporting a pontificate, make it highly unusual for “Princes of the Church” to make their grievances with a Pope public.

But during Francis’ papacy there has been an open challenge to a Pontiff’s authority not seen in centuries, and one that is not going away.  

The four “dubia” cardinals have stepped up the pressure on the Pope by publicising a letter they sent to Francis requesting a private audience to discuss their concerns about moves to allow divorced and remarried couples to receive communion contained in his apostolic exhortation, “Amoris Laetitia.”

The cardinals have released this letter because the Pope has not answered their request, nor has he formally replied to their initial questions - termed “dubia" - about the exhortation which were submitted last November. 

This leak is designed to put pressure on Francis for a response, to leave people asking why the Pope of dialogue won’t have a discussions with four of his cardinals.  

In the letter, penned by Cardinal Carlo Caffarra, the retired Archbishop of Bologna, the four express their “absolute dedication and our unconditional love for the Chair of Peter and for your august person” while also feeling the need to distance themselves from conspiracy theory claims Francis was not validly elected. 

After declaring their elaborate expression of loyalty, the four cardinals say they are compelled to press the Pope on what he is doing about the differing interpretations of his apostolic exhortation with some bishops saying the remarried can return to the sacraments, while some are refusing. For the dubia cardinals, there needs to be doctrinal clarity. Either the divorced and remarried can receive communion or they can’t; there’s no grey, no special cases.

The Pope, on the other hand, believes that the Church must accompany, integrate and then re-instate all those who wish to return to the fold. In his eyes, there can’t be a blanket yes or no to a divorcee’s request for communion; every person has a story which needs to be examined and discerned before a decision can be made. This is a process which requires one-on-one pastoral attention rather than a ruling from the desk of a canon lawyer. 

“Certain responses to Amoris Laetitia, persist in seeing only white or black, when rather one ought to discern in the flow of life,” the Pope has said, in what was read as an indirect response to the dubia. 

So far, the Pope has refused to meet the cardinals. He was irritated by their decision to publicise their concerns last year without telling him beforehand with one of the four, Cardinal Raymond Burke, later threatening to issue a “formal correction” against Francis. This was seen as a disloyal move aimed at stirring up division and undermining the papacy.     

While the cardinals say they want a dialogue, the dubia questions they submitted to the Pope require “yes or no” answers. Supporters of Francis argue the concerns are not worth addressing given Amoris Laetitia was written following two synod of bishops’ sessions and a worldwide consultation of Catholics. It is a collegial document, expresses the mind of the Church and is an expression of the Pope’s magisterial teaching authority. 

One papal aide suggested said the concerns of the cardinals, which are framed in canonical terms, do not respond to the pastoral reality of Catholics today. 

Amoris Laetitia, Francis' defenders say, is a wide ranging response to marriage and family today, where Catholic teaching is being applied to real-life pastoral situations while offering the sacraments to some remarried is a legitimate development of Catholic doctrine. Historians have pointed out that in the past all those who had divorced and married again were excommunicated, this is no longer the case. And it was Pope St John Paul II who in his family document, Familiaris Consortio, distinguished between spouses who had left their marriage and those who had been abandoned. 

But the dubia cardinals latest letter show that a small, but vocal group, remain unconvinced. They are worried about different interpretations on whether the divorced and remarried can receive communion with the Polish bishops saying no while the Maltese saying yes. 

The genie of Catholic disagreement is now out of the bottle. 

Pope Francis’ silence is a bold denial of objective truth: former Vatican Bank chief

https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/pope-francis-silence-is-a-bold-denial-of-objective-truth-former-vatican-ban
By Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, June 23, 2017
Why doesn’t the Pope respond to the Dubia? The former director of the Vatican Bank thinks he knows why. In a biting essay in Italy’s La Verità, translated below, Ettore Gotti Tedeschi suggests that Francis is sending two messages through his silence: that he can contradict himself if he likes and that he wishes to impose a “New Catholic Morality” on the Church. 
This new morality would be based not on doctrine but on the subjective opinions of the individual conscience. Meanwhile, Amoris Laetitia’s denial of eternal damnation contradicts Jesus’ assertions in the Gospel that sinners are indeed in danger of this fate. Ultimately, Francis’ silence — which allows doubts to continue to flourish — is a denial of objective truth.  

I see two implicit messages in the Pope’s failure to answer the dubia. The first implicit message is “I can contradict myself if I want to.” At the start of the Synod on the Family (October 2014), the Pope invited the cardinals to speak openly and frankly, without fear of embarrassing the Pope (the famous parrhesia). And yet for months the Pope has refused to respond privately or publicly to the dubia expressed by four cardinals who represent a large part of the faithful.

The second implicit message seems to be a declaration of the intent to impose a “New Catholic Morality.” This would be founded on the awkward circumstances of the new ethical demands (or requirements) of new situations created by the secularized world, not on the Commandments, the Catechism and the Magisterium invoked by the “obsolete” Veritatis Splendor.   

In the past, the Church’s concern was to keep the faithful “strong in the Truth” in order to conserve the faith. She therefore discouraged a disposition to interpret doctrine and the magisterium in a subjective and dangerously misleading manner. Indeed, back then the task of pastors was to confirm the certainties of faith by “teaching,” not just by “listening.”

Today, it could be said that you should have subjective and unresolved doubts to demonstrate that you have an “authentic faith.” You must not try to resolve them or seek answers to questions on points of ambiguous interpretation because that would be insolent and arrogant. Doubts are necessary because it seems that we don’t want to affirm a single, absolute and objective truth. A pluralist and dialectical truth has taken its place because this latter truth, a truth based on the conclusions of a “self-taught” individual conscience, has replaced doctrine as the judge of actions (praxis).  

One might say that traditional morality has been overridden by circumstances (and not the ideal), and since we should not longer judge (that is, objectively evaluate circumstances), the Church seems to want to renounce the possession of the truth and its teaching (unless it concerns the environment, poverty and immigration). Thus, a failure to respond to the dubia confirms that doctrine is abstract and that it is of no use to salvation because truth is transitory, subjective and open to differing interpretations. It is better to dialogue, then, than to teach something that is no longer eternal. 

For months, theologians have been forced, or have been obliged, to highlight only a few parts of Amoris Laetitia, neglecting the parts that leave doubts and generate subjective interpretations. This means that AL does not seem to be as “objective” as some assume. But the controversial points aren’t so marginal, minor or irrelevant to the many good parts. I suggest that readers read for themselves the articles in question (AL 297, 299, 301, 305, 329…) and ask themselves the questions posed by the four cardinals and Catholics who refer to the Catechism, the Gospel and the specific Magisterium (Casti Connubii, Veritatis Splendor, Familiaris Consortio…) The dubia are concerned with what is a grave (mortal) sin here: the possibility of the reception of sacramental absolution and the Holy Eucharist by those who live illegitimately as husband and wife and don’t want to stop. The dubia ask what marital chastity is and if situations exist in which we must sin because there are temptations greater than our strength. They ask if situations exist in which a form of ignorance justifies sin.

Dear readers, the dubia ask if a new morality is or is not being proposed and if the help of God, which never fails, aims to keep us from sinning or to keep us from feeling guilt after having sinned. The dubia are not a bizarre and spiteful showing off by four cardinals.

Beware! In the Gospels, Jesus says 15 times that there is a risk of eternal damnation if someone persists in a grave sin, while Amoris Laetitia 297 claims that no one can be condemned forever because it is not the logic of the Gospel. Thus, eternal damnation would seem to have become a heresy. However, AL 304 says also that the general norms in its formulations cannot embrace all particular situations, implicitly admitting the existence of so many doubts left to subjective and dangerous interpretation. 

The Pope’s failure to answer the dubia would illustrate that doubts must be resolved subjectively because Truth is no longer objective. Thus, the Church today seems to be declaring that she does not want to have a doctrine to propose to the world. She believes that circumstance determines doctrine, rather than the contrary. Therefore, the new Church seems to want to give moral suggestions but without precepts, without laws. It is useless to ask if this is so.

Readers have left 102 comments
British author challenges dubia cardinals, calls abuse of Pope ‘satanic’
https://cruxnow.com/vatican/2017/06/27/british-author-challenges-dubia-cardinals-calls-abuse-pope-satanic/
Rome, June 27, 2017
Stephen Walford, a British Catholic author, has challenged the four cardinals who submitted doubts about 'Amoris Laetitia' to Pope Francis to change course, arguing they're largely wrong on the merits and also fueling a 'satanic' form of abuse directed at the pontiff on traditionalist and conservative websites and blogs.

In an essay published by “Vatican Insider” today in three languages, a British Catholic author has challenged the four cardinals who submitted a set of dubia, or doubts, about Amoris Laetitia to Pope Francis to drop their opposition, arguing they’re largely wrong on the merits and fueling abuse directed at the pontiff and his supporters.

“We cannot come to any other conclusion than Pope Francis …has legitimately made possible the reception of Holy Communion for the divorced and remarried in certain carefully considered cases where grace is working in their souls, and a sincere desire to strive for holiness is present,” Stephen Walford writes.

“If we cannot accept this premise,” Walford adds, “then we are not accepting the teaching of previous popes.”
Walford also warns the four cardinals about forces in the Church their perceived resistance to Pope Francis is encouraging.

“The abuse from many, including those who run websites and traditionalist blogs aimed at the Holy Father and those who are loyal to him, is nothing short of satanic,” he writes.

“In the desire for the unity of the Church around Peter, it is essential to affirm the pope has the authority - ratified in heaven - to make disciplinary changes for the good of some divorced and remarried souls, and so I ask you to bring to an end this situation by accepting the constant tradition of the Church that popes are free from error in matters of faith and morals,” he says.

Walford’s last book, Communion of Saints (Angelico Press), carried endorsements from two cardinals - Gérald Lacroix of Quebec, and George Alencherry of the Syro-Malabar Church in India - as well as two members of the Vatican’s International Theological Commission, one of whom is also a former chief of staff for the U.S. bishops’ Committee on Doctrine.

Given that Vatican Insider is edited by veteran Italian journalist Andrea Tornielli, who’s known to be close to Pope Francis, Walford’s essay is likely to be seen as reflecting views held by key figures around the pontiff.

The dubia were submitted to Francis in September 2016, and then made public in November when the pope did not respond. The four cardinals presenting them were Italian Carlo Caffarra, American Raymond Burke, and Germans Walter Brandmüller and Joachim Meisner.

The cardinals asked the pope to respond to five questions, one about whether Amoris Laetitia indeed permits divorced and civilly remarried Catholics in some cases to receive the sacraments, and the others about whether certain previous Church teachings on marriage, conscience and sin had been amended.

On the first point, Walford says the cardinals appear to “have trouble accepting the two authentic interpretations of Pope Francis” affirming that sacramental discipline has changed. One, Walford said, came in response to a question from American journalist Frank Rocca aboard the papal plane returning from Lesbos in April 2016, shortly after the document appeared, and the other in a letter to the bishops of the Buenos Aires region in his native Argentina in September 2016 approving their draft guidelines for implementing Amoris.

Walford cites several papal and Vatican documents to assert that Francis has the authority to make such a change, and concludes that “there is no possibility of a formal correction,” an idea that Burke floated at one stage, “in relation to matters of faith and morals taught as part of the magisterium.”

On the other dubia, Walford contends that the cardinals are basically overreacting, saying that even after the publication of Amoris Laetitia:

“The teachings on the indissolubility of marriage remain.”

“Each person must strive to follow the moral teachings of the Church.”

“Divorce is an evil, and adultery is always evil — even if guilt can be reduced or erased altogether.”

“Consciences must be formed. Nowhere does the text allow anyone to come to the conclusion they can do as they please.”

“In no way does Pope Francis suggest that irregular unions are a ‘good’ alternative option to the original marriage. However, it cannot be denied that grace is at work in some of these unions.”

Walford concludes by asking the four cardinals to reverse course, in part because he argues their stance is emboldening ugly currents within the Church.

“You may or may not be aware that there is a growing section of traditionalists and even some conservative Catholics who see you as the standard bearers for the rejection of this papacy,” he said. “I know from experience that some of it is deeply troubling … You are their role models, and that is an intolerable situation.

“In reality, there is no confusion but only outright rejection and defiance towards the legitimate pope and his magisterial teachings,” Walford writes. “If all the cardinals had accepted and defended Pope Francis’s clear teaching, there would have been no fuel for the dissenting fire.”

Walford’s essay is published simultaneously by Vatican Insider in English, Spanish and Italian.
Don’t expect Pope Francis to respond to the four cardinals’ request: Vatican observers
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/dont-expect-pope-francis-to-respond-to-the-four-cardinals-request-vatican-o
By Lisa Bourne, Washington DC, June 27, 2017
Canon Law expert Father Gerald Murray decried the confusion created by Pope Francis’ exhortation Amoris Laetitia last week on EWTN, saying if pastors don’t vigorously defend the faith they are remiss in their duty.
He noted that, because of the confusion, parish priests are now forced to question whether they should continue to uphold Church teaching that they learned in the seminary, which was carried out by the previous two pontiffs. This is the result of various Church hierarchies around the world now allowing divorced and remarried Catholics to receive Communion because of the document.

All of moral theology is a whole, Father Murray told The World Over’s Raymond Arroyo, and Catholics can’t separate one aspect from another.

“So if we can cast aside mortal sin for adultery, well, what other sins are now going to going to go off that list?” he asked. “And this is where you have lots of problems.”

“This is not a free-for-all religion,” Father Murray stated. “This is a religion handed down by the apostles from Christ. If we don’t zealously guard it, we’re failing in our duty as pastors.”

Arroyo asked Father Murray and veteran Vatican correspondent Ed Pentin for their perspective on the four dubia cardinals’ recent release of a follow-up request to Pope Francis for clarification on Amoris Laetitia.
Father Murray told Arroyo that the issues surrounding the pope’s document must be dealt with, and he heartily supports the cardinals’ effort to get the questions clarified.

Arroyo asked Pentin why there is reluctance on the part of Pope Francis to clarify something so elementary as the Church’s teaching on marriage.

Ambiguity and irony

Pentin said there are a number of theories, “but I think the main one is that the pope wants this ambiguity, because he says that these issues aren’t black and white.”  

Pentin noted as well that critics say that this goes against previous papal teaching.

Arroyo asked Pentin about why the pope would be reluctant to engage with the cardinals.

Pentin’s answer highlighted the contradiction between the pope’s consistent calls for dialogue with others and his non-response to the cardinals.

“Well, this is the irony,” he said, “because he does want to dialogue with everybody else it seems, but not his own cardinals.”

The cardinals are faced with a real problem in trying to uphold the orthodoxy of the faith, Pentin added.

“So that is of great concern,” he said, “to many of the cardinals, I understand, not just the four who are the dubia four.”

It’s anyone’s guess whether the pope will respond to the cardinals’ inquiry, Pentin told Arroyo, “but it seems unlikely at this stage.”

Who’s watching over the flock?

Father Murray pointed out that the reference to the lay faithful in the cardinals’ recently published request to Pope Francis is very important because it shows that the cardinals are not simply acting on their own thoughts or concerns.

It’s well known that many complaints and doubts have come from the laity as well, he said, and it’s clear these cardinals feel it’s their responsibility as advisers to the pope to bring them to him in the spirit of ministering to the lay faithful.

Arroyo asked the priest whether Pope Francis would again dismiss the cardinals’ request for an audience, and simply invoke the pharisaical and rigid pejoratives as he regularly does.

It is unknown what the Holy Father will say, Father Murray replied, but he hasn’t so far answered the dubia.

“We do know that he has said to the Argentinian bishops of Buenos Aires region that their interpretation of Amoris Laetitia was correct,” Father Murray said, “and that interpretation is not in accord with Catholic doctrine.”

He emphasized recognizing what the question at hand actually is.

What God said

“This is a question of, ‘What is the faith handed on from the apostles?’” Father Murray said. “And it’s quite clear — our Lord said, a man who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery.”

“Adultery is a mortal sin,” Father Murray continued. “Those who are living in the state of mortal sin in a public way are to be denied Communion by the Church’s ministers, for their own good.”

Receiving Communion in that situation not only scandalizes other people, it could further imperil the salvation of those who do so, the priest stated further.

“So, the unworthy reception of Holy Communion’s always a problem,” he stated, “We try to minimize it, try to eliminate it. But the public rejection of the Church’s teaching on marriage by getting civilly married cannot be tolerated as simply a minor matter.”

Arroyo asked Father Murray to compare the pope’s response to questions over his apostolic exhortation with how he addressed the dispute within the Order of Malta.

“So what I notice here is that certain issues get direct and immediate attention by the pope, and action is taken,” Father Murray said. “For the cardinals not to get an answer from the pope in my mind is not a good thing.”

“The pope is sovereign, he can do what he wants,” he continued, “but it doesn’t make sense, in all other areas where you take swift action when problems are brought to you, or you say you want dialogue – which he’s engaged in dialogue with a lot of people – why aren’t these cardinals brought and (it) said, “Look, I know you’re here because you love the Church, we all love the Church, let’s discuss what’s at issue.”

Francis told the faithful to go out and make a mess, Father Murray reminded Arroyo and his viewers, and the four cardinals are simply bringing to his attention that some of this approach is not going in the right direction and Church leaders must deal with it.

“Remember, the pope is a servant of Christ,” Father Murray stated, “so are you and I, anybody in the Church, all the baptized, we’re all under the eye of Christ.” “So we all have to say to ourselves, 'What would Christ do if a doctrinal question came to him that was of great importance?'” he said. “Would he say to people, look, don’t ask questions because the pope’s gonna get upset? I don’t think so.”

Readers have left 43 comments
‘It’s not all black and white’: New cardinal criticizes 4 cardinals asking Pope for clarity

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/its-not-all-black-and-white-new-cardinal-slams-4-cardinals-for-asking-pope
By Pete Baklinski, Rome, June 30, 2017
One of Pope Francis’ newly appointed cardinals is already calling out fellow cardinals who are questioning the new direction in which the Pope is trying to move the Church.

Archbishop Juan José Omella of Barcelona, Spain, told reporters this week, prior to becoming a cardinal, that the four cardinals shouldn't be waging what he called a "public fight" with the pope. The four have asked Pope Francis to clarify whether his Exhortation Amoris Laetitia conforms to perennial Catholic teaching on marriage, the Eucharist, and conscience.

“When you are an adviser to the pope, which is what a cardinal is, and you don’t agree with him, then you should tell him, but I don’t agree with having a public fight with him,” Omella said. “Obedience to the pope means walking with him. A public fight is neither appropriate nor edifying for the people of God.”

Last year Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner went public with their questions, known as dubia, after the Pope failed to give them a response. They had hoped that the Pope answering their five yes-or-no questions would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the controversial exhortation.

Earlier this month the four released a letter to the Pope in which they unsuccessfully asked him for a private audience to discuss “confusion and disorientation” within the Church as a result of the Exhortation. 

The exhortation has been used by various bishops and bishops’ groups, including those in Argentina, Malta, Germany, and Belgium, to issue pastoral guidelines that allow Communion to be given to civilly-divorced-and-remarried Catholics living in adultery. Bishops in Canada and Poland have issued statements based on their reading of the same document that forbids such couples to receive Communion.

But Omella told Crux in the June 27 interview that, in his view, the Exhortation develops Catholic moral teaching and practice, that it is rooted in the Catechism, and that it is clearly in continuity with John Paul II’s Familiaris Consortio. 

He praised Amoris for moving the Church “forward” by teaching that everyone’s situation is different and cannot be solved with “black and white” morality. 

“We have to move forward in the accompaniment of people in their process in which they meet Jesus Christ and the doctrines of the Church and the Gospel…Because it’s not all black and white,” he said.

4 of 32 readers’ comments

1. “Obedience to the pope means walking with him." I suppose he also agrees with PF's directive to 'accompany' the divorced & remarried without annulment brigade to receive Our Divine Lord in Holy Communion without confession & true repentance & amendment. It's no wonder he received the red hat which is fast becoming a symbol of demonic approval rather than the spirit of martyrdom for the True Faith which is represented by the colour.

2. Funny how this freshly-minted cardinal, who possesses no advanced degrees that I can uncover, starts criticizing his brother cardinals - who are theologians and experts - as soon as the red cap touches his head.

3. Public fight? Here I thought the four cardinals were merely asking questions, thereby requesting that Pope Francis fulfill his teaching obligation.
Two questions: 
1. where does Omella stand on Humanae Vitae, given rumblings about "commission" to "revisit" it? Need one ask?
2. What preponderance of cardinals will be in the Omella, Cupich et alia voting bloc at the next conclave, whenever that might be? I saw one assessment but wasn't sure about its accuracy.

4. I don't recall Our Lord on earth ever refusing to answer questions from the faithful, (or the apostles, mind you) regarding The Faith. So, the Pope not answering the 4 Cardinals is quite baffling, to say the very least.

And I'm no cleric. Nowhere even remotely close regarding the necessary qualifications.

So how is it that Cardinals & the like (and the Pope) do not have an innate understanding of my first 2 sentences above?

Seriously, what am I missing, what is my blind spot?

Dubia Cardinal dies still awaiting Pope’s clarification
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/breaking-dubia-cardinal-dies 

By Claire Chretien, July 5, 2017
Cardinal Joachim Meisner, one of the four cardinals who sent Pope Francis the dubia asking for clarity on Amoris Laetitia, died at 83 today still awaiting the clarification.

He died peacefully in his sleep while on vacation in the German municipality of Bad Füssing, domradio.de reported. He fell asleep holding his breviary and preparing to offer Mass, according to Cologne Cardinal Rainer Woelki.

Meisner, the archbishop emeritus of Cologne, defended Catholic doctrine for many years before signing onto the dubia. 

Notably, he remained calm when a topless abortion supporter jumped onto the Cologne altar during Christmas Eve Mass in 2014 as Meisner was offering Mass. She had written "I am God" on her torso.

"I’m 80 years old. I've lived through so much. First the Nazi period, then the entire Communist period. Something like this can't shock me after that," Meisner said of the incident.

Cardinal Raymond Burke told the National Catholic Register that Meisner "inspired me deeply by his profound love of Christ and of His Mystical Body, the Church."

"He spared no effort in showing that love clearly and courageously in practice," said Burke. "May he be granted the reward of the good and faithful servant. May he rest in peace."
Meisner held a doctorate in theology and was a member of the Council of Cardinals for the Study of Organizational and Economic Affairs of the Holy See. Meisner spoke out about the evil of abortion and established a $9.1 million fund dedicated to supporting marriage and the family.

Cologne hosted World Youth Day in 2005. 
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Eternal Rest grant unto him O Lord. And let the Perpetual Light shine upon him. Amen. May Joachim Cardinal Meisner rest in peace. Amen. And may he serve as a faithful witness to other Cardinals and inspire them to join his quest in seeking clarity in Catholic Doctrine for the Love of our Blessed Lord Jesus Christ and the salvation of souls. Amen. –Fr. RP
Cardinal Meisner’s Witness Concerning Fatima and the Dubia

https://onepeterfive.com/cardinal-meisners-witness-concerning-fatima-dubia/ 
By Maike Hickson, July 8, 2017  

As we reported earlier this week, Cardinal Joachim Meisner, one of the four dubia cardinals, passed away on 5 July. The German cardinal fell peacefully asleep while praying his breviary in preparation for offering the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass in the morning.

In the wake of the news of Cardinal Meisner’s death, Dr. Michael Hesemann – the German Church historian who had earlier provided us with an important 1918 document from the Vatican archives concerning the Freemasonic plan to attack throne and altar – wrote on his own Facebook page a tribute to the German cardinal whom he knew personally and well.

In this tribute, Dr. Hesemann quotes from a private letter which Cardinal Meisner had written to him on 29 December 2016, and these words now aptly seem to be a part of the cardinal’s own spiritual testament. (Meisner did also write a public spiritual testament to which we later shall return. But this more private testament is even more pertinent, inasmuch as Cardinal Meisner himself was the only one of the four dubia cardinals who never made public statements about his own participation and support of the dubia.) Here follow some of Cardinal Meisner’s private words in late 2016, as quoted by Dr. Hesemann:

“We live in a time of confusion, not only in society, but also in the Church,” he [Meisner] wrote to me still on 29 December 2016; how much he was right! And he added – writing it down as a message for all bishops, and at the same time, as an explanation for his signing the dubia: “The shepherd is appointed by Christ in order to preserve the herd from error and from confusion.” [Emphasis added]

After quoting these memorable words about the current crisis in the Church and the intrinsic duty of the pope, Dr. Hesemann continues, by referring also to the importance which Cardinal Meisner had laid upon the message of Fatima:

He [Meisner] who is more closely connected with the message of Fatima than any other German bishop, and who had met Sister Lucia, the seer, several times, put at the time [December 2016] very much hope upon the Fatima Year 2017 and also hoped “that the Mother of God would not let us drown in confusion and sin.” [Emphasis added]

How piercing these words of prayer are, can be seen when we consider Dr. Hesemann’s subsequent words:

That in the same year [2017] the Federal Government [of Germany] would easily pass and wave through the anti-Christian homo-“marriage,” he [Meisner] could not then foresee [see here for more information]. However, his last words which he then wrote to me have become now even more pertinent – yes, they sound like a testament, his last warning, for our time: “Ever since in our society, there barely exists any more the memory of creation, one has also forgotten who and what man is. And that is why everything goes topsy turvy now, and one even still thinks thereby, at most, to serve mankind.”

We are grateful to Dr. Hesemann for publishing these words of one of the courageous four dubia cardinals, and who himself had also received in the recent past much criticism for his own signing of the dubia. In December 2016, we reported on the sharp tones that came from German sources – that is to say, from the German branch of Vatican Radio and from Katholisch.de, the website of the German Bishops’ Conference – which used words such as “treason” and “renegade” with regard to Cardinal Meisner. As we reported at the time, Meisner might also have been especially singled out for such criticism for the very fact that he himself had been the driving force at the 2005 Conclave to have Joseph Ratzinger elected pope.

Paul Badde, a German journalist, scholar, and Vatican specialist who knew Cardinal Meisner personally, and intimately, and for many years – and even had him as his counselor when writing on Church news –  also reminded us in his own very moving tribute to the German cardinal of his important role at the 2005 Conclave. Badde says that it was Meisner who “had, during the Conclave, uncovered and thwarted a plot of the so-called Sankt Gallen Group against that same election [of Joseph Ratzinger].” Badde continues, saying:

At that time, he became the “pope-maker,” next to the Holy Ghost of course. “Today, I fought as never before in my life,” he told me at the time on the way home from the Sistine Chapel to his lodging at the bottom of the Gianicolo hill. More he was not allowed to say. [My emphasis]

Let us now return to the theme of Fatima. Cardinal Meisner once described at a conference how, during his more than 40 years of life under Communism in East Germany, the Communists always had a special aversion against Fatima, and he reported that they never allowed a Catholic to travel to Fatima. “That was always denied to us.” “We were not allowed to talk much about Fatima, because it would always be interpreted as anti-Soviet propaganda,” explained Cardinal Meisner. For him personally, it was a sign that “the devil smells when he gets seriously into trouble [wo es ihm an den Kragen geht].”
In 2016, shortly after the brief meeting in Cuba between Pope Francis and the Orthodox Patriarch Kirill, Cardinal Meisner proposed at the same above-mentioned conference that this historic event could and should inspire both the Catholic and the Orthodox leaders to “consecrate us all to the Mother of God in the midst of the current difficulties, just as the seer children of Fatima proposed it.” [Emphasis added] Thus he supported the idea of a Consecration of Russia to the Immaculate Heart of Mary.

Moreover, Cardinal Meisner showed his devotion to Fatima also on other occasions. In 2013, in a homily on the Vigil of the Feast of Our Lady of Fatima on 13 May, Cardinal Meisner gave a most beautiful presentation about the importance of Fatima, and of the Rosary in particular. Remembering the year 1917, the prelate said:

The light of the Faith went out in East Europe [with the Russian Revolution], but in the West, the light of the Faith once more arose: that is, Mary’s message about the overcoming of evil with the good, about the conquering of tanks and canons through prayer. And that was in Fatima.

Meisner added that it was in Fatima – in Portugal – that Our Lady “found a bridgehead from which she helped to overcome the unbelief.” Thus, he adds: “Blessed art thou, Portugal, because you have believed!”

It was after the attempted killing of Pope John Paul II in 1981 – who strongly believed that it was through Our Lady of Fatima’s intercession that his life was saved – that the pope asked Cardinal Meisner to celebrate a Holy Mass in Fatima itself, in 1990, and on “the first Fatima Day without the Bolshevist Empire,” and to do it “in thanksgiving for the liberation from Communism.” (We shall soon come back to this 1990 homily.) In Meisner’s eyes, it was through Fatima, that the political change took place in 1989 in East Europe. “As a weapon against the godlessness, the Mother of God gave us prayer, but especially the prayer of the Rosary,” explained the cardinal.

Cardinal Meisner, who had a very vivid and warm way of giving his homilies, remembered also an encounter he once had, in 1975, as a young bishop, still in Communist Germany. There came to his Mass in Erfurt (East Germany) a group of visiting tourists which turned out to be Catholics from the Soviet Union (Kazakhstan) and who had not been at Holy Mass for 30 years! “We are homesick for the Church!” they told him after Mass. And one man put a very pertinent question to Meisner: “Could you give to me some very important information? Which doctrines of the Faith do we have to pass on to our children and to our children’s children so that they may attain to eternal life?” [Emphasis added]

Cardinal Meisner was still so touched by these words when he related them again in his 2013 homily: “Such an important question had not been put to me before, nor ever thereafter,” he said. However, when he had then proposed to this man that he give to him and to each of his companions a Bible and the Catechism, the man from the Soviet Union politely declined, saying that they are not even permitted to have religious books in their own homes. When asked about taking home a Rosary, the man responded: “Yes, we can do that. But, what does this have to do with my question?” And Cardinal Meisner answered – holding up his Rosary:

At the beginning of the Rosary is the cross, where we pray the creed which contains our whole Faith. Then come the three pearls: Faith, Hope, Charity – the whole teaching for life. That is what we have to live. Then follow the other pearls, the whole gospels in a kind of secret or blind script, which can only be understood by the praying hands and hearts.

The man took the Rosary into his hands and said: “What? Then I have the whole Catholic Faith in one hand!” [Emphasis added] This description of that unexpected and abiding conversation, as related by Cardinal Meisner, should be savored in full in the original homily, in German, in order to see the fuller moral beauty of this true story. Would that we could know what happened to these Catholics from Russia ever since 1975!

Throughout this homily, for example, Cardinal Meisner used some beautiful poetic images and combinations of words that spring from his deep Faith and ardent Love of God. He said, for example: “When I reach out to the hand of God, I want to have something in my hand. That is the Rosary!” [Emphasis added] And: “Whoever prays the Rosary again and again, will feel what the brethren felt on the way to Emmaus, when they asked each other: ‘Did not our hearts burn?’” And here Cardinal Meisner said: “The heart that is burning for Christ is the hope of the world. Mary brought this fire to our world in Fatima.” [Emphasis added] “Not theories, but burning hearts will change the world,” added the prelate. He also used the beautiful image of the sick woman who touched the seam of Our Lord’s garment. “If I only touch this seam, I will be healed.” Thus said Meisner: “It is with the Rosary, that that seam of Jesus is given into our hands.”

For the sake of the beauty of this one homily, let me cite some other poetic images, as expressed by this prelate:

When we, along with these pearls, receive the words of His Life, then these spiritual seeds will bear fruit – 30-fold, 60-fold, 100-fold, unto eternal life! Each pearl is a mysterious germ of life, because it brings us the Gospel into our life and [brings] our life into the Gospel. [Emphasis added]

Cardinal Meisner’s ardent love for the Rosary becomes even clearer when he makes the following public testament:

When I will have died, then the canons will come and take away my ring, my crosier […] But: I have written my testament: you have to leave me my Rosary! I want to take it into my coffin! I wish to show it to the Mother of God so that she may show me, after this exile, Jesus, the Blessed Fruit of her life!

In his fuller spiritual testament, which has now been published in Cologne, Germany, Cardinal Meisner writes a letter to Jesus Christ as a testament of gratitude to God, first for having created him as a human being, then for having made him a priest and a bishop, “formed and consecrated by your wounds,” and for having “used me at your Cross, and for having made me worthy of your wounds.” Written in 2011 – during the pontificate of Pope Benedict XVI – he also implores his flock always to remain loyal to Peter and thus to remain in the Faith.

Let us now consider what Cardinal Meisner had to say about Our Lady of Fatima in 1990, when he visited Fatima for the first time in his life, and upon request of Pope John Paul II. Dr. Hesemann kindly made this homily available to me which Cardinal Meisner gave to him for publication for Hesemann’s own book on Fatima (Das Letzte Geheimnis von Fatima – The Last Secret of Fatima).
On 13 May 1990, Cardinal Meisner had thus stated

In our old Europe which was once the homeland of Christendom, Jesus Christ barely appears in public any more. Mary – and with her the Church – has been pushed to the margins of the European societies. Portugal, however, welcomed Mary 73 years ago – just like John under the Cross – into its own. In Fatima, this famous nation has given a realm and homeland to Mary. From Fatima, Mary could start her path in order to carry Christ back to Europe. In Russia and the other East European states, the Christian faith was nearly forbidden. The peoples of East Europe that highly venerate Mary were only able to give her very little space, since atheism had conquered almost all living space. That is why Mary came from Fatima in order to help the distressed disciples of her Son in the East European states. Fatima is, so to speak, the bridgehead of Mary from whence Mary subverted the East European people in order to bring them Christ, who truly liberates man. Europe must never forget to thank Portugal for having opened the doors to Mary so that she may convert the godless states in the East of our continent. […] In those years [of Communism], Mary was the most unassuming, but omnipresent companion in suffering and the helper of the distressed. […] Not Marx has given man greatness and dignity, but Mary.

When we read these words, we must remember that they were written under the deep impression of a final end of Communism in the East, after decades of oppression. The deep gratitude of this prelate is palpable in these words. (Let us remember that in 2016, almost twenty years later, he came to the conclusion that we still were in need of the assistance of Our Lady of Fatima.) But, there are even deeper reasons for Cardinal Meisner’s devotion to Our Lady. In a 2016 interview about his own life – he was born in 1933 under the Nazi regime, lived for more than 40 years under Communism in East Germany and then faced the challenges of cultural relativism and liberal Catholicism in the West as Archbishop of Cologne – it becomes clear that it was his own mother who taught him the love of the Blessed Mother and of the Rosary.

In 1945, his mother had to flee from the approaching Soviets from Breslau (which is today Polish) to the West, taking along with her not only her four own sons, but six other relatives – two grandmothers and four more children! (Meisner’s father was among the Fallen in Russia – die Gefallenen in Russland – and never returned home.) On their way to the West, the extended Meisner family endured terrible situations such as being abandoned in a van in a heap of snow off the main country road, in the winter, in freezing temperatures below zero. In the middle of this dramatic situation and after having even dropped down a slope in this van, the mother lifted up her Rosary, saying: “God is with us!” When later searching in vain for hours for a room at night in a little village in soon-to-be Communist Germany, the mother suddenly stood still and calmly explained to her four young sons that she, their mother, was now not able to provide for them and that thus they together now must turn to Mary for help. After saying a special German Marian prayer (Hilf Maria, jetzt ist Zeit) three times, a man came out onto the street to them, inviting them into his house with the words: “I cannot any longer watch upon a mother and her children standing out on the street at night.”

The whole story of Cardinal Meisner’s life is a story of warmth and courage. I have seldom seen such a unique combination of a warm heart and a strong conviction, which gained respect even among his professed opponents. Even Germany’s most prominent feminist, Alice Schwarzer, recently gave her tribute to Cardinal Meisner upon his death, saying: “Yes, I liked him.” She felt a friendship with him and she cherished “his humanity and child-like Faith” in spite of their differences of opinion, for example, concerning abortion, as Schwarzer wrote. She continued, saying that at their last meeting a year ago, Meisner gave her a little prayer card with a poem of St. Teresa of Avila. The lines “nothing shall frighten you, nothing scare you. Everything shall pass, God alone remains the same” touched Schwarzer especially as being quite “consoling.”

Is this not a true Catholic witness who stands firm in the truth and reaches out in charity with Christ’s touch to his own opponents? Is this not also the combination of Our Lord and Our Lady? The Truth and Love combined?

Some of the added inspiration for Meisner’s own courage and Catholic witness comes from none other than Cardinal Jozef Mindszenty himself, the great Hungarian martyr of Communism. It was on 6 May 2017, not long before he died, that Cardinal Meisner gave witness to this great man. In a homily in Budapest, Hungary, Meisner recounts how he as a 13-year-old boy happened to see a picture of Cardinal Mindszenty in a Communist Courtroom under accusation. Meisner was so touched by this image – which reminded him immediately of Our Lord’s own being so falsely accused – that he fastened this image at the wall of his bedroom and thus always looked upon this cardinal before he fell asleep, and when he woke up. “He was the model of a bishop for me,” explained Cardinal Meisner in his homily. He adds:

And in me grew the desire that I, one day, wished to be like the cardinal, a Witness of Christ who has the courage also to stand up against the Powerful of this world. [Emphasis added]

Later, Cardinal Meisner happened to find the same picture of Cardinal Mindszenty again. He put this image then into his breviary – “so that I am connected with him in prayer every day” – and it was that same breviary which lay in Cardinal Meisner’s hands when he died. “When we bishops are not any more confessors, then the people of God are not in a good situation,” Meisner added, after first speaking about Mindszenty’s own courageous witness and engagement for mankind. Meisner showed himself especially grateful for Mindszenty’s compassion and solidarity with the 9 million Germans who had to flee their homeland after World War II – among them the Meisner family. “Except for Cardinal Mindszenty, no other bishop then defended us,” [emphasis added] added Meisner. “Bishops have not only to pay attention to a good response from the media, but especially to the proclamation of the truth which has been entrusted to them.”

Cardinal Meisner did not only challenge his own fellow bishops. He also challenged all of us Catholics when he once said, in 2016, that now is the “great chance to become a full Christian – half-Christians will perish!” “Now one responsibly has to hold up one’s head [den Kopf hinhalten], or one will lose it.” He saw a “great chance truly to witness that we are Christians!” And this witness – which we have also learned now from Cardinal Meisner and from his life and his final act of signing the dubia – we can only accomplish with the help of Mary, rooted in the love for Christ.
On 4 April 2005, Cardinal Meisner – significantly just before the upcoming 18-19 April 2005 Conclave in which he played such an important role – visited together with Paul Badde the Holy Face (Volto Santo) of Manoppello. The Cardinal was so deeply touched by the loving Face of God that he made a little, once more poetic, inscription in the shrine’s own guest book, an inscription which should inspire us all to a deeper love of Our Lord:

The Face is the Monstrance of the Heart. On the Volto Santo, the Heart of God becomes Visible. + Joachim Card. Meisner, Archbishop of Cologne, Pax Vobis! 4/4/2005 [Emphasis added]

Love helps overcome fear, as Professor Josef Pieper once explained and exemplified to my husband, Dr. Robert Hickson. The Latin word cor – heart – can also be found in the word courage. Love makes one courageous, like Cardinal Meisner’s mother fighting for her own little ones. May we all learn to love Our Lord and Our Lady so much that we will fight like lions for them. May we pray for the repose of the soul of Cardinal Meisner, and may we also fittingly hope that he soon will also intercede for us. And may thus his 2016 words about Fatima and the dubia also reach the heart of Pope Francis.

2 of 72 readers’ comments

1. Truly beautiful and inspiring. Thank you Maike for taking the time to share this powerful story with us. May these words challenge us to a greater conversion of our hearts, so that we not only speak the truth of Christ but we live that truth.

"Cardinal Meisner did not only challenge his own fellow bishops. He also challenged all of us Catholics when he once said, in 2016, that now is the “great chance to become a full Christian – half Christians will perish!” “Now one responsibly has to hold up one’s head [den Kopf hinhalten], or one will lose it.” He saw a “great chance truly to witness that we are Christians!” And this witness – which we have also learned now from Cardinal Meisner and from his life and his final act of signing the dubia – we can only accomplish with the help of Mary, rooted in the love for Christ." 
Yes, amen.

2. If Amoris Laetitia is to be taken as it is being interpreted, Christianity has no purpose. If true, Christ did not need to come in the flesh to die for our sins... in fact, there are no sins. So go and be a hedonist.

Source: Before Dismissal of Cardinal Müller, Pope Asked Five Pointed Questions

https://onepeterfive.com/source-before-dismissal-of-cardinal-muller-pope-asked-five-pointed-questions/
By Maike Hickson, July 10, 2017  

UPDATE:  When this story was first issued, we had not yet received any response from Cardinal Müller, his secretary, or Greg Burke, Director of the Vatican Press office. Burke has since responded to say that the reconstruction of the events of the Müller meeting as described below is “totally false”. 

The personal secretary of Cardinal Müller has responded to OnePeterFive in an e-mail, saying that the pope did not put these five questions to Cardinal Müller and adding that this OnePeterFive article was doing damage to Cardinal Müller. However, he did not explain how so, particularly considering that the version of events reported to us by our sources paint Müller in a favorable and orthodox light.

We just have received a second confirmation of the story from our reliable source which stems right out of the center of loyal and well-connected German Catholicism. Thus we plan to write a follow-up to this story in the near future.



After Cardinal Gerhard Müller, former Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, revealed that he had personally spoken by phone with the now-deceased Cardinal Joachim Meisner about his recent dismissal, and that this conversation had taken place the night before Meisner’s sudden death on the morning of 5 July, several well-informed sources in Europe in communication with me all used the same expression, namely, they speculated that perhaps Cardinal Meisner had “died of a broken heart.” In light of the following disclosures about the content of the 30 June meeting between Pope Francis and Cardinal Müller, we might be even more inclined to believe that this was the case – at least as a moral possibility.

The following information comes from the report of a trustworthy German source, who spoke to OnePeterFive on condition of anonymity. He quotes an eyewitness who recently sat with Cardinal Müller at lunch in Mainz, Germany. During that meal, Cardinal Müller is alleged to have disclosed in the presence of this eyewitness certain information about his final meeting with the pope, during which he was informed that his mandate as Prefect of the CDF would not be renewed.

According to this report, Cardinal Müller was called to the Apostolic Palace on 30 June, and he thus went there with his working files, assuming that this meeting would be a usual working session. The pope told him, however, that he only had five questions for him:

(Are you in favor of, or against, a female diaconate? “I am against it,” responded Cardinal Müller.

(Are you in favor of, or against, the repeal of celibacy? “Of course I am against it,” the cardinal responded.

(Are you in favor of, or against, female priests? “I am very decisively against it,” replied Cardinal Müller.

(Are you willing to defend Amoris Laetitia? “As far as it is possible for me,” the Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith replied: “there still exist ambiguities.” 

(Are you willing to retract your complaint concerning the dismissal of three of your own employees? 

Cardinal Müller responded: “Holy Father, these were good, unblemished men whom I now lack, and it was not correct to dismiss them over my head, shortly before Christmas, so that they had to clear their offices by 28 December. I am missing them now.”
Thereupon the pope answered: “Good. Cardinal Müller, I only wanted to let you know that I will not extend your mandate [i.e., beyond 2 July] as the Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith.” Without any farewell or explanation, the pope left the room. Cardinal Müller at first thought that the pope left in order to fetch a token of gratitude, and thus he waited patiently. But, there was no such gift, nor even an expression of gratitude for his service. The Prefect of the Papal Household, Archbishop Georg Gänswein, then had to explain to him that the meeting was over, and that it was time for him to leave.

At the time of this writing, we have not been able to obtain confirmation of these events from Cardinal Müller, nor from his secretary, to whom we reached out for comment. Similarly, we requested a comment from Greg Burke at the Vatican Press Office has denied the story, saying the reconstruction of events as we have presented it is “totally false”.

If this report is true – and, given the sources, we have little reason to doubt it – we can well imagine why Cardinal Meisner would have been distressed after hearing about this meeting in the hours before his death. Did these five questions with their yes or no answers, if indeed they were asked of Cardinal Müller, constitute a sort of reverse dubia? Were the Cardinal’s responses, insofar as they were in accordance with orthodox Catholic thought, the reason he was not asked to continue in his role as Prefect of the CDF? Of the five questions, three (female diaconate, priestly celibacy, and the promotion of Amoris Laetitia) have been widely discussed as part of the pope’s “reform” agenda. (It seems worthy of mention in this regard that Archbishop Luis Francisco Ladaria Ferrer, S.J., who has been tapped as Müller’s replacement as CDF Prefect, was appointed last year as President of the Commission for the Study of the Diaconate of Women.) But is the female priesthood really expected to be reviewed in relation to the female diaconate, even though Pope Francis has already personally affirmed the understanding that Pope John Paul II ruled definitively against the possibility? And what of the final alleged question — the one pertaining to the pope’s dismissal of three priests from the CDF last year without cause? If such a question were asked, was it merely a test of unquestioning obedience? Recall that the pope’s reported answer, when asked by Cardinal Müller about the dismissal of these three priests, was simply to say, “I am the pope, I do not need to give reasons for any of my decisions. I have decided that they have to leave and they have to leave.”

In an interview with German newspaper Passauer Neue Press, Müller revealed additional information that appears to support the above-described abruptness of his final meeting with the pope:

Pope Francis, Cardinal Müller said, “communicated his decision” not to renew his term “within one minute” on the last work day of his five-year-term, and did not give any reasons for it.

“This style [sic] I cannot accept,” said Müller. In dealing with employees, “the Church’s social teaching should be applied,” he added.

As our own report on Cardinal Müller’s departure documented, he has suffered a number of indignities during his tenure as CDF prefect under the present pontificate. Nevertheless, Müller has taken pains since the announcement of his departure to give the public appearance that his relationship with the pope was not strained. “There were no differences between me and Pope Francis,” Müller told a local German newspaper during the same visit to Mainz when he was alleged to have revealed to his dining companion the context of his final meeting with the pope. It is not entirely clear if Müller is expressing a lack of conflict between himself and the pope as a sign of solidarity, or in order to emphasize the unexpectedness of the pope’s decision not to renew his term. Whatever the case, he has sought in public to downplay the significance of his departure.

There is little about Müller’s dismissal from one of the Catholic Church’s most prominent ecclesiastical offices that isn’t unusual. As respected Vatican journalist Marco Tosatti noted in his important July 7 essay for First Things, Müller’s departure from the position at age 69 — well before the mandatory retirement age — was “a gesture unprecedented in the Church’s recent history.” Over the past six decades, Tosatti noted, “prefects of the Church’s most important congregation (it has been called La Suprema) have retired due to age or health reasons, or have been called, in the case of Joseph Ratzinger, to become the pope.” None during that time has suffered the indignity of simply being unceremoniously let go.

One anecdote recounted by Tosatti from his own conversations with friends of the German cardinal gives particular credence to the emerging picture that Pope Francis has long treated the prefect emeritus with contempt:

It appears that Müller experienced life under Bergoglio as a sort of Calvary. This, despite Müller’s statements—he has been a good soldier to the end, and even beyond.

The first step of Müller’s Calvary was a disconcerting episode in the middle of 2013. The cardinal was celebrating Mass in the church attached to the congregation palace, for a group of German students and scholars. His secretary joined him at the altar: “The pope wants to speak to you.” “Did you tell him I am celebrating Mass?” asked Müller. “Yes,” said the secretary, “but he says he does not mind—he wants to talk to you all the same.” The cardinal went to the sacristy. The pope, in a very bad mood, gave him some orders and a dossier concerning one of his friends, a cardinal. (This is a very delicate matter. I have sought an explanation of this incident from the official channels. Until the explanation comes, if it ever comes, I cannot give further details.) Obviously, Müller was flabbergasted.

Like Marco Tosatti, we have sought but may never be able to provide an explanation of the incident of the five questions from official channels. We can only say that our sources are not given to idle speculation. They are confident that the events transpired as they have been described.

For now, it is enough to note that under the present circumstances, even the skeptical would have a hard time dismissing a report of such an incident. The stories coming out of the Vatican are more incredible each day — and even the worst of them seem not to merit comment — or more importantly, correction — in the eyes of Church officials.

3 of 500 readers’ comments

1. Francis is a charlatan ... an anti-Catholic, hate-filled scoundrel who loathes the Catholic Church. In his heart he hates Catholic tradition and Catholic moral teaching and he is determined to destroy all those "rigid" Catholics who love the Church and humbly accept in toto all Her doctrine and dogma. He is an anti-pope, a prophet of the anti-Christ.

Let's all think about this for a moment, folks. We have a "pope" who openly ridicules and persecutes faithful Catholics!!! I mean.......come on!! Just how dumbed down have we become that we can't see this?

Jorge the Humble is in fact, a monster!!

2. Jorge Bergoglio is not the 'Pope'. Not even because of the way he may have been ushered into the Papacy by the St. Gallen group, or the way they 'may' have manipulated the conclave. But because he is a Heretic. No one can be the Pope if he is a Heretic and against the Catholic faith as this man has fully displayed time and time again. He is a Heretic of the worst kind, and therefore I will not follow this man into hell. The Cardinals need to stand up and call this man what he is and excommunicate him from the Church of Christ. Not only is he a Heretic, there is not a Catholic bone in his body.......full stop.

3. Bergoglio is not simply a heretic. He is the great deceiver. 
Consider the following scenario.

There was a high-ranking Cardinal in Rome who looked forward to his retirement and return to his own country, but who upon reaching 75 was forbidden by the then Pope. Same Cardinal then gets elected Pope, some years later he resigns (apparently, and under very dubious circumstances) but instead of going back to his homeland and his aged brother, stays in the Vatican, continues to dress as Pope, continues to be called Pope, then some time later declares that, by his putative resignation, he sought to expand the Petrine ministry into a contemplative and an active part.

In the meantime another man gets elected (apparently), a man who shows himself to despise the Catholic Church and everything good and holy. A man who seeks to destroy faith and virtue and replace it with evil and sacrilege. A man who surrounds himself with sodomites, perverts and baby-killers, who shows homage to the infidel but contempt to the Blessed Sacrament.

Faced with this scenario, confused Catholics said wait until the Church declares, 50 or 100 years from now, that Bergoglio was in fact an antipope. In the meantime we must obey him.

Others discerned that this man was never the pope, not because he was a flagrant heretic and a blasphemer, but because he was and is a deceiver. A man who deceived the Cardinals into electing him to a non-vacant position and then proceeded to deceive the Faithful that he was their shepherd. 
If this were a fiction novel, how many would even believe it a possibility?

Getting Perspective: There’s Nothing New in the Five Questions Story

https://onepeterfive.com/getting-perspective-theres-nothing-new-in-the-five-questions-story/
By Steve Skojec, July 11, 2017  
Yesterday, when we hit publish on the story (above) about five alleged questions the pope asked Cardinal Müller before informing him his mandate as prefect of the CDF would not be renewed, I knew we were opening the door to backlash, outrage, and accusations. This is only the second time (that I can recall) that we’ve published an original story in which we’ve not been able to get direct corroboration from a first-hand source. (This was the first time.) Both times we have done so, I’ve calculated the risk that we could be wrong against the probability that we would be right. Both times, the stories were credible because of our sources and what we already knew about the topic at hand.

We’ve now received multiple points of denial on our story. Greg Burke, Director of the Vatican Press Office, was so urgent in his insistence that the “reconstruction is totally false” (interestingly, this is the first time he’s ever responded to my requests for a statement) that he sent an insistent follow-up less than six hours after the first, which hit my inbox at 2:33 AM my time while I was asleep. (Evidently, story corrections are supposed to transpire far faster than dubia answers…) The personal secretary of Cardinal Müller has denied that these questions were put to Müller and said that our report was “doing damage” to the cardinal, though he did not explain how Müller being depicted as an orthodox prefect willing to stand his ground for the faith in a job he was already unceremoniously dismissed from would harm him. We’ve even heard through the journalistic grapevine that Cardinal Müller himself has seen the article, and was “shocked” by it.

Nevertheless, our sources — including the one who spoke to the eyewitness directly — continue to stand their ground, and I think it’s worth investigating the claims made in the report on their merits. We’ll set aside for the moment the different standards for journalism between the US and Europe in general, and more particularly, Italy and the Vatican, where the truth appears to be a far more malleable thing. And for the sake of argument, let’s also set aside the veracity of the report itself. What if the entire thing was, for reasons I honestly can’t puzzle out, a fabrication?

Why is the story shocking or outrageous? Is it because it tells us something we don’t already know? Hardly. With the exception of the insinuation-laden question to a cardinal prefect of the CDF about his position on women’s ordination (an already settled matter), every single piece of the puzzle we presented is a known quantity to our readers. Let’s look closer:

The overarching theme in the story is that the pope met with Müller in a very cold and curt way, and asked him a series of questions that either formed the basis of or affirmed his decision not to renew the cardinal’s mandate as prefect.

But we already know that the pope was brusque in his treatment of Müller. Müller himself said so:

Pope Francis, Cardinal Müller said, “communicated his decision” not to renew his term “within one minute” on the last work day of his five-year-term, and did not give any reasons for it.

“This style [sic] I cannot accept,” said Müller. In dealing with employees, “the Church’s social teaching should be applied,” he added.

We also know that in the past sixty years, no cardinal prefect of the CDF has been let go before retirement age, and that Francis’ decision to let Müller know at the last possible moment and with no rationale given was entirely out of the ordinary and would be construed by any reasonable person as rude.

So what of the questions that Francis is alleged to have asked? His own dubia, as it were? The simple asking of these questions does not in any way signal his personal interpretation of them or the answers he would give. Of course, the implication of getting answers in the negative to all of them as a basis to refuse renewal of Müller’s mandate would seem to indicate that the pope favors the positive answer in each case. But let’s take them one at a time and see what we know about the papal position on each:

1.) “Are you in favor of, or against, a female diaconate?”
Hardly a groundbreaking question from a man who formed a commission that is studying this very issue, and who has now replaced the cardinal prefect with the man he personally chose to head up that commission. It is not at all unreasonable to think that the pope considers this issue favorably.

(Müller’s answer, “I am against it,” speaks favorably of his orthodoxy in this regard.)

2.) “Are you in favor of, or against, the repeal of celibacy?”
The question of revisiting the discipline on clerical celibacy has come up not infrequently during this pontificate. As we reported last year, “Bishop Erwin Kräutler of Brazil declared, after his private audience with Pope Francis in 2014, that the pope had encouraged him to further explore this matter and to be “courageous” in doing so.” Leonardo Boff, a Brazilian liberation theologian and consultant to Pope Francis, said last December that he believed the pope wants to perform a trial experiment on relaxing the discipline in his home country of Brazil after receiving a request from his friend Cardinal Claudio Hummes. Vatican experts Marco Tosatti and Sandro Magister have both indicated they see movement in this direction. The issue is being pushed by the largest lay Catholic organization in Germany at a time when Germany is facing a massive vocation crisis and the German bishops enjoy unprecedented influence in Rome. Francis himself has expressed in public statements an openness toward initiatives that move in this direction.

(Müller’s answer, “Of course I am against it,” speaks favorably of his orthodoxy in this regard.)

3.) “Are you in favor of, or against, female priests?”
This is the sole standout question, the one point of discussion that has ruffled the most feathers. And this is understandable, because the pope has made clear — that is to say, as clear as he ever makes things — that he believes the door to this question was closed by John Paul II. I suspect that this is an issue he will not try to push, despite his close adviser Cardinal Reinhard Marx indicating that Francis had praised the work of Bishop Fritz Lobinger, who has written in favor of ordaining women. But if a female diaconate is something Francis truly wants, is it really too much to believe that a Hegelian dialectic — a method he historically favors — could be an important part of the rhetorical advance?

(Müller’s answer, “I am very decisively against it,” speaks favorably of his orthodoxy in this regard.)

4.) “Are you willing to defend Amoris Laetitia?”
There is clearly nothing controversial about this question. Amoris Laetitia is the pope’s Magnum Opus and the single most divisive issue in the Church today. It is widely believed that Müller was initially favorable toward the dubia but opposed making the questions public — an opposition he has attested to in public commentary that very much undermined the force of the dubia cardinals’ work. Müller has always taken the approach of attempting to interpret AL as changing nothing when it comes to sacramental discipline — an untenable claim, but one that he clearly believes allows him to support the exhortation without compromising his moral position on communion for the “remarried”. Nevertheless, he has claimed that “Amoris Laetitia is very clear in its doctrine and [in it] we can interpret the whole doctrine of Jesus concerning marriage, the whole doctrine of the Church of 2000 years history,” and further, that in it “there is not any danger to the Faith”. It is thus reasonable to see why the pope might ask if Müller is willing to defend it, since the pope’s own affirmation of the Argentinian bishops approach, which allows communion for the remarried, is the one about which Francis says there can be “no other interpretation.”

(Cardinal Müller’s alleged answer, “As far as it is possible for me,” the Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith replied: “there still exist ambiguities”, makes perfect sense in light of the above.)

5.) “Are you willing to retract your complaint concerning the dismissal of three of your own employees?”
We covered the astonishing story of the unilateral and unexplained dismissal of three priests from the CDF whom Müller himself considered among his best employees and did not want to see go. From our excerpt of Marco Tosatti’s description of the events:

The head of a dicastery has received the order to remove three of his employees (all of whom have worked there for a long time), and it was without any explanation. He [the Prefect] received these official letters: “….I request that you please dismiss ….” The order was: send him [each of them] back into his diocese of origin or to the Religious Family to which he belongs. He [the Prefect of the Congregation] was very perplexed because it was about three excellent priests who are among the most capable professionally. He first avoided obeying and several times asked for an audience with the pope. He had to wait because that meeting was postponed several times. Finally, he was received in an audience. And he said: “Your Holiness, I have received these letters, but I did not do anything because these persons are among the best of my dicastery… what did they do?” 
The answer was, as follows: “And I am the pope, I do not need to give reasons for any of my decisions. I have decided that they have to leave and they have to leave.” He got up and stretched out his hand in order to indicate that the audience was at an end. On 31 December, two of the three [men] will leave the dicastery in which they have worked for years, and without knowing the why. For the third, there seems to be a certain delay. But then, there is another implication which, if true, would be even more unpleasant. One of the two had freely spoken about certain decisions of the pope – perhaps a little bit too much. A certain person – a friend of a close collaborator of the pope – heard this disclosure and passed it on. The victim received then a very harsh telephone call from Number One [i.e., the pope]. And then soon came the dismissal.” [Emphasis added]

It was clear from this initial report that Müller did not believe this decision was just, and the fact that his opinion on the matter was widely reported in the media would certainly give a basis to the pope to request that he retract such complaints if he felt they indicated insubordination. Müller later confirmed the story directly — and his opposition to the way the pope handled it — in his interview with EWTN’s Raymond Arroyo. There is absolutely nothing far-fetched here.

(Cardinal Müller’s alleged response: “Holy Father, these were good, unblemished men whom I now lack, and it was not correct to dismiss them over my head, shortly before Christmas, so that they had to clear their offices by 28 December. I am missing them now,” is totally in character with his initial objections, and shows that on this issue at least, he is willing to stand his ground for the sake of justice.)

So that dispenses with the five questions. Nothing outlandish, nothing unexpected, no ground that has not already been tread. The fact that the pope is willing to arbitrarily and capriciously dispense with members of the CDF also segues nicely to him being willing to arbitrarily and capriciously dispense with the CDF prefect. There is no incongruity.

And if we’re being perfectly candid, the image of poor Cardinal Müller not realizing that the pope just dropped the microphone and walked out — and sitting there patiently waiting for a token of gratitude for his service until the papal prefect had to gently tell him it was time to go — is so characteristically Müller, that it frankly sells the entire story. Müller is known to have great esteem for the office of CDF prefect, and believes that he has unique gifts to offer the Church — contributions he takes very seriously and hopes to have recognized. He appears to have been characteristically unable to see that he has been treated with contempt from the very beginning of this papacy. If this portion of the report is a fabrication, it is an excellent one. It’s not a detail I could see someone thinking to add unless they knew the cardinal very, very well. This particular pattern of behavior in the cardinal is subtle, and really only emerges when one pays close attention to his mode of operation over time.

When I made the decision to run this story, I did it on the basis of trust and credibility. Trust for Dr. Hickson and her sources, and credibility of themes we’ve seen play out over and over and over again.

There was nothing new in our report. There was only the possibility of a more concrete affirmation of what we already know. And because of this, despite the denials — we’ve faced those before — we will continue to give our sources, who stand by their story, the benefit of the doubt unless new evidence emerges to the contrary.

This post has been updated.
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1. Interesting that Burke only claimed the "reconstruction" was completely false; not that there wasn't a conversation or even questions posed by Francis.

In any event, what's new and shocking in this is not so much the lady priest thing. Even that has been rumored. What's arresting is the image of Francis, who usually works circumspectly and with layers of plausible deniability, taking direct and deliberate action to clear away any opposition. It also takes these matters out of the realm of rumors, committees, and slippery surrogates, and makes it clear, that if true, these initiatives are coming straight from the top. Certainly, that has been suspected as well, but seeing the pope's bullying hand at work is still an unpleasant sight to behold.

2. I can say what everybody should have understood: Mr. Bergoglio is the Antichrist.

3. Francis and his agenda are a long way outside the Catholic Church...
The A-Z list of concerns with Pope Francis

https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/the-abcs-of-our-concerns-with-pope-francis EXTRACT
July 11, 2017
Refusal to answer dubia
After massive confusion around the globe over Communion for adulterers, four prominent Cardinals sent Pope Francis a letter on September 19, 2016 asking for clarification to five key questions. Two months later with no answer received, they went public with their questions and humbly begged the Pope for an answer for the good of the Church. Despite the pleas of theologians and scholars worldwide, and tens of thousands of faithful and clergy, the Holy Father has steadfastly refused to answer. On April 25 the Cardinals formally asked the Pope for a meeting to discuss the matter, but after not even receiving the courtesy of a reply, they released their letter June 19.

Dubia cardinal was devoted to preserving the faith from ‘error and confusion’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/dubia-cardinal-was-devoted-to-preserving-the-faith-from-error-and-confusion 
By Maike Hickson, July 11, 2017 
As in OnePeterFive https://onepeterfive.com/cardinal-meisners-witness-concerning-fatima-dubia/ [As on page 110]
One reader has left a comment
When the five year period is up before a cause of canonization can be introduced, Let us pray that the Archdiocese of Cologne will initiate it. The Church has a great need for holy and courageous bishops in these days like it had in the time of the Fathers of the Church, such as St. Athanasius, St. Basil, St. John Chrysostom and St. Augustine to mention only some of the best known and the greatest.

Cardinal Schönborn accuses dubia cardinals of trying to force public response from Pope Francis

http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/news/2017/07/14/cardinal-schonborn-accuses-dubia-cardinals-of-trying-to-force-public-response-from-pope-francis/
July 14, 2017
He said cardinals should be the Pope's 'closest collaborators'
The Catholic Church is doing whatever it can to strengthen the family, including families often considered non-traditional, Cardinal Christoph Schönborn of Vienna has said.

“Favouring the family does not mean disfavouring other forms of life – even those living in a same-sex partnership need their families,” the cardinal said during a visit to Ireland, which next year hosts the World Meeting of Families.

The family is “the survival network of the future” and “will remain forever the basis of every society,” Cardinal Schönborn told journalists ahead of addressing a conference, “Let’s Talk Family: Let’s Be Family.”

The cardinal told the conference at Mary Immaculate College that people should not be discouraged about the future of the family, despite the many social and economic threats and policies that disregard it.

“Today, everybody can get married,” he said, but acknowledged “so many choose not to get married.” He suggested that the number of so-called irregular situations had increased enormously because the “framework of society has changed so much.”

“But let us not forget that marriage, as we have it today, is a privilege that was fairly rare in previous centuries, [when at most] a third of the population were able to get married.”

He said his great-grandmother, a wealthy widow who lived in what today is the Czech Republic but then was part of the Austrian empire, had six servants who remained unmarried because of laws against marriage for people of their status. “Marriage was a privilege,” he said.

The cardinal, a former student of Benedict XVI, also noted that his German professor’s grandmother was the “illegitimate daughter of a maiden, who was not permitted to marry.”

He said if he had to sum it up for Twitter, he would say: “Amoris Laetitia tells you marriage and family are possible today.” Amoris Laetitia is Pope Francis’s 2016 apostolic exhortation after two synods of bishops on the family.

Asked about the reception of Amoris Laetitia within the Church and the “dubia” – a series of questions raised by four cardinals to clear up confusion – Cardinal Schönborn said the “process of reception is a long process” and needs negotiation and discussion.

But he also criticised the cardinals over the manner in which they raised their concerns. “That cardinals, who should be the closest collaborators of the pope, try to force him and put pressure on him to give a public response to their publicised letter is absolutely inconvenient behaviour,” he said.

He told journalists: “I fear those who have rapid, clear answers in politics and economy and also in religion. Rigorists and laxists have clear and rapid answers, but they fail to look at life. The rigorist avoids the effort of discernment, of looking closely at reality. The laxist lets everything possible go, and there is no discernment. They are the same but opposite.”

“St Gregory the Great said the art of the pastoral accompaniment is the art of discernment. It is an art and it needs training,” he added.

During the conference, Cardinal Schönborn, whose own parents divorced, described Chapter 8 of Amoris Laetitia as the section that has been “most hotly debated.”

“Most often the topic is reduced to one question – ‘May they [remarried divorcees who did not receive an annulment] receive Communion? Yes or no!’ Pope Francis has said, ‘This is a trap!’ By narrowing this to one question the main purpose of Amoris Laetitia is forgotten: Look closely and discern,” the cardinal said.

Commending the importance of pastoral discernment, the cardinal said that, in view of the immense variety of situations that can arise for couples encountering difficulties, “It is understandable that neither the synod nor this exhortation could be expected to provide a new set of general rules, canonical in nature and applicable to all cases.”

Cardinal Schönborn: “All the [Dubia] Questions Can Be Answered ‘Yes'”
https://onepeterfive.com/cardinal-schonborn-dubia-questions-can-answered-yes/ 
July 14, 2017
On Thursday, July 13, Cardinal Cristoph Schönborn — the pope’s chosen interpreter and advocate for his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia — addressed an audience at the “Let’s Talk Family: Let’s Be Family” conference in Ireland in anticipation of the World Meeting of Families in Dublin next year. According to Greg Daly of The Irish Catholic, Schönborn opened his talk by assuring those in attendance that both the exhortation and the pope responsible for it are Catholic:
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Later, Daly tweeted that Schönborn said that all of the dubia questions can be answered with a “yes”:
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If you don’t recall what the answers are supposed to be, let me remind you why this is such a problematic statement:

The Roman Pontiff, whom St. Catherine of Siena famously referred to as “Our Sweet Christ on Earth”, also has the power to calm the raging storm now buffeting the Barque of Peter. It is not the battering of wind and waves that endangers the vessel, but confusion, error, and doubt — and worse, a rapidly metastasizing schism, spreading like a deadly poison throughout the Mystical Body of Christ.

When it comes to the self-made crisis in the Church — the mounting battle over marriage, divorce, remarriage, sacraments for those in objective grave sin, and the question of the existence of objective sin itself — our Holy Father, like the very Christ he is duty-bound to serve, has at his disposal five simple words that would pacify the tempest:

“No. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes.”
These are, of course, the only answers that a Catholic could ever give to the dubia. There are no other options. No exceptions. No pastoral discernment. No need for verbosity or for yet more nuance.

Distilled down to a crudely simple form, the dubia are essentially as follows:

1. Can the divorced and remarried who are still engaged in a sexual relationship receive absolution and communion without a change of life?  
2. Do absolute moral norms still exist?
3. Does objective grave sin still exist?  
4. Is the teaching still valid that however much circumstances may lessen an individual’s guilt, those circumstances cannot change an intrinsically evil act into a subjectively good act?
5. Does the Church’s teaching that an appeal to conscience cannot overcome absolute moral norms still hold true?
These five questions are so simple, their answers so obvious, they require no more than 30 seconds of Francis’ time. (If it would make things easier, the five words could be spoken from the pressurized cabin of an airplane, an environment that seems to stimulate papal loquacity.)

So let’s examine that one “no” in a list of “yeses”. The full question as presented by the dubia cardinals was as follows:

It is asked whether, following the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (300-305), it has now become possible to grant absolution in the sacrament of penance and thus to admit to holy Communion a person who, while bound by a valid marital bond, lives together with a different person more uxorio without fulfilling the conditions provided for by Familiaris Consortio, 84, and subsequently reaffirmed by Reconciliatio et Paenitentia, 34, and Sacramentum Caritatis, 29. Can the expression “in certain cases” found in Note 351 (305) of the exhortation Amoris Laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio?
My distilled and simplified summary is, again:

“Can the divorced and remarried who are still engaged in a sexual relationship receive absolution and communion without a change of life?”
And Cardinal Schönborn — chosen for the job of explaining the exhortation by the pope himself — says that the answer to this question is yes.

The Austrian cardinal also had this to say about same-sex couples:

“Favouring the family does not mean disfavouring other forms of life – even those living in a same-sex partnership need their families”.

This is not the first time he has spoken favorably of unions that involve one of the sins that “cries out to heaven for vengeance”. In 2015, the Cardinal Archbishop of Vienna made shocking statements about such unions:

On the issue of how the Church talks about gays and lesbians, Schönborn also has been a champion of more inclusive approach.

“The Church should not look in the bedroom first, but in the dining room!” he said in a September 2015 interview with Civiltà Cattolica, a Jesuit-run journal in Rome.

“We can and we must respect the decision to form a union with a person of the same sex, [and] to seek means under civil law to protect their living together with laws to ensure such protection,” he said in that interview.

Schönborn spoke of a gay friend who, after multiple temporary relationships, now has a stable partner.

“They share a life, they share their joys and sufferings, they help one another,” he said. “It must be recognized that this person took an important step for his own good and the good of others, even though it certainly is not a situation the Church can consider ‘regular’.”

During the 2014 synod, Schönborn also argued that the Church can find positive moral elements in other non-traditional relationships, such as cohabitation outside marriage.

In 2016, Schönborn’s Vienna Cathedral bulletin positively depicted a homosexual couple with an adopted son. Schönborn has also stated publicly that if his divorced mother had remarried, he and his siblings would have understood it.

During his talk Schönborn also took aim at the dubia Cardinals:

Asked about the reception of Amoris Laetitia within the Church and the “dubia” – a series of questions raised by four cardinals to clear up confusion – Cardinal Schönborn said the “process of reception is a long process” and needs negotiation and discussion.

But he also criticised the cardinals over the manner in which they raised their concerns. “That cardinals, who should be the closest collaborators of the pope, try to force him and put pressure on him to give a public response to their publicised letter is absolutely inconvenient behaviour,” he said.

He told journalists: “I fear those who have rapid, clear answers in politics and economy and also in religion. Rigorists and laxists have clear and rapid answers, but they fail to look at life. The rigorist avoids the effort of discernment, of looking closely at reality. The laxist lets everything possible go, and there is no discernment. They are the same but opposite.”

“St Gregory the Great said the art of the pastoral accompaniment is the art of discernment. It is an art and it needs training,” he added.

No reference was given as to where in his body of teachings Catholics could find St. Gregory’s admonition on “the art of pastoral accompaniment”.
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1. I am quite certain that St. Gregory never used the phrase 'pastoral accompaniment.'

The Cardinal Archbishop of Vienna is just another heretic awaiting judgement. If the first question can be answered with a Yes then questions 4 & 5 must be answered no. This isn't intellectual rigidity it is Logic and Logic is not contra reality, illogic is. The Cardinal is employing illogic which is why he is speaking like an idiot.

I guess Fr. Spadaro is teaching advanced spiritual mathematics to Pope Francis' pals.

PS: Rigid was the catch word in seminary to get you kicked out. I was labeled rigid by a bad Dominican sister, but the Chancellor of the Diocese (a Canon Lawyer) to which my rector belonged came to my defense, as well as the head of the Theology department of my seminary and I made it to ordination. My rector actually wrote a commentary on the Sister's attack on me to my Bishop. God bless Him. –Fr. RP
2. IF St. Gregory DID use the term "pastoral accompaniment", I am sure he did so in the sense of collaboration in the sin of another.

The cardinal’s statement creates a contradiction which is not possible or permissible in objective Truth. If question one is answered yes, then questions two and three MUST be answered no. You cannot have it both ways. Nor can or does objective Truth ever change.

The cardinal has only deepened both the confusion and sense of error and, implicitly, confirmed them.

The barque of Peter is rudderless. No wonder people are abandoning ship! Man the lifeboats!!

3. Does anyone know to what extent Cardinal Schönborn was involved in the formulation of the 1992 Catechism's disappointing and unconvincing section on homosexualism (2357-2359)? That section noticeably shifts the emphasis of this grave sexual depravity out of the realm of moral evil and sin, and into the shadowy realm of that scientific materialism of the soul -- i.e. modernist psychology -- as being merely "objectively disordered", and whose "psychological genesis remains largely unexplained"?
The answer to my question above could be quite telling. Just consider some of the quotes from Cardinal Schönborn taken from this article:

“We can and we must respect the decision to form a union with a person of the same sex, [and] to seek means under civil law to protect their living together with laws to ensure such protection,” he said in that interview.

Schönborn spoke of a gay friend who, after multiple temporary relationships, now has a stable partner.

“They share a life, they share their joys and sufferings, they help one another,” he said. “It must be recognized that this person took an important step for his own good and the good of others, even though it certainly is not a situation the Church can consider ‘regular’.”

"We can and we must respect" moral evil and social pathology?? It is under the pretext of the need to "protect (homosexualists) living together with laws to ensure such protection" that many jurisdictions have passed Sexual Transhumanist laws that have unjustly and godlessly invented anti-human fabrications like Transhuman "marriage" (ref. Canada's Bill C-38 in 2005), the Transhuman "family" (ref. Ontario's Bill 28 in 2016), and the Transhuman "person" (ref. Canada's Bill C-16 in 2017). These evil laws promote sexual depravity, state-sponsored child kidnapping, and mental illness as "human rights". And the "celebration" of these Sexual Transhumanist laws absolutely must be forced onto vulnerable and impressionable little children in schools, some of whom will take the poison bait and become little Sexual Transhumanists themselves -- thanks to the pedophilic grooming technique of Comprehensive Sexuality Education. Is this anti-human horror, which is the inevitable outgrowth of the escalating fetishism spawned from the germ of sodomy that was unleashed upon a morally indifferent society in the 1960s and '70s, what we need to "protect"?

On what basis are Schönborn's quoted assertions made, especially given that they are coming from a Catholic Cardinal?! How can he -- how dare he, in all Charity and Truth -- affirm sexual perversion and deadly sin, when his very vocation is to urge people to repent of such soul-destroying behaviour? Indeed, sodomy is a sin that cries out to heaven for vengeance, and yet this Cardinal insists that such sexual wickedness can actually be for a person's "own good and the good of others"? How can a grave sin against nature that definitely leads to Hell be "good" for anybody?

May the Lord deliver us from wolves in sheep's clothing, who are brazen enough to promote deadly sin openly to the whole world -- a grave scandal! Please pray with me, in all sincerity, for the deliverance of these benighted clergymen who "cover sin with smooth names". And pray that our Lord Jesus Christ will sustain all of us, along with Cardinal Burke, Cardinal Caffarra, Bishop Athanasius Schneider, and the other faithful shepherds, in the evil day.

4. Bergoglio and Schönborn are modernists whose goal is to destroy the Church. By allowing secular decadence to overrule the doctrines of the Church they are serving their goal and their master, with whom they will spend eternity. (I know I'm not supposed to say that, but I did anyway.)
5. “I fear those who have rapid, clear answers in politics and economy and also in religion. Rigorists and laxists have clear and rapid answers, but they fail to look at life."

See how the serpent tries to make himself appear sooooooo reasonable and moderate by falsely placing himself in the midst of what he depicts as 2 extremes??? How can you nasty people have "rapid, clear answers" to questions which have only been taught consistently by the Church for 2,000 years???

There is, of course, nothing rigorist about asserting that public, permanent adulterers (the CCC definition of the divorced and remarried) cannot receive Holy Communion. It is simply a fact - a fact which has been consistently taught since the day Our Lord said: "Any man who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery." But the devil is so clever at shifting the ground - just as he was in the Garden of Eden - that he can make you think you are the unreasonable one just for believing the facts as they have always been taught.

This is what I find so pernicious about Frank and his mob of toadies - they stink like Satan, they sometimes look like Satan, but they nearly always sound like Satan...."Did God really say that you could not eat the fruit of any of the trees in the garden...shouldn't we sit down and discern His words together?" –Deacon Augustine

6. “St Gregory the Great said the art of the pastoral accompaniment is the art of discernment. It is an art and it needs training,” he added.

I'm using my "art of pastoral discernment" now, your Eminence. Following a long period of "reflection" and "accompaniment" and after much prayer, I discern that both you and your handler are faithless, lying heretics.

The respective dioceses of Bergoglio and Schönborn have two things in common; empty seminaries and empty pews. They have eviscerated the Church in their respective homelands. Why would anyone give a hoot about anything these worthless deconstructionists say?

Francis' henchmen have twisted themselves into pretzels over the dubia which are 5 simple questions. At various times I've heard the following contradictory statements:

1) The dubia will never be answered (Spadaro)

2) The dubia have already been answered.

3) There is no need to answer the dubia since the answers are obvious.

4) The dubia are malicious and an insult to the pope.

5) The cardinals who presented the dubia have deep psychological problems (Maradiaga).

6) The answers are 5 "yesses". (Schönborn)

The list goes on. All that blather rather than answer clearly and unambiguously 5 simple questions. It's got to the point now that they're laughing at us. Francis and the rest of the lavender mafia clown posse think they can come out with any old shtick and the dumbed down hoi polloi will swallow it. What a joke this pontificate is. What a sick, never ending joke! Time for the three remaining dubia cardinals to pull the trigger.

Putting Pope Francis into perspective
https://thewildvoice.org/pope-francis-chronology-perspective/ EXTRACT
July 14, 2017
[…]

NOVEMBER 13, 2016
Four Cardinals Formally Ask Pope for Clarity on Amoris Laetitia – Out of “deep pastoral concern,” four cardinals have taken the very rare step of publicizing five questions they have sent Pope Francis in a bid to clear up “grave disorientation and great confusion” surrounding his summary document on the Synod on the Family, Amoris Laetitia. The cardinals — Italian Carlo Caffarra, American Raymond Burke, and Germans Walter Brandmüller and Joachim Meisner — sent the five questions, called dubia (Latin for ‘doubts’) to the Holy Father and Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, on Sept. 19, along with an accompanying letter. As the Pope has not responded to the dubia, the four signatories have decided to inform “the entire people of God about our initiative and offering all of the documentation.” (NATIONAL CATHOLIC REGISTER)

 

NOVEMBER 15, 2016
In an interview concerning the five dubia questions, or “doubts,” presented to Pope Francis by four Cardinals seeking answers about Amoris Laetitia, Cardinal Burke said "There is, in the Tradition of the Church, the practice of correction of the Roman Pontiff. It is something that is clearly quite rare. But if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error." (NATIONAL CATHOLIC REGISTER)

DECEMBER 6, 2016
The Pope has declined to respond to the five questions, which ask for “Yes” or “No” answers on whether aspects of Amoris Laetitia, particularly related to whether civilly remarried divorcees without an annulment and not living in continence can receive holy Communion, are consistent with previous papal teachings. Since the Dubia were published, Pope Francis has reacted only in an indirect way, saying in a recent interview that 'certain responses' to Amoris Laetitia 'persist in seeing only white or black, when, rather, one ought to discern in the flow of life.' He also said such opposition can derive from a 'bad spirit' or psychological defects that foster division and argued that such thinking showed a lack of understanding about how the Holy Spirit has been working in the Church since the Second Vatican Council. Cardinal Gerhard Müller, prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF), declined to comment on the content of the Dubia themselves, explaining that his office has a duty not to respond to the questions unless Pope Francis instructs that it do so. Cardinal Müller, who also received the cardinals’ letter and Dubia in September, said his office could respond if Pope Francis authorized it, but it would now be inappropriate for the CDF to intervene in a controversy without the Pope’s specific approval. Cardinal Burke told the Register last month that Cardinal Müller earlier had relayed to the signatories that the Pope would not be responding to the questions they had submitted. “He [Cardinal Müller] was told by the Pope that he was not to respond to the Dubia and that there would be no response to them,” he said. (NATIONAL CATHOLIC REGISTER)

DECEMBER 14, 2016
Pope Francis’ Council of Cardinals met this week with discussion on how reform of the Curia’s departments will move forward. Vatican spokesman Greg Burke stressed that there was no talk whatsoever about the “dubia” sent to the Pope by four cardinals over footnote 351 in “Amoris Laetitia” referring to communion and divorced and remarried Catholics. The letter “is not the purpose” of the Council of Cardinals, Burke said, adding that the Pope was “very clear” in saying that the Synod of Bishops had already spoken on the matter. (CATHOLIC NEWS AGENCY)

DECEMBER 23, 2016
Pope Says He May Split the Catholic Church – Walter Mayr, the Rome correspondent of the German magazine Der Spiegel, reports the following at the conclusion of his 23rd December article on Pope Francis and the crisis over the dubia: "In a very small circle, Pope Francis is said to have self-critically further explained himself as follows: 'It is not to be excluded that I will enter history as the one who split the Catholic Church'." (EWTN, UK)

JUNE 17, 2017
‘Doctrinal Anarchy’ As Bishops’ Conflicting Positions On Amoris Laetitia Show – Belgium’s bishops have become the latest to read the exhortation as giving access to the Sacraments for some civilly remarried divorcees without an annulment. They follow the bishops’ conferences of Malta, the Philippines and Germany, as well as some bishops from other countries who have issued similar guidelines. By contrast, Poland’s bishops’ conference became the first national conference to declare that Amoris Laetitia has not changed Church doctrine on Holy Communion for the divorced and civilly remarried, and that they continue not to have access to the Sacraments as the Church considers them to be living in an objective state of adultery. At a Mass last Sunday in an Argentine parish, Bishop Ángel José Macín of Reconquista determined that after six months of discernment, parishioners living in irregular unions or divorced and civilly remarried could be included in full and sacramental Communion. The reality of the situation is that the members of that Argentine parish have access to the Sacraments, but that would not be the case were they in a Polish one. Thus your geographical location becomes the determining factor on whether you must adhere to traditional Church teaching and practice, or not. 
A key problem is that the Pope’s own position on this issue has been ambiguous. Although last year he backed an Argentine bishops’ directive advocating support for giving Holy Communion to some remarried divorcees and, a few months ago, wrote a letter thanking Maltese bishops for their guidelines on interpreting the document, he has yet to state an official position, despite being formally asked to do so by four cardinals. Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner sent him a list of dubia last September, five doubts about Amoris Laetitia aimed at resolving confusion over this issue, and other questions over whether the document is in continuity with the Church’s teaching. The Pope has asked Cardinal Müller not to respond, but said in an interview that some, 'as with certain responses to Amoris Laetitia, persist in seeing only white or black, when rather one ought to discern in the flow of life.' He added that these 'critiques — if they’re not from an evil spirit — do help. Some types of rigorism spring from the desire to hide one’s own dissatisfaction under armor.' (NATIONAL CATHOLIC REGISTER)

 

JUNE 19, 2017
Dubia Cardinals Seek Papal Audience – After seven months of not receiving a response from Pope Francis to their request that he clarify highly disputed parts in his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, four cardinals asked the Holy Father for an audience in April but the Pope has yet to respond. (NATIONAL CATHOLIC REGISTER)
Pope Benedict XVI says Church is ‘on the verge of capsizing’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pope-benedict-church-is-on-the-verge-of-capsizing EXTRACT
By Claire Chretien, July 15, 2017
Pope Benedict XVI sent a sobering message at the funeral of Cardinal Joachim Meisner today, saying he was moved at the dubia cardinal's ability to "live out of a deep conviction that the Lord does not abandon His Church, even when the boat has taken on so much water as to be on the verge of capsizing."
The Church "stands in particularly pressing need of convincing shepherds who can resist the dictatorship of the spirit of the age and who live and think the faith with determination," Pope Benedict said in a message read by Archbishop Georg Gänswein, his personal secretary and head of the papal household. Because of this "pressing need," Meisner "found it difficult to leave his post." 

"What moved me all the more was that, in this last period of his life, he learned to let go and to live out of a deep conviction that the Lord does not abandon His Church, even when the boat has taken on so much water as to be on the verge of capsizing," the pope emeritus concluded.

Meisner, who was 83, was one of the four cardinals who sent Pope Francis a dubia asking if Amoris Laetitia is aligned with Catholic morality. He died still awaiting the pope's response. Although Pope Francis hasn't answered the dubia, he has given his approval to interpretations of the controversial exhortation that say those living in adulterous unions may receive Holy Communion.

Canon lawyer Kurt Martens said Pope Benedict's message was an "amazing yet diplomatic form of support for [the] dubia Cardinals."
[…]

In June 2017, Pope Benedict met new cardinals alongside Pope Francis. He had a brief message for them: "The Lord wins in the end."
Meisner died holding his breviary, about to offer Mass.
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1. Satan is in the Vatican and is roaring as loud as can be with this Pope. He is allowing adulterers to receive the precious Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus and also allowing practicing homosexuals to receive also what an abomination. The purification of the Catholic Church is at hand as much persecution is at the doorstep now. Pray, pray, pray for the graces to bear what is coming.

2. There is a need for Francis and his friends to step down.

3. I agree with you.
4. "Who I am to Judge" - Pope Francis.
Yet he is pretty clear on judging everyone that doesn't agree with his left-wing neo-commie political agenda! Booo Pope!!

5. He's the Anti-Pope. Pope Benedict is still the Pope.
6. Agreed.
7. What a shame and scandal that the pope refuses to answer the dubia but he is all about pastoral care, dialogue and building bridges. Pope Benedict XVI should still be the pope.

8. It has always been my supposition that should a schism take place, the faithful would always follow the Pope and turn away from the schismatics. I'm now wondering what we should do when the Pope is leading the Church very close to heresy with his current teachings. I am guessing that "staying with the Pope" may be unwise. Prayer and the Sacraments are now more important than ever. I hope that the faithful won't have to make decisions on this debacle any time soon.

9. Jorge Bergoglio is not pope and he is not Catholic. Those who wish to remain Catholic must reject his evil leadership.

10. There are those who feel the Church will once again go underground - this is where we will find the true mass and sacrifice. This is part of the persecution we can expect. Whatever, wherever Pope Francis is we shouldn't be unfortunately. It is likely he will be heading up the new world one religion church...
11. The 'splitting' of the Church is the responsibility of the Pope and his minions, not of the faithful. It's THEM who will have left the Church, not the other way around. St. Athanasius to his flock during the Arian Crisis: "They may have the buildings, but WE have the true faith."

12. From the mouth of a prophet of God who was driven out of the Vatican by all the modernists, masons, atheists, etc., etc. He was and still is a wonderful Pope.
13. "'What moved me all the more was that, in this last period of his life, he learned to let go and to live out of a deep conviction that the Lord does not abandon His Church, even when the boat has taken on so much water as to be on the verge of capsizing,' the pope emeritus concluded."

When I read these lines, I must wonder if Benedict is also applying them to himself: Benedict too, like Cardinal Meisner, is "in this last period of his life", and he too, like Meisner, may have "learned to let go and to live out of a deep conviction that the Lord does not abandon His Church, even when the boat has taken on so much water as to be on the verge of capsizing." This would seem to be consistent with Benedict's recent comment to the newly-created Cardinals: "The Lord wins in the end."

14. This pope is an evil apostate. He is not Catholic and not even a Christian, most likely. He is a Marxist politician, possibly a Communist. We must reject him and all he teaches, it is error. We do not need to wait for Cardinals to tell us this is so, we can use the spiritual discernment we were all given to know. Do not listen to these men, do not follow them. … Pray the rosary, pray much. These are evil times, but God will help us at some point. Buckle up. It's going to get bumpy.

15. I'm very grateful that pope Benedict spoke the words he did. The letter told us good things about Cardinal Meisner, gave warning about the current evil and what it's doing to the Church, and a few words of hope for the faithful. Thanks Pope Benedict.

16. Papa Benedict should never have resigned and left us to this chaos.

17. What we are witnessing in the Roman Catholic Church it's a fulfillment of the Prophecies of Our Lady of Fatima and Our Lady of Akita. Our Lady of La Salette also warned that Time would lose the faith and become the seat of the Antichrist we do know that good will triumph over evil. We also know that the Immaculate Heart of Mary will Triumph and Usher in era of peace. However, before this occurs we do know that many nations would be annihilated and that 3/4 of humanity will be destroyed in the process. Many people will die but how many Souls will be saved and go to heaven. We need to receive Holy Communion, pray the rosary and stay in the state of grace if we are to survive this tumultuous storm.

18. Will schism be declared or will we all go along continuing to pretend?

19. Pope Benedict is absolutely right. I am 100 % Roman Catholic and Pope Francis scares me when it comes to Doctrine of the Church.

Pope Benedict: A ‘capsizing’ church needs courageous bishops
https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/pope-emeritus-benedicts-message-a-capsizing-church-needs-courageous-bishops
July 18, 2017 EXTRACT
The unanswered dubia allows relativism to take hold, metastasize

Amoris Laetitia has thrown wide open the door to relativism in the church, where more than one theologian has asked, “If the papal teaching is clear, how can it mean one thing in Poland and another in Germany? If the final answer to that vexed question is No in Philadelphia and Portland, how can it be Yes in Chicago and San Diego? If some bishops are interpreting the papal document incorrectly, why have they not been corrected?”

‘Absolutely inconvenient’: Cardinal blasts dubia Cardinals for ‘pressuring’ Pope to clarify

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/absolutely-inconvenient-cardinal-blasts-dubia-cardinals-for-pressuring-pope
By Pete Baklinski, Ireland, July 18, 2017
Cardinal Christoph Schönborn of Vienna criticized the four Cardinals, one now deceased, for what he calling pressuring Pope Francis to respond to their questions about whether or not his Exhortation Amoris Laetitia conforms to perennial Catholic moral teaching.

“That cardinals, who should be the closest collaborators of the pope, try to force him and put pressure on him to give a public response to their publicised letter is absolutely inconvenient behavior,” he said the journalists last week prior to attending a conference in Ireland where he spoke about marriage and family.

Schönborn said that if the Cardinals “want to have an audience with the pope, then they ask for an audience but they do not publish that they have asked for an audience.”

Last year Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner (now deceased) went public with their questions (dubia) after the Pope failed to give them a response. They had hoped that the Pope answering their five yes-or-no questions would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the controversial exhortation.

Last month the four released a letter to the Pope in which they unsuccessfully asked him for a private audience to discuss “confusion and disorientation” within the Church as a result of the Exhortation.

The exhortation has been used by various bishops and bishops’ groups, including those in Argentina, Malta, Germany, and Belgium, to issue pastoral guidelines that allow Communion to be given to civilly-divorced-and-remarried Catholics living in adultery. 
But bishops in Canada and Poland have issued statements based on their reading of the same document that forbids such couples to receive Communion.

Pope Francis has yet to enter into dialogue with the three remaining cardinals.

Schönborn cautioned against those who have “rapid, clear answers” in religion.

“I fear those who have rapid, clear answers in politics and economy and also in religion. Rigorists and laxists have clear and rapid answers, but they fail to look at life. The rigorist avoids the effort of discernment, of looking closely at reality. The laxist lets everything possible go, and there is no discernment. They are the same but opposite,” he told journalists.

“St Gregory the Great said the art of the pastoral accompaniment is the art of discernment. It is an art and it needs training,” he added.

“Most often the topic is reduced to one question – ‘May they [remarried divorcees who did not receive an annulment] receive Communion? Yes or no!’ Pope Francis has said, ‘This is a trap!’ By narrowing this to one question the main purpose of Amoris Laetitia is forgotten: Look closely and discern,” he said.

The Cardinal told participants at the July 13 “Let’s Talk Family: Let’s Be Family” conference in Ireland that an individual’s “conscience” is “most important” in determining “your situation…in [the] presence of God.”

“The last and most important point is…how is your situation in your conscience in [the] presence of God? Nobody can respond to this question than you alone. Is your new marital situation, new union, in your conscience something that you can really offer God and say this is my way with your help. It’s a very difficult and very delicate question,” he said.

The Cardinal said such a teaching on conscience following the Pope’s Exhortation helps individuals “to have a mature way to a new situation.”

9 of 50 readers’ responses

1. Does the Cardinal have an answer that is the same or different from the rigorists or the laxists? I mean what answer is there that he claims is so delicate and hard to reveal?

2 Pastoral has become a buzzword meaning to look the other way while you commit your sins in the open and scandalize the church. These are the people the Psalms warn about. Their words are all honey. It may be very sweet to hear that it’s okay to be in an irregular relationship and receive Communion, but these shepherds are heaping grave sin upon grave sin on their own souls while basically cutting off the spiritual oxygen to the sheep.

3. The same people - including Cardinal Schönborn - who are falsely blasting Cardinals Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra, and Meisner (RIP) for allegedly "pressuring" Pope Francis into responding to the dubia had no such compunction about pressuring Blessed Paul VI for a change in the Church's consistent and correct teaching on contraception 50-55 years ago - to say nothing of pressuring their fellow bishops to pervert and falsify the Church's consistent, correct, and non-negotiable teachings on marriage, family, and sexual morality at the Extraordinary Synod 3 years ago and at the 4. Ordinary Synod 2 years ago. Talk about hypocrisy.
4. Cardinal Christoph Schönborn says, “That cardinals, who should be the closest collaborators of the pope, try to force him and put pressure on him to give a public response to their publicised letter is absolutely inconvenient behavior." Wrong! Wrong! The inconvenient and sinful behavior is the sex orgy held recently at the Vatican. Schönborn is just trying to deflect public attention from the numerous scandals. The dubia is a legitimate request, even the apostles sometimes asked Christ to clarify His teachings. The Pope like the rest of us is a mere servant and not the Master.

5. Schönborn: "Pope Francis has said, ‘This is a trap!’" That's right, it is a trap - of the Pope's OWN making. With Amoris Laetitia, he has spun such a sticky spider's web so laden with heresy and deliberate ambiguity, that by the virtue of 5 simple questions he has found himself entangled within his own messy, corrupt creation.

6. It apparently hasn't occurred to Cardinal Schönborn that the purpose of seeking clarification on confusing matters is to better guide and instruct the lay members of the Church... in order to save souls!

I keep hearing that some members of the hierarchy no longer believe in Catholic doctrine. But the idea "that an individual’s conscience is most important in determining your situation" comes from Protestant teaching. Is it possible Cardinal Schönborn no longer believes what the Catholic Church teaches?

7. Schönborn is the biggest sellout in the Holy See. He was Mr. Orthodoxy under JP2 when the catechism was being prepared in the 1990s. Now he's just a propagandist for Francis and that horrible Amoris Laetitia.

8. Respectfully, Cardinal Schönborn, if the pope would simply act like an adult and take responsibility for his words instead of reacting like a bully on the school yard, sending his friends to fight his battles, we would not be at this impasse.

9. The Cardinal doesn't like to be questioned?? Well, well, doesn't that just about cover most prelates in the Church today. They do not like any difficult questions and their recent history of not dealing with difficult questions in the Church scandals (and ongoing) and we have Pope Francis, he is worse than most of the prelates. They do not deal in truth, just appoint PR men to make it (and themselves) look "humble".

It is vomit making. These wolves need to go and go quickly

Pope Francis’ unwillingness to meet with dubia Cardinals baffles former Vatican doctrine chief
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/pope-francis-unwillingness-to-meet-with-dubia-cardinals-baffles-former-vati
By Pete Baklinski, Rome, July 25, 2017
The Vatican doctrinal chief removed from his post last month by Pope Francis is questioning the Pope’s refusal to meet with the four dubia Cardinals.
In a new interview July 21 with the Italian newspaper Il Foglio, Cardinal Gerhard Müller also warns that it is impossible for the Magisterium to “correct” the teachings of Jesus Christ, as Church leaders seem to be doing after the Pope’s exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

“It is He, if anyone, who corrects us. And we are obliged to obey Him; we must be faithful to the doctrine of the apostles, clearly developed in the spirit of the Church,” he said in the interview translated by Rorate Caeli.

“The words of Jesus Christ must always be the foundation of the Church’s doctrine,” Müller said. “Nobody — until yesterday — could say that this was not true. It is clear: we have the irreversible revelation of Christ. And the Church has been entrusted with the depositum fidei [deposit of the faith], i.e. the entire content of revealed truth. The Magisterium does not have the authority to correct Jesus Christ.”

Jesus taught, in Luke 16:18, that “everyone who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries a woman divorced from her husband commits adultery.”

Last month, Pope Francis, in a rare move, dismissed Müller after a five-year tenure as the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The 69-year-old Cardinal was still six years away from retirement age. In his post, he was responsible for promoting the correct interpretation of Catholic doctrine and theology.

Pope Francis replaced Müller with the secretary of the Congregation, Spanish Archbishop and Jesuit theologian Luis Ladaria Ferrer.

Müller was known for his defense of authentic Catholic teaching. Even after the publication of Pope Francis’ controversial Exhortation Amoris Laetitia, the Cardinal strongly maintained that Holy Communion could never be given to civilly divorced and remarried Catholics living in adultery.

In the Il Foglio interview, Müller criticized Cardinals Christoph Schönborn and Walter Kasper for championing positions on marriage contrary to the New Testament.

“I don’t understand how they can harmonize different theological and dogmatic positions with the clear words of Jesus and St. Paul. Both made clear that you cannot marry a second time if your legitimate spouse is still alive,” he said.

The Cardinal also said he did not understand why Pope Francis has not yet entered into dialogue with the four Cardinals, one of whom is now deceased, who raised questions about whether or not Amoris Laetitia conforms to perennial Catholic teaching.

“I don’t understand why a calm and serene discussion hasn’t [yet] begun. I don’t understand where the obstacles are. Why allow only tensions to emerge, even publicly? Why not organize a meeting to talk openly about these themes, which are fundamental?” he said.

“Until now, I’ve only heard invectives and insults against these cardinals,” he added.

Last year, Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner (now deceased) went public with their questions (dubia) after the Pope failed to give them a response. They had hoped that the Pope answering their five yes or no questions would dispel what they called the “uncertainty, confusion, and disorientation among many of the faithful” stemming from the controversial exhortation.

Cardinal Müller has not been reassigned to any other post since his dismissal.
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1. Another huge error made by the 'Mercy Pope' is now coming back to haunt him and his evil designs for the Church. Now that Cardinal Müller has been dismissed from the CDF, it has left him far freer to speak the truth about the cancerous 'exhortation' Amoris Laetitia than was possible beforehand.

2. As Amoris Laetitia was the horse that had already bolted, I had wondered why Müller had not spoken out forcefully against its proponents earlier. I do agree with you that he may (I now believe that he did) want to stay on in his post specifically to do damage control.

Now that he has been dismissed, there is no longer any reason why he should not 'open fire' (if you like) on the enemy infesting the Vatican. I hope and pray that his weighty words do find their mark - and they do have considerable weight - after all he was the head of the CDF for quite some time and that is an historical fact that Francis can never change.

3. Why should the pope respond to the dubia now that the Austrian Cardinal Christophe Schönborn has told him that Amoris Laetitia is orthodox? The word orthodox is apparently a great source of comfort for Pope Francis. And the earth must be flat.

4. Schönborn isn't the Prefect of CDF.
Muller said that the CDF submitted about couple of hundreds of minor or major corrections when AL's draft had been released. The Pope dismissed them ALL. And then he went to ask Schönborn if AL is orthodox? 
Who is the warrant of orthodoxy in Francis' messy Church- Schönborn, the CDF, or possibly even the Pope's beloved "Tucho", the ghost writer of AL?
FURTHER UPDATE WITH 2016 ARTICLES ON THE DUBIA, continued from pages 54-59
Reactions to the Four Cardinals’ Request to the Pope to “Clarify” Amoris laetitia
http://dici.prod.fsspx.org/en/news-events/news/reactions-four-cardinals%E2%80%99-request-pope-%E2%80%9Cclarify%E2%80%9D-amoris-laetitia-23533
November 25, 2016
On November 14, 2016, four cardinals made public a letter which they had sent to Pope Francis on September 19. They publicized this previously-private correspondence in order to “bring clarity” about the post-synodal exhortation Amoris laetitia—an appeal that has remained unanswered by the Supreme Pontiff for two months.
These four prelates are Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, President Emeritus of the Pontifical Committee for Historical Sciences, Raymond L. Burke, patronus of the Order of Malta, Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop emeritus of Bologna (Italy), and Joachim Meisner, Archbishop emeritus of Cologne (Germany). The first three were co-authors of the book Remaining in the Truth of Christ (Ignatius Press 2014). See DICI no. 301 dated September 26, 2014.

The contents of this dubia
Cardinal Caffarra was a co-signer of the letter from the thirteen cardinals presenting to the Holy Father on October 5, 2015 serious “concerns” that they had about procedures at the Synod on the Family that seemed to be “designed to facilitate the obtaining of predetermined results on important or controversial questions.” See DICI no. 323 dated October 23, 2015. The Five Dubia The four prelates presented to Pope Francis five dubia or doubts formulated like those that are addressed to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, so that it is possible to answer them with a yes or a no. They are accompanied by an introductory letter to the Pope and an explanatory note. Here are the five dubia, with an excerpt from the explanatory note indicating what is “concretely at stake”. The complete text of the document sent to the Pope is available on sspx.org.
1. It is asked whether, following the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (300-305), it has now become possible to grant absolution in the sacrament of penance and thus to admit to holy Communion a person who, while bound by a valid marital bond, lives together with a different person more uxorio [as though married, Editor’s note] without fulfilling the conditions provided for by Familiaris Consortio, 84, and subsequently reaffirmed by Reconciliatio et Paenitentia, 34, and Sacramentum Caritatis, Can the expression “in certain cases” found in Note 351 (305) of the exhortation Amoris Laetitia be applied to divorced persons who are in a new union and who continue to live more uxorio?
 

2. After the publication of the Post-Synodal Exhortation Amoris Laetitia (304), does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s Encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 79, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, on the existence of absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts and that are binding without exceptions?
 

3. After Amoris Laetitia (301) is it still possible to affirm that a person who habitually lives in contradiction to a commandment of God’s law, as for instance the one that prohibits adultery (Matthew 19:3-9), finds him or herself in an objective situation of grave habitual sin (Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, “Declaration,” June 24, 2000)?
 

4. After the affirmations of Amoris Laetitia (302) on “circumstances which mitigate moral responsibility,” does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s Encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 81, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, according to which “circumstances or intentions can never transform an act intrinsically evil by virtue of its object into an act ‘subjectively’ good or defensible as a choice”?
 

5. After Amoris Laetitia (303) does one still need to regard as valid the teaching of St. John Paul II’s Encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 56, based on sacred Scripture and on the Tradition of the Church, that excludes a creative interpretation of the role of conscience and that emphasizes that conscience can never be authorized to legitimate exceptions to absolute moral norms that prohibit intrinsically evil acts by virtue of their object?

Further Points of the Dubia:
The authors of these dubia next describe “what is concretely at stake” in their appeal to the Pope in these terms:
Upon the publication of the Post-Synodal Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia on love in the family, a debate has arisen particularly around its eighth chapter. Here specifically, Paragraphs 300-305 have been the object of divergent interpretations.

For many—bishops, priests, faithful—these paragraphs allude to or even explicitly teach a change in the discipline of the Church with respect to the divorced who are living in a new union, while others, admitting the lack of clarity or even the ambiguity of the passages in question, nonetheless argue that these same pages can be read in continuity with the previous Magisterium and do not contain a modification in the Church’s practice and teaching. Motivated by a pastoral concern for the faithful, four cardinals have sent a letter to the Holy Father under the form of dubia, hoping to receive clarity, given that doubt and uncertainty are always highly detrimental to pastoral care....

[W]hat is at stake in Amoris Laetitia is not only the question of whether or not the divorced who have entered into a new union can—under certain circumstances—be readmitted to the sacraments. Rather, the interpretation of the document also implies different, contrasting approaches to the Christian way of life.

 

Reactions and Commentaries 
Contrary to a report by La Croix dated November 15, the Vatican has not answered the dubia of the four cardinals. Newly-created Cardinal Kevin Farrell, Prefect of the new Dicastery for Laity, Family and Life, reacted that same day by giving a personal opinion, but not a reasoned response. 
“I think that the document Amoris laetitia is faithful to the doctrine and teaching of the Church,” he declared. “It is based on the doctrine of Familiaris consortio by John Paul II. I believe it passionately.” “This is the Holy Spirit speaking to us,” he added. “Do we think that the Holy Spirit was not there at the first Synod? Do we think that He was not there at the second Synod? Do we believe that He did not inspire our Holy Father Francis in writing this document?”
On November 16, Cardinal Burke responded questions from the a journalist from the National Catholic Register, Edward Pentin, explaining that this appeal to the Pope was necessitated by the extreme confusion in which the Church presently finds itself:

Cardinal Burke: Everywhere I go I hear it. Priests are divided from one another, priests from bishops, bishops among themselves. There’s a tremendous division that has set in in the Church, and that is not the way of the Church. 

Why is Chapter 8 of Amoris Laetitia of such particular concern?
Cardinal Burke: Because it has been the font of all of these confused discussions. Even diocesan directives are confused and in error. We have one set of directives in one diocese; for instance, saying that priests are free in the confessional, if they judge it necessary, to permit a person who is living in an adulterous union and continues to do so to have access to the sacraments—whereas, in another diocese, in accord with what the Church’s practice has always been, a priest is able to grant such permission to those who make the firm purpose of amendment to live chastely within a marriage, namely as brother and sister, and to only receive the sacraments in a place where there would be no question of scandal....

Without the clarification you are seeking, are you saying, therefore, that this and other teaching in Amoris Laetitia go against the law of non-contradiction (which states that something cannot be both true and untrue at the same time when dealing with the same context)?
Cardinal Burke:  Of course, because, for instance, if you take the marriage issue, the Church teaches that marriage is indissoluble, in accord with the word of Christ, “He who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery.” Therefore, if you are divorced, you may not enter a marital relationship with another person unless the indissoluble bond to which you are bound is declared to be null, to be nonexistent. But if we say, well, in certain cases, a person living in an irregular marriage union can receive Holy Communion, then one of two things has to be the case: Either marriage really is not indissoluble—as for instance, in the kind of “enlightenment theory” of Cardinal Walter Kasper, who holds that marriage is an ideal to which we cannot realistically hold people. In such a case, we have lost the sense of the grace of the sacrament, which enables the married to live the truth of their marriage covenant—or Holy Communion is not communion with the Body and Blood of Christ. Of course, neither of those two is possible. They contradict the constant teachings of the Church from the beginning and, therefore, cannot be true. [...]

Some might argue that you are only four cardinals, among whom you’re the only one who is not retired, and this is not very representative of the entire Church. In that case, they might ask: Why should the Pope listen and respond to you?
Cardinal Burke: Well, numbers aren’t the issue. The issue is the truth. In the trial of St. Thomas More, someone told him that most of the English bishops had accepted the king’s order, but he said that may be true, but the saints in heaven did not accept it. That’s the point here. I would think that even though other cardinals did not sign this, they would share the same concern. But that doesn’t bother me. Even if we were one, two or three, if it’s a question of something that’s true and is essential to the salvation of souls, then it needs to be said.

What happens if the Holy Father does not respond to your act of justice and charity and fails to give the clarification of the Church’s teaching that you hope to achieve?
Cardinal Burke: Then we would have to address that situation. There is, in the Tradition of the Church, the practice of correction of the Roman Pontiff. It is something that is clearly quite rare. But if there is no response to these questions, then I would say that it would be a question of taking a formal act of correction of a serious error.

In a conflict between ecclesial authority and the Sacred Tradition of the Church, which one is binding on the believer and who has the authority to determine this?
Cardinal Burke: What’s binding is the Tradition. Ecclesial authority exists only in service of the Tradition. I think of that passage of St. Paul in the [Letter to the] Galatians (1:8), that if “even an angel should preach unto you any Gospel other than that which we preached unto you, let him be anathema.”

If the Pope were to teach grave error or heresy, which lawful authority can declare this and what would be the consequences?
Cardinal Burke:  It is the duty in such cases, and historically it has happened, of cardinals and bishops to make clear that the Pope is teaching error and to ask him to correct it.
Do Absolute Moral Norms Exist? 
What Cardinal Burke states in this interview was affirmed on that same day (November 16) by the Italian journalist Riccardo Cascioli also in La Nuova Bussola, who wrote that beyond the admission of divorced-and-“remarried” persons to Holy Communion, the Exhortation poses
...a much broader question that touches the foundations of the Church. . . . Put very simply: Do absolute norms exist, in other words, is there a clear distinction between good and evil? The case of divorced-and-remarried persons is one example: if the marriage is valid, it remains indissoluble even if the particular circumstances call for a separation or a civil divorce; so that the spouse who marries again is objectively in a situation of adultery, and that—for the Church—can never be a good, whatever the circumstances may be. There can be mitigating or aggravating circumstances, but evil remains evil; this is an absolute objective norm. 
If on the contrary one accepts a certain interpretation of Amoris laetitia, then there would be circumstances such that adultery may not be a sin. But if that were true, then this criterion would have to be applicable to all the other commandments; everything becomes relative, nothing is absolute any more. One obvious consequence is that everything is relegated to personal conscience, and besides, how could a priest manage to read the consciences of his people? There is a lot of talk about accompaniment, but the truth is that, in this situation, every person remains alone to decide for himself, because everything becomes possible [.]

Another result would be—and we are already starting to see this—that what is true in Europe may not be valid for Africa, that what is possible in Germany is not in France, that two neighboring dioceses might follow contradictory policies. A veritable doctrinal federalism.... Nothing could be farther from what Catholicism has stood for over two thousand years [.]” And Riccardo Cascioli recalls that ultimately everything depends on faith in the Real Presence in the Eucharist:

What is the Eucharist, and what are the conditions for approaching it? Is it the Last Supper meal to which all are invited and from which no one can be excluded, or is it the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Jesus, the Sacrifice of the Cross perpetuated through the centuries, which requires that a person be in a state of grace in order to approach it?

If the Eucharist truly is the source and summit of the Christian life, as the Catechism teaches, we understand that this is a decisive point for the Church. The decision of whether or not to admit divorced-and-remarried persons depends more on the concept that we have of the sacrament of the Eucharist than of the sacrament of Matrimony.

And some remarks made recently by Pope Francis during several meetings with the Lutherans—which seemed to try to open the door to intercommunion—gave rise to a series of questions precisely on our concept of the Eucharist. Questions which are without answers for the moment, just like the dubia brought forward by the four cardinals.

 

Here the Italian journalist is referring, among other things, to the very ambiguous answer that the Pope gave on November 15, 2015, to a Lutheran woman married to a Catholic about the possibility of her receiving communion. (See DICI no. 325 dated November 20, 2015.)

In Rome, observers noted that Pope Francis had cancelled the pre-Consistory meeting that normally ought to have preceded the Consistory on November 19, in which 17 cardinals were created. For some Vaticanists, such as Marco Tosatti of La Stampa, it was because of these dubia about Amoris laetitia, which could have started a debate that the Pope preferred to avoid.

The Holy See gave no explanation for this cancellation.

Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto Redoubles His Rebuke of the Four Cardinals
https://onepeterfive.com/father-pio-vito-pinto-redoubles-his-rebuke-of-the-four-cardinals/ 
By Maike Hickson, December 1, 2016

After there has now come to us a sort of denial concerning the recent words attributed to Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto about the Four Cardinals – namely, that he did not say that the pope would remove the red hats of these Cardinals – the German Catholic website Katholisch.de has published its own interview with Msgr. Pinto where he now redoubles his critique of the four prelates. In this interview, Pinto again uses very harsh language against these Four Cardinals who have expressed their serious concern that Amoris Laetitia could teach the faithful doctrines that go against the traditional Catholic teaching.

Pinto now says about the Four Cardinals:

They have written to the pope and that is correct and legitimate. But, after there did not come [from the pope] an answer after a few weeks, they published the case. That is a slap in the face. The pope can choose to take counsel with his cardinals; but that is something different from imposing upon him a counsel.

When the journalist then says in response that the Four Cardinals would answer that they had no other choice, the Italian prelate further responds:

They are not a council with any kind of competences. On the contrary, they as cardinals are bound in a higher degree to be loyal to the pope. He stands for the gift of unity, the charisma of Peter. That is where the cardinals have to support him, and not hinder him. By what authority do the authors of the letter act? On the fact that they are cardinals? That is not sufficient. Please. Of course they can write to the pope and send him their questions, but to oblige him to answer and to publish the case is another matter.

As others have done before him (and in spite of the facts), Pinto insists that the pope’s family document is based on the work of two Roman synods of bishops – as well as the world-wide questionnaires circulated and received back. He explains:

The absolute majority of the first synod and a two-thirds majority in the second, in which the members of the bishops’ conferences were present, have exactly approved these theses that now the four cardinals’ contest.

Pinto insists that the pope “does not force, much less does he condemn.” Thus, “some bishops are putatively having difficulties, others pretend to be deaf.” To the claim that Monsignor Pinto himself said that the pope might remove the red hats of these four cardinals he then responds:

I am not the type who can threaten [people]. To write something like this is quite a journalistic license and is not serious. What I have said is, rather: Francis is a lighthouse of mercy and has infinite patience. For him, it is about agreeing, not about forcing. It was a serious act that these four have published their letter. But to think that he would remove their cardinalate – no. I do not believe that he will do that. […] In itself, as pope, he could do such a thing. The way I know Francis, he will not do it.

When asked about Cardinal Burke’s words that he would present a formal correction of the pope if necessary, Pinto responds once more with vehemence:
This is crazy. Such a council of cardinals does not exist that could hold the pope accountable. The task of the cardinals is to help the pope in the exercise of his office – and not to obstruct him or to give him precepts. And this is a fact: Francis is not only in full accordance with the teaching, but also with all of his predecessors in the 20th century, and that was a Golden Age with excellent popes – starting with Pius X. [My emphasis]

The Dean of the Roman Rota then also proceeds explicitly to criticize Cardinal Joachim Meisner for his own participation in the publication of the Dubia. When asked as to whether he is disappointed about the four authors of the letter, he explains:

I am shocked, especially about the gesture of Meisner. Meisner was a great bishop of an important diocese [Cologne] – how sad that he now with this action puts a shadow upon his history. Meisner, a great spiritual leader! That he would arrive at that, I did not expect. He was very close to John Paul II and Benedict, and he knows that Benedict XVI and Francis are in full agreement about the analysis and the conclusions when it comes to the question of marriage. And Burke – we have worked together. He seemed to me to be an amiable person. Now I would ask him: Your Eminence, why did you do that? [My emphasis]

Pinto closes this interview with some seemingly flippant, if not superficial, words when he answers the question as to what should now be done: “Pray a little more, stay calm, basta. Officially, this action has no value. The Church needs unity, not walls, says the pope. We know how Francis is. He believes that people can convert. I know that he is praying for them.”

To sum up this interview: Pinto claims that the supreme principle of the Church is unity. He does not mention, much less affirm, that the basis of unity is truth. However, he claims that Pope Francis’s own teaching on marriage is in complete accord with the teaching of the previous 20th-century popes, and especially with Pope Benedict XVI.

However, such claims show forth the very issues upon which faithful Catholics disagree! For Pope Francis has indeed now encouraged a change in the Church’s teaching on marriage, and he is not in agreement with the previous teaching. Nor is he in agreement with the teaching of Jesus Christ himself! Thus, there comes a point where our loyalty to the Truth of Christ urges us respectfully to speak up, even at the cost of an ostensible unity that is not anymore itself based on the truth.

As Dr. Markus Büning, a German theologian and book author, said firmly yesterday concerning the “Pinto affair”:

Much less helpful are the repeatedly presented calls to obey the pope unconditionally. I beg your pardon? We are, after all, not in a dictatorship here. That goes too far. For me, kairos [the ripe and fitting moment] has come; and, fully so in the sense of Blessed John Henry Newman, we should now question this papalism that we have all-too-often practiced in our own circles. Additionally, we have at times the duty to oppose ecclesial authorities. Let us hear what St. Thomas Aquinas tells us about this matter: ‘Where, however, the Faith is in danger, one has to correct the superiors publicly, just as St. Paul did it; and as Augustine wrote on this matter: ‘Peter himself has given to the superiors the model that they – if they ever stray from the right path – shall accept not unwillingly when their own inferiors correct them.” (Summa theol., II-II q. 33, 4c)

Correction: the article originally gave Pinto the title of Archbishop, as several other outlets had reported. He is in fact not a bishop, but a priest. We have updated the story accordingly.
Correction 2: Pio Vito Pinto is not a priest simplex, but has the full title of: His Excellency, the Most Reverend Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto. He is not an Archbishop, nor even a bishop, but he is a Monsignor. The Dean of the Roman Rota is styled “His Excellency” and “Most Reverend” by ancient custom and express grant of such treatment by Pope Pius XI. The story has been modified to reflect his proper title.
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1. This individual reveals himself to be possibly impaired. 
One is reminded of the infamous Cardinal Kasper “not saying” of the African episcopate “they should not tell us too much what we have to do…” 
We are regarded by these men as ignoramuses. Simpletons. Groundlings.
The ability to grab off the shelf whatever notion crosses his mind in an attempt to fortress the plain aberrance in a wall of fraudulent orthodox submission to papal authority is ludicrous. It appears the pope himself has abandoned the teaching of his predecessors. If he has not, simply answer the “dubia.” What reason could there be for not answering the dubia but to conceal his personal perspective and the agenda he wishes to force upon the church.
The pope calculated poorly. He is now on the spot. He expects all good Roman Catholics to protect him from the consequences of his miscalculation. The only ones he can count on are the uncatechized, the low-info, those in a personal wish fulfillment zone and the clerics from whom he can withdraw his favor.
These clerics leave little doubt that they have all reached their expiration date and that in fact
they mistakenly slipped through quality control. Sour and dangerous to your health.

2. "The only ones he can count on are the uncatechized, the low-info"...
The real tragedy here is that this applies to probably 8 out of every 10 Catholics.

3. It is staggering, really. And when you look back upon the aftermath of the Second Vatican Council and its ENDURING legacy (no, we weren’t enduring a bump in the road), it becomes perfectly apparent that this was either the intended result engineered by a precursor of the Sankt Gallen Group or the consequence of a bunch of the misguided who simply did not know what they were doing. The dismemberment of catechesis was essential for the fraudulence to roll on and accomplish the metamorphosis the Church, rendering it into a shadow presence in the world.
The current situation is a clarion call that all need drop the rose colored glasses and engage with an evasive maneuver. The Barque is fast approaching the ice berg, the captain is hanging out on the lido deck and the crew thinks they are in the Caribbean.
4. This is absolutely correct. I left, of my own accord, a supposedly Catholic High School, because the parents did not like hearing things that the Church taught, particularly on marriage and the family. The very worst part was that the School Administrators, even though they took an oath to uphold the teachings of the Church, time and time again failed to do so. This was quite some time ago, but I am certain it has only gotten worse. The military personnel that I have dealt with over the years are also, sadly, very ignorant about what HMC actually teaches.

5. Asking the Pope for clarification is certainly the right of the Catholic people, especially and including the Cardinals of the Church!
And if the Holy Father refuses to provide those answers in private as requested, it is not only the right of the cardinals but even their duty to ask those questions publicly. St. Paul certainly made the case when he confronted St. Peter to his face over the adherence to the Jewish law question. 
God bless Cardinal Burke and the others!

Top Vatican judge doubles down against four Cardinals: ‘They gave the Pope a slap in the face’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/top-vatican-judge-doubles-down-against-four-cardinals-they-gave-the-pope-a 

By Jan Bentz, Rome, December 2, 2016
The head of the Vatican’s highest appeals court has doubled down on his criticism of the four Cardinals calling for clarification of Amoris Laetitia, telling another news agency that their act amounted to a "slap in the face."

Msgr. Vito Pinto had called the dubia a “very serious scandal” only days ago, in comments reported by Spanish news agency Religión Confidencial.

Religión Confidencial had originally reported Pinto as also saying that dubia “could lead” the pope to remove the four from the College of Cardinals, but the news agency subsequently retracted and said their tape showed he had said, in fact, that he didn’t believe the pope would do such a thing.

Now the Monsignor doubles his attack on the four Cardinals in an interview published by katholisch.de, the German bishops’ website.

By publishing their letter, “they gave the Pope a slap in the face,” said Msgr. Pinto. “The Pope can receive counsel from his Cardinals, that is something else than forcing a counsel upon him.”

In their letter four Cardinals asked Pope Francis five short questions which call for “yes or no” answers to clarify ambiguities in Amoris Laetitia. After nearly two months of the Pope’s refusing to respond, the Cardinals publicly released their letter with an explanatory note giving the faithful the opportunity to see their grave concerns touching directly on the integrity of the Catholic faith.

Msgr. Pinto remarked that the four Cardinals have no authority to have done this. “They are no institution that is qualified for anything,” he said. One of the signatories of the dubia is Cardinal Raymond Burke who served as Cardinal Prefect of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signatura from 2008 to 2014. The Apostolic Signatura is the highest judicial authority in the Catholic Church, apart from the Pope himself.

Pinto went on to say that the Cardinals have to “support” the Pope for the “gift of unity” and not “hinder him” in it. “On what do they base themselves? That they are four Cardinals? That is not enough. Please. Of course they can write their questions, but to urge him to answer and to publish the thing, that is a scandal.”

Pinto began to single out the four, as if they were lone warriors in the face of a vast majority: “The absolute majority of the first synod and a two-thirds majority in the second, in which the members of the bishops’ conferences were present, have exactly approved these theses that now the four Cardinals contest.”

Regarding his threats to remove the four from the Cardinalate, he replied: “I am not the type to threaten. To write something like this was journalistic freedom and not respectable. To think that Francis would remove their cardinalate – no. I do not believe that he will do that. […] In itself, as Pope, he could do such a thing. The way I know Francis, he will not do it.”

Pinto called Cardinal Raymond Burke “crazy,” responding to Burke’s announcement that there will be a “formal correction” regarding the content in question of Amoris Laetitia. “This is crazy. There is no College of Cardinals that could hold the Pope accountable. The task of the Cardinals is to help the Pope in the exercise of his office and not to impede him or to give him instructions. The fact is, Francis is not only in full accordance with the teaching, but also with all of his predecessors in the 20th century, and that was a Golden Age with excellent Popes, starting with Pius X.”

He was especially annoyed with Meissner’s support of the letter: “I am shocked, especially about the gesture of Meisner. […] Meisner a great supreme shepherd! That he would go this far, I would have not expected. He was very close to John Paul II and Benedict XVI. […] And Burke – we have worked together. […] Now I would ask him: ‘Eminence, why have you done this?’”

Pinto’s counsel for the Pope is simple: “Officially this action has no value. The Church needs unity not walls, says the Pope. He will not take the Cardinalate away from the four. We know how Francis is. He believes that men can convert. I know that he prays for them.”
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1. After reading this it becomes easy to understand how the less convicted Bishops and Cardinals have not supported the Four.. Obviously Bishop Pinto is an attack dog for the Pope, reminds me very much of the liberal progressive democrat in the US. No dialogue, just scream. What a shame that this man in his position uses those words to slander these men... He is a disgrace, and as far as insulting the Pope, I am overjoyed that they are more concerned with not insulting Our Lord, Jesus Christ.
2. Well said. Msgr. Vito Pinto, a ridiculous and dishonest man, might consider these men to have figuratively given the Pope a 'slap in the face', but right now I'd quite happily give Vito Pinto and the disgraceful Pope Francis a less than figurative punch in the teeth. The Church has got to act before these renegades bring the Church to its knees.

3. Having read this article or interview, I consider Father Pinto an angry and arrogant old man who in fact talks some real nonsense. When Pope Francis failed to respond to the letter from these cardinals, what else were they supposed to do? Remain silent and in humble submission to a Pope in whom, for very good reason, they had lost trust because he has deviated so egregiously from the scriptures and embracing secular attitudes? When he talks about the Pope having "the charisma of Peter" how does he deduce this and a lot of other things here? In my less than humble opinion on this matter, both Pope Francis and Father Pinto are acting outside the will of God and there will not be any blessing for the Church until this is rectified and the Vatican is purged of a lot of rotten men whose hearts and actions are not concealed from Almighty God. When men behave as these men are doing, and this includes the Pope and Father Vito, I ask myself whether they truly believe and fear an all-seeing Almighty God. Just consider this: "The fear of God is the beginning of wisdom and the knowledge of the Holy One is understanding." Proverbs 9:10.

4. St. Nikolaus punched Arius (a priest and a heretic) in the face.
Staunch Dubia Opponent Msgr. Pinto on Famous List of Freemasons
https://onepeterfive.com/staunch-dubia-opponent-father-pinto-famous-list-freemasons/
By Steve Skojec, December 2, 2016

I don’t know about you, but I just love a good Freemasonic conspiracy.
Let’s face it: Freemasons have been trying to infiltrate the Church for over a century. They even announced their intentions in the mid-1800s, and were condemned by several popes who had no qualms about expressing the danger they represented to the Faith.

The ubiquity of the threat, however, began to numb most Catholics to its reality. The subtlety of their work makes them appear innocuous, and this is by design. Their method of infiltration was laid out in a document known as The Permanent Instruction on the Alta Vendita, written in 19th Century. In it, they proclaimed their grand designs in a way that, in hindsight, can be seen to have been marvelously effective:

The Pope, whoever he may be, will never come to the secret societies. It is for the secret societies to come to the Church… The work we have undertaken is not the work of a day, nor of a month, nor of a year. It may last many years, a century perhaps, but in our ranks the soldier dies and the fight continues… Now then, in order to secure to us a Pope in the manner required, it is necessary to fashion for that Pope a generation worthy of the reign of which we dream. Leave on one side old age and middle life, go to the youth, and, if possible, even to the infancy. Never speak in their presence a word of impiety or impurity. Maxima debetur puero reverentia. Never forget these words of the poet for they will preserve you from licenses which it is absolutely essential to guard against for the good of the cause. In order to reap profit at the home of each family, in order to give yourself the right of asylum at the domestic hearth, you ought to present yourself with all the appearance of a man grave and moral. Once your reputation is established in the colleges…and in the seminaries – once you shall have captivated the confidence of professors and students, act so that those who are engaged in the ecclesiastic state should love to seek your conversation…then little by little you will bring your disciples to the degree of cooking desired. When upon all the points of ecclesiastical state at once, this daily work shall have spread our ideas as light, then you will appreciate the wisdom of the counsel in which we take the initiative… That reputation will open the way for our doctrines to pass to the bosoms of the young clergy, and go even to the depths of convents. In a few years the young clergy will have, by force of events, invaded all the functions. They will govern, administer, and judge. They will form the council of the Sovereign. They will be called upon to choose the Pontiff who will reign; and that Pontiff, like the greater part of his contemporaries, will be necessarily imbued with the…humanitarian principles which we are about to put into circulation… Let the clergy march under your banner in the belief always that they march under the banner of the Apostolic Keys. You wish to cause the last vestige of tyranny and of oppression to disappear? Lay your nets like Simon Barjona. Lay them in the depths of sacristies, seminaries, and convents, rather than in the depth of the sea… You will bring yourselves as friends around the Apostolic Chair.
With this in mind, I found it really quite interesting that more than one of our readers has pointed out that Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto — Dean of the Roman Rota and perhaps now the loudest of the critics of the Four Cardinals — is to be found on the famous “Lista Pecorelli” — a list of alleged Freemasons within the Church.

I say “famous” because many people know about it. I didn’t. But the list has been around since the 1970s, compiled by the Italian investigative journalist — later murdered — who gave it its name: Carmine “Mino” Pecorelli.

In a comment on the 1P5 Facebook page, reader Andrew Guernsey writes:

Here is a high quality version of the original Pecorelli list, which famously includes Bugnini, the architect of the New Mass https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B65x5F_RAFfwQVRjSUVGRUdaWmM/view 
Investigative journalist and a member of the elite Propaganda Due (P2) Lodge, Carmine “Mino” Pecorelli, Director of L’Osservatorio Politico, a press agency specializing in political scandals and crimes, was murdered on March 20, 1979. 
Prior to his death he published what became known as “Pecorelli’s List.” It contained the names (code names and card names as well) of alleged Freemasons in high level Vatican offices during the reign of Paul VI. Among the prominent prelates identified as Freemasons were Jean Cardinal Villo, whose family is believed to have historic ties to the Rosicrucian Lodge; Agostino Cardinal Casaroli; Ugo Cardinal Poletti; Sebastiano Cardinal Baggio; Joseph Cardinal Suenens; and Archbishop Annibale Bugnini, C.M.; and Archbishop Paul Casimir Marcinkus, to name a few.

A priest who worked for Cardinal Ottaviani investigating Modernists in the curia speaks of the authenticity of Pecorelli’s List: http://padrepioandchiesaviva.com/…/Paul VI..._beatified…
The principal “list” appeared on “OP” (Osservatorio Politico Internazionale) Magazine of September 12, 1978, the magazine of lawyer Mino Pecorelli, during the brief pontificate of JP1, thus subsequent to that which came out on “Panorama” Magazine of August 10, 1976.

And sure enough, Msgr. Pinto’s name is there:




The book Guernsey links is Paul VI Beatified?, by Fr. Luigi Villa***. This is where, to the uninitiated, the rabbit hole gets deep. I’ve never had the time or the patience to go through the voluminous materials about Freemasonry and the Church. I have no doubt of the designs of the Masons, nor of the Church’s reasons for condemning them. But I am woefully ignorant of many of the facts on the ground. Of Fr. Villa, the website chiesaviva.com says:
Almost sixty years ago, “Padre Pio first met Father Luigi Villa, whom he entreated to devote his entire life to fight Ecclesiastical Freemasonry. Padre Pio told Father Villa that Our Lord had designs upon him and had chosen him to be educated and trained to fight Freemasonry within the Church. The Saint spelled out this task in three meetings with Father Villa, which took place in the last fifteen years of life of Padre Pio. At the close of the second meeting [second half of 1963], Padre Pio embraced Father Villa three times, saying to him: ‘Be brave, now…for the Church has already been invaded by Freemasonry!’ and then stated: ‘Freemasonry has already made it into the loafers (shoes) of the Pope!’ At the time, the reigning Pope was Paul VI.

“The mission entrusted to Father Luigi Villa by Padre Pio to fight Freemasonry within the Catholic Church was approved by Pope Pius XII who gave a Papal Mandate for his work. Pope Pius XII’s Secretary of State, Cardinal Tardini, gave Father Villa three Cardinals to work with and to act as his own personal ‘guardian angels’:

Cardinal Ottaviani, Cardinal Parente and Cardinal Palazzini. Father Villa worked with these three cardinals until their deaths.”

In order to fight this battle, in 1971 Fr. Villa founded his magazine, “Chiesa viva” with correspondents and collaborators in every continent.  It was immediately attacked by the upper echelon of the Catholic Church: the magazine was ostracized among the clergy and its collaborators were gradually forced to leave.  Then they isolated its Director and his few remaining collaborators.  The efforts to silence “Chiesa viva” once and for all also included seven assassination attempts on Fr. Villa!”

I do not vouch for this information, because I have not verified it. (Readers here have mentioned Fr. Villa on numerous occasions, and have done so favorably.) But I present it to you nevertheless, because it is an interesting piece of the puzzle.

Of the alleged Freemasons on Pecorelli’s list, Fr. Villa writes:

“Pecorelli’s List” found credit even in the Vatican, where a young employee – nephew of a (well known) ecclesiastic (Father P. E.) – had handed a series of delicate “documents” to Monsignor Benelli, then Substitute of the Secretary of State, who made him swear «that he was not lying about so grave a matter». Some photocopies of those “documents” were also in the possession of Cardinal Staffa.

I had “assurance” of this “fact” from a cardinal of the Curia, who later also gave me some photocopies of those same “documents”.

3rd – The “Card Numbers”, reported on the “Pecorelli’s List”, confer a more than credible spin, since Pecorelli was a member of the P2 Lodge (and thus in the know of “secret things”), but also for the reason that, with that list, he had just invited the scarcely elected Pope Luciani to a rigorous control, with the intention of offering a valid contribution to the transparency of the Catholic Church Herself.

In any case, that “list” should have sparked off either a shower of denials or a purge in the ecclesial ranks. On the contrary, not a single “denial” was to be had. As for “purges”, besides, the newly elected Pontiff did not even have the time, perhaps even “because” Pope Luciani, “who had manifested the intention of having a hand in the issue of the IOR and shed a light as to the list of alleged Prelates affiliated to Freemasonry”, He, too, passed away in circumstances and ways as yet unknown. What is more, Mino Pecorelli, the author of that “list”, was gunned down a few months later, on March 20, 1979; hence, with him, were buried all of the other “secrets” concerning that Masonic sect in his possession.
Now, one could ask oneself: why is it that all of the “listed” in that “Masonic list” have never come together in order to deny that public denunciation, complete with detailed “entries” (Affiliation, Registration, Monogram), asking the courts for a clarifying investigation, at least on the graphological analysis of the acronyms at the foot of the documents? How not to recognize, then, that that lack of denials and that prolonged silence are more than eloquent as they take on the value of circumstantial evidence of the greatest import?

The only one to be removed from office was – as we noted – Monsignor Bugnini, the main author of that revolutionary liturgical reform that upset, in a Lutheran form, the bi-millennial rite of the Holy Mass, but it was only after the presentation to Paul VI of the “evidence” of his belonging to the Masonic sect, that he was sent away from Rome and dispatched as a “pro-Nuncio” to Iran.

[…]

The buzz about these people had been around since 1970. Let it be no doubt about it: it was not mere talk; it was “confidential information” we at the top of Italian Freemasonry used to pass on to one another”.

St. Maximilian Kolbe had his own take on the matter. He is famously quoted as saying:

Satan Must Reign in the Vatican. The Pope Will Be His Slave**. 
According to Michael Hichborn at The Lepanto Institute, this bold proclamation was personally witnessed by St. Maximilian Kolbe, who watched Freemasons celebrate their bicentennial in St. Peter’s Square in 1917. St. Maximilian Kolbe saw banners bearing these words amidst the revelry. It’s a jarring and shocking statement, but it is totally in keeping with the aims of Freemasonry and it bears a great deal of significance for us today.

Hichborn also notes the plans laid out in the Alta Vendita:

According to these documents, the Alta Vendita lodge of Freemasonry openly declared that its “ultimate end is that of Voltaire and of the French Revolution – the final destruction forever of Catholicism, and even of the Christian idea.”

[…]

St. Maximilian Kolbe expounded on this plan at the founding of the Militia of the Immaculata. On October 16, just three days after the miracle of Fatima, the saint wrote:

“These men without God find themselves in a tragic situation. Such implacable hatred for the Church and the ambassadors of Christ on Earth is not in the power of individual persons, but of a systematic activity stemming in the final analysis from Freemasonry. In particular, it aims to destroy the Catholic religion. Their decrees have been spread throughout the world, in different disguises. But with the same goal – religious indifference and weakening of moral forces, according to their basic principle – ‘We will conquer the Catholic Church not by argumentation, but rather with moral corruption‘.”

There is no question that religious indifference and moral corruption are the hallmarks of our present ecclesiastical crisis. The two most scandalous issues facing the Catholic Church of 2016 are the twin pillars of the capitulation to Lutheranism as witnessed by the pope’s pro-Luther statements at the commemoration of the 500th anniversary of the Reformation in Lund, and the deconstruction of the Divine teaching on marriage, sexuality, family, and the Sacraments as launched by the synods of 2014 and 2015 and the exhortation they led to: Amoris Laetitia. 
And what of Francis? If Fr. Pinto — one of the pit-bulls he has unleashed against the Four Cardinals — is a Freemason, does that tie Francis to the secret society? It is well known that Buenos Aires is a stronghold of Freemasonry in Latin America:

Freemasonry is no stranger to Argentina, as the society has been present here for more than 150 years and has in many ways helped shape its history. Many of the Argentine forefathers, including Jose de San Martín, Manuel Belgrano and Domingo F. Sarmiento were freemasons, as well as many Argentine presidents. There are currently 130 active Masonic lodges in Argentina, 60 of them in the city of Buenos Aires alone, and if you do a little research, you’ll find their symbology present on many buildings, monuments and even in cemeteries.

When I read this, my mind immediately called up an image of a captioned statement Francis made in a meeting with Fernando Solanas, an Argentine politician, environmentalist, and film director. During the filmed conversation, he quipped:




In a statement on the occasion of the bicentenary of Argentina’s independence, he explained further:
We are celebrating 200 years along the road of a homeland which, in its desires and anxieties for brotherhood, projects itself beyond the boundaries of this country towards the Greater Fatherland of which José de San Martín and Simón Bolívar dreamed. This reality unites us in a family of broad horizons and fraternal loyalty. That Greater Fatherland should also be included in our prayers during our celebrations — may the Lord look after it, making it stronger and more beautiful, defending it from every kind of colonization.

“Fraternal loyalty.” Sounds like something a good Mason would say. “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, Solidarity.” Solidarity…




It’s probably nothing.
Although the notion of Fraternity and Fatherland appear in the Manifesto of the Freemasons.

Masonry preaches peace among men, and in the name of humanity proclaims the inviolability of human life.

Masonry curses all wars; it wails over civil wars.

It has the duty and the right to come among you and say: IN THE NAME OF HUMANITY, IN THE NAME OF FRATERNITY, IN THE NAME OF THE DEVASTATED FATHERLAND, stop the spilling of blood. We ask this of you, we beg you to hear our appeal.

I’m not going to even to bother making the connection between “cursing all wars” and a certain someone who is always … cursing all wars.

It’s probably all just a coincidence.

Just like the fact that Francis was lauded by the Freemasons upon his election. The Masonic Press Agency (MPA) — self-described as “the first structure providing Masonic news and information designated as such” — ran a story upon the election of Francis under the headline, “Jorge Mario Bergoglio elected Pope Francis I at 187 years since the issuance of Quo Graviora Papal Bull against Freemasonry“. The story itself is brief – just two paragraphs long – and it is simply noted without further explanation that his election took place 187 years to the day since Pope Leo XII issued the papal bull Quo Graviora against Freemasonry.

In two separate stories in the MPA upon the occasion of his election, we were given yet another glimpse of the odd acceptance of the secret society for Pope Francis. In one, we learn:

Grand Lodge of Argentina officially welcomed the election of Cardinal Jorge Bergoglio as the Pope of the Catholic Church and Sovereign of the Vatican. Argentinian Grand Master Angel Jorge Clavero considers that this appointment brought recognition to Argentine nation.

In the last week several Grand Lodges in Latin America, Europe and Asia (Lebanon) welcomed the election of the new Catholic Pope.

In the other, a stronger but more cryptic statement:

The Grand Master of the Grand Orient of Italy expressed his joy regarding the election of Pope Francis. Raffi stated that: “With the election of Pope Francis nothing will ever be the same again.” [Emphasis in original]

A truer statement has likely not been issued by a Freemason since the publication of the Permanent Instruction of the Alta Vendita. Maybe they got their man after all.

Correction: We originally reported Pio Vito Vinto’s title as “Father”; as Dean of the Roman Rota, his proper title is His Excellency, the Most Reverend Monsignor Pio Vito Pinto. We have corrected the story to reflect his proper title of “Monsignor”.
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1. Waaaaaaay too many data points and "coincidences" to ignore here.
Can we get Burke to send him another simple dubia?

Holiness, are you a Freemason?
2. One of the things that lead me to the Catholic Faith is coming to understand the Evil that Freemasonry is to mankind. Being convinced of evil at work, through men dedicated to the work of Satan in the world for the subjection of mankind, is the open door that the Lord took to convert me from atheism to Catholicism. That, combined with the ardent prayers of my mother, may God give eternal rest to her, and all of the convents and monastery's that my mother enlisted to pray for my endarkened soul led me to the Eternal Light.
May Jesus Christ be praised both now and forever, amen. Alleluia! –Fr. RP
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Robert Spaemann: “It is Deplorable that Only Four Cardinals Have Taken the Initiative”
https://onepeterfive.com/robert-spaemann-it-is-deplorable-that-only-four-cardinals-have-taken-the-initiative/ 
By Maike Hickson, December 5, 2016

Robert Spaemann, the prominent German philosopher and outspoken critic of the papal document Amoris Laetitia, has just given an interview to the Italian website La Nuova Bussola Quotidiana, in which he comes to the aid of the Four Cardinals.

As the same website has now also revealed, in a separate article – although Professor Spaemann appears not yet to know of this speculation – the other two prelates who had earlier also signed the dubia which were sent to Pope Francis are “in all probability” the retired Curial Cardinal Paul Josef Cordes of Germany and His Beatitude Sviatoslav Shevchuk, Major Archbishop of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church. Cardinal Cordes had been a critic of some of the liberalizing tendencies manifested in the Family Synod discussions in 2014 and 2015, and he had also published a booklet in which he spoke about the strong resistance against the “Kasper proposal” during the 2014 Consistory itself, and surfacing just after Cardinal Walter Kasper’s own speech.

To return to Professor Spaemann’s own defense of the four (now five and one Major Archbishop) cardinals: in the new interview, La Nuova Bussola Quotidiana asks the German philosopher and personal friend of Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI what he thinks of the decision of the cardinals to first send the dubia privately only to the Holy Father, but then, subsequently also to make their doubts public. Spaemann responds:

With the dubia, the cardinals fulfill their own duty to support with their own counsel – as “senators” – the Church in the person of the Holy Father. The supreme judge of the Church is the pope. And that is why it is deplorable that only four cardinals have taken the initiative in this case… The four cardinals have chosen the right path. The pope is the first addressee of the dubia, even if I think that the letter should have gone through the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. [My emphasis]

The German philosopher continues to explain the nature of the dubia when he says that “the authors did not write ‘an open letter’, but they directly addressed the Holy Father. The publication [of the dubia] only took place after the pope refused to answer.”

When asked how he interprets the perduring silence of Pope Francis in the face of an objective situation of confusion, Spaemann responds:

The pope’s refusal to respond to the appeal of the four cardinals makes me worried, because the supreme Magisterium is being thereby [lowered and] sunk. The pope has a very deep aversion against decisions which demand a clear ‘yes’ or ‘no’. However, Christ – the Master of the Church – confronts his disciples with decisions of this kind. In His own [unambiguous] demand in regard to adultery, He ‘shocks’ the Apostles with the simplicity and the clarity of the teaching.

With these words, the German philosopher makes it clear that Pope Francis is not following here the path of Christ Himself. This applies also to the question of a worthy reception of Holy Communion. In Spaemann’s eyes, there is no way to refer to a form of subjectivism in order to justify the reception of the Holy Eucharist, even though one is living in an objective state of sin. He says that “it is an error to believe that the subjective is the ultimate criterion for the administration of the Sacraments.” 
In his eyes – and quoting here St. Thomas Aquinas – one can only escape this dilemma of the “subjective conscience” by conversion, “in opening one’s conscience up to objective truth.” And he continues, saying: “The place where one finds truth is, on the one side, reason, and on the other, Revelation.”

In piercing words that also go to the root of the problem, the 89-year-old Spaemann answers, on the question of whether one should follow the truths of Revelation:

Does one have to believe still in the sources of Revelation? “Do you want to leave Me, too?” (John 6:67) This question Jesus put to His Disciples when the crowds leave Him, after having heard the words of Jesus. Peter does not discuss [them], but simply asks: “Where to shall we go? Only you have the words of Eternal Life.” (John 6:68)

This man of advanced age – and with all of his life experience and wisdom – still holds fast to the words of Christ and thus stands athwart even the Supreme Pontiff when he dares to oppose the very words of Our Savior. Earlier, Spaemann had warned the pope, in April of 2016, that this ambiguity as it is to be found in Amoris Laetitia might very well be the cause of a split in the Catholic Church, as is becoming more and more obvious. He said:

The chaos has been turned into a principle – with one stroke of a pen. The pope should have known that he will split the Church with such a step and that he leads her into the direction of a schism – a schism that would be not at the periphery, but in the middle of the Church. May God help us to avoid this.

May the words of this wise man now be listened to and resolutely acted upon.

Readers have left 69 comments
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