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OCTOBER 12/25, 2017
The Filial Correction of Pope Francis on his propagation of heresies: Amoris Laetitia and Martin Luther
Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CORRECTIO_FILIALIS_DE_HAERESIBUS_PROPAGATIS-ON_THE_PROPAGATION_OF_HERESIES_BY_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
Summary of the Filial Correction

http://www.correctiofilialis.org/ 
August 11/September 24, 2017  

All emphases theirs

A 25-page letter signed by 40 Catholic clergy and lay scholars was delivered to Pope Francis on August 11th. Since no answer was received from the Holy Father, it is being made public today, 24th September, Feast of Our Lady of Ransom and of Our Lady of Walsingham. The letter, which is open to new signatories, now has the names of 62 clergy and lay scholars from 20 countries, who also represent others lacking the necessary freedom of speech. It has a Latin title: ‘Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis’ (literally, ‘A filial correction concerning the propagation of heresies’). It states that the pope has, by his Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia, and by other, related, words, deeds and omissions, effectively upheld 7 heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments, and has caused these heretical opinions to spread in the Catholic Church. These 7 heresies are expressed by the signatories in Latin, the official language of the Church.
This letter of correction has 3 main parts. In the first part, the signatories explain why, as believing and practising Catholics, they have the right and duty to issue such a correction to the supreme pontiff. Church law itself requires that competent persons not remain silent when the pastors of the Church are misleading the flock. This involves no conflict with the Catholic dogma of papal infallibility, since the Church teaches that a pope must meet strict criteria before his utterances can be considered infallible. Pope Francis has not met these criteria. He has not declared these heretical positions to be definitive teachings of the Church, or stated that Catholics must believe them with the assent of faith. The Church teaches no pope can claim that God has revealed some new truth to him, which it would be obligatory for Catholics to believe.

The second part of the letter is the essential one, since it contains the ‘Correction’ properly speaking. It lists the passages of Amoris laetitia in which heretical positions are insinuated or encouraged, and then it lists words, deeds, and omissions of Pope Francis which make it clear beyond reasonable doubt that he wishes Catholics to interpret these passages in a way that is, in fact, heretical. In particular, the pope has directly or indirectly countenanced the beliefs that obedience to God’s Law can be impossible or undesirable, and that the Church should sometimes accept adultery as compatible with being a practising Catholic.

The final part, called ‘Elucidation’, discusses two causes of this unique crisis. One cause is ‘Modernism’. Theologically speaking, Modernism is the belief that God has not delivered definite truths to the Church, which she must continue to teach in exactly the same sense until the end of time. Modernists hold that God communicates to mankind only experiences, which human beings can reflect on, so as to make various statements about God, life and religion; but such statements are only provisional, never fixed dogmas. Modernism was condemned by Pope St Pius X at the start of the 20th century, but it revived in the middle of the century. The great and continuing confusion caused in the Catholic Church by Modernism obliges the signatories to describe the true meaning of ‘faith’, ‘heresy’, ‘revelation’, and ‘magisterium’.

A second cause of the crisis is the apparent influence of the ideas of Martin Luther on Pope Francis. The letter shows how Luther, the founder of Protestantism, had ideas on marriage, divorce, forgiveness, and divine law which correspond to those which the pope has promoted by word, deed and omission. It also notes the explicit and unprecedented praise given by Pope Francis to the German heresiarch.

The signatories do not venture to judge the degree of awareness with which Pope Francis has propagated the 7 heresies which they list. But they respectfully insist that he condemn these heresies, which he has directly or indirectly upheld.

The signatories profess their loyalty to the holy Roman Church, assure the pope of their prayers, and ask for his apostolic blessing.

Press release on the Filial Correction

http://www.correctiofilialis.org/press/
In an epoch-making act, Catholic clergy and lay scholars from around the world have issued what they are calling a “Filial Correction” to Pope Francis.
No similar action has been taken since the Middle Ages.

Then, Pope John XXII was admonished in 1333 for errors which he later recanted on his deathbed. In the present case, the spiritual sons and daughters of Pope Francis accuse him of propagating heresies contrary to the Catholic faith.

Their letter, delivered to the Roman Pontiff at his Santa Marta residence on August 11, 2017 and now made fully public, states that the Roman Pontiff has supported heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the Eucharist.

The letter of correction has three main parts, as follows:

1) In the first part, the 62 signatories explain why, as believing and practicing Catholics, they have the right and duty to issue such a correction to the Pope. This does not contradict the Catholic doctrine of papal infallibility, because Pope Francis has not promulgated heretical opinions as dogmatic teachings of the Church. While professing their obedience to his legitimate commands and teachings, they maintain that Francis has upheld and propagated heretical opinions by various direct or indirect means.

2) The second part of the letter is the essential one. It contains the ‘Correction’ properly speaking, written in Latin, the official language of the Church. It lists the passages of Amoris Laetitia, Pope Francis’s document on marriage and family life, in which he insinuates or encourages heretical positions. Because some commentators have argued that these texts can be interpreted in an orthodox way, the Correction goes on to list Pope Francis’s other words, deeds, and omissions which make it clear beyond reasonable doubt that he wishes Catholics to interpret these passages in a way that is, in fact, heretical. In particular, the pope has advocated the beliefs that obedience to God’s moral law can be impossible or undesirable, and that Catholics should sometimes accept adultery as compatible with being a follower of Christ.

3) The final part, called ‘Elucidation’, discusses two causes of this unique crisis. One cause is ‘Modernism’. Theologically speaking, Modernism is the belief that God has not delivered definite truths to the Church, which she must continue to teach in exactly the same sense until the end of time. Modernism therefore focuses on experiences and holds that doctrines about God, faith, and morals are always provisional and subject to revision. Significantly, Pope St Pius X condemned Modernism at the start of the 20th century. A second cause of the crisis is the influence of the ideas of Martin Luther on Pope Francis. The letter shows how Luther had ideas on marriage, divorce, forgiveness, and divine law which correspond to those which the pope has promoted. It also notes the explicit and unprecedented praise given by Pope Francis to the German heresiarch.
The signatories make no judgment about Pope Francis’s culpability in propagating the 7 heresies that they list, since it is not their task to judge whether the sin of heresy has been committed (the sin of heresy, that is, formal heresy, is committed when a person departs from the faith by doubting or denying some revealed truth with a full choice of the will). It should however be noted that others who have spoken up in defense of the Catholic faith have been subject to reprisals. Thus, the signatories speak for a large number of clergy and lay faithful who lack freedom of speech.

It will be noticed that Bishop Bernard Fellay has signed the correction. His signature came after the document was delivered to the pope, but he now expresses the agreement of the Society of St Pius X with its contents. Pope Francis has recently extended a welcoming hand to the SSPX in order to integrate them legally into the Catholic Church.

The signatories respectfully insist that Pope Francis condemn the heresies that he has directly or indirectly upheld, and that he teach the truth of the Catholic faith in its integrity.

Signatories of the Filial Correction
http://www.correctiofilialis.org/signatories/ 

One of the signatories is an Indian: Dr. Jaspreet Singh Boparai MA (Oxon.), MA (Courtauld Institute), MA (Warburg Institute), Ph. D. (Cantab.) Former fellow, Harvard University Institute for Italian Renaissance Studies (Villa I Tatti). His was the last-ever PhD awarded in the Department of neo-Latin at Cambridge.
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Inputs of all hues and shades (barring the mainstream media) from the conservative to the neutral to the liberal (National Catholic Reporter) to the sedevacantist (NovusOrdoWatch) are included in this collation.
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The information on the following pages is arranged in chronological order.
From: steve@onepeterfive.com To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net
Date: Sat, 23 Sep 2017 22:39:45 +0000 Subject: BREAKING: Filial Correction of the Pope Has Been Issued
Pope Francis Was Just Put on Notice!

Dear Michael,

The news just broke that an international group of Catholic clergy and lay scholars have issued a “Filial Correction” to the pope, against the “Propagation of Heresies”. 

While Catholics around the world wait for the dubia cardinals to take the next step and issue the promised formal correction, this group of 62 Catholic priests, theologians, authors, and scholars from around the world have advanced the caused in a detailed 25-page document that outlines seven specific heretical propositions being promoted by Pope Francis. 

You can read the rest at OnePeterFive right now: https://onepeterfive.com/catholic-clergy-scholars-issue-filial-correction-to-pope-against-propagation-of-heresies/ 
Catholic Clergy & Scholars Issue “Filial Correction” to Pope, Against “Propagation of Heresies”

https://onepeterfive.com/catholic-clergy-scholars-issue-filial-correction-to-pope-against-propagation-of-heresies/ 
By Steve Skojec, September 23, 2017
For Catholics around the world, the wait continues for the two remaining” Dubia Cardinals” to issue the promised “formal correction” to Pope Francis as regards Amoris Laetitia. Today, however, in what is being described as an “epoch-making act” unlike any taken “since the Middle Ages,” a group of Catholic clergy and lay scholars have taken a similar measure of their own, making public a “Filial Correction” that was first delivered to the pope on August 11th. The occasion of the publication of this document is today’s Feast of Our Lady of Ransom and of Our Lady of Walsingham. Versions of this correctio are now available in English, Spanish, French, and Italian, along with supporting documents and a list of signatories, on a new website created to support this effort: correctiofilialis.org
Anticipating the objection of those who will claim that simple clergy and laymen have no place in correcting a pope, the authors make their purpose clear:

As subjects, we do not have the right to issue to Your Holiness that form of correction by which a superior coerces those subject to him with the threat or administration of punishment (cf. Summa Theologiae 2a 2ae, 33, 4). We issue this correction, rather, to protect our fellow Catholics – and those outside the Church, from whom the key of knowledge must not be taken away (cf. Lk. 11:52) – hoping to prevent the further spread of doctrines which tend of themselves to the profaning of all the sacraments and the subversion of the Law of God.

The letter also takes an unprecedented step, using the word “heresy” in reference not just to possible interpretations of the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, but also to other recent “words, deeds and omissions” of the pope.

“Most Holy Father,” the letter begins, “With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness.” [Emphasis added]

The 25-page document, which was delivered with 40 signatures, has continued to garner support while its existence was kept secret from the public, having grown to include 62 members of the clergy and lay scholars from 20 countries around the world. The list of signatories includes well-known names of Catholic leaders, theologians, and authors such as Fr. Linus Clovis, Deacon Nick Donnelly, Christopher Ferrara, Dr. Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, Martin Mosebach, Prof. Roberto de Mattei, Bishop Bernard Fellay, and many more. The authors stress that they will be welcoming additional signatures through a form on their website.

A summary of the document says that these 62 “also represent others lacking the necessary freedom of speech”, calling to mind the recent abrupt dismissal of renowned Austrian philosopher Josef Seifert from his position as the Dietrich von Hildebrand Chair at the International Academy of Philosophy in Granada, Spain after he publicized some respectful questions about Amoris Laetitia. Bishop Athanasius Schneider, one of only a few outspoken champions of Catholic teaching amongst the global episcopacy, described Seifert’s firing as “not only unjust, but … ultimately an escape from truth”. For his part, Seifert has had to take both canonical and civil legal action to fight his summary dismissal without cause – actions which signatories of the correctio could also be forced to take in the event they face similar disciplinary action in retaliation for their involvement.

The full title of the document is Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis, which is translated as “A filial correction concerning the propagation of heresies.” It states, according to the authors, “that the pope has, by his Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia, and by other, related, words, deeds and omissions, effectively upheld 7 heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments, and has caused these heretical opinions to spread in the Catholic Church.”

This correction is comprised of three parts:

First, there an explanation from the signatories as to why they have “the right and duty” to “issue such a correction to the supreme pontiff.” They emphasize that this correction does not come into conflict with the dogma of papal infallibility, because the pope “has not declared these heretical positions to be definitive teachings of the Church, or stated that Catholics must believe them with the assent of faith.”
Second, there is the “correction” itself. In this section, the passages of Amoris Laetitia are listed “in which heretical positions are insinuated or encouraged”; also listed are “words, deeds, and omissions of Pope Francis which make it clear beyond reasonable doubt that he wishes Catholics to interpret these passages in a way that is, in fact, heretical.”

Third, there is the “elucidation,” which examines more deeply the roots of the present situation. “One cause,” write the authors, “is ‘Modernism’. Theologically speaking, Modernism is the belief that God has not delivered definite truths to the Church, which she must continue to teach in exactly the same sense until the end of time.” The authors insist that because of the great confusion that follows from Modernism’s presence in the Church, the signatories are obliged to “describe the true meaning of ‘faith’, ‘heresy’, ‘revelation’, and ‘magisterium’.” The authors go on in the “elucidation” of the correctio to focus in a particular way on the influence of the thought of the arch-heretic Martin Luther on the pontificate of Pope Francis.
The passages from Amoris Laetitia giving rise to the greatest harm are listed, along with several other “words, deeds, and omissions” of the pope which “in conjunction with these passages of Amoris laetitia are serving to propagate heresies within the Church”. These include:

(The refusal of the pope to answer the dubia
(The intervention of Pope Francis in the Relatio post disceptationem for the Extraordinary Synod on the Family to include proposals for Holy Communion for divorced-and-remarried Catholics “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.”

(The papal interview of April 2016, in which a journalist asked if there were any new “concrete possibilities for the divorced and remarried” as a result of Amoris Laetitia, and to which the pope responded, “I can say yes. Period.” [Readers can view our translated video of that exchange here.] Also mentioned here were related statements of Cardinal Cristoph Schönborn, who was given the unofficial role of interpreting Amoris Laetitia by the pope, and who affirmed that in “certain cases” the pope intended “the help of the sacraments” for people in these situations.

(The letter of Pope Francis affirming the guidelines of the Bishops of the Buenos Aires’ region, which “offers the possibility of access to the sacraments of Reconciliation and Eucharist” in “a specific case” “when a declaration of nullity has not been obtained” and “there are limitations that mitigate responsibility and culpability”. Of these guidelines, the pope wrote, “The document is very good and completely explains the meaning of chapter VIII of Amoris laetitia. There are no other interpretations.”

Several other examples of papal actions that support these same interpretations of Amoris Laetitia, allowing communion for those living in an objectively adulterous situation, were also listed.

The authors then turn to the seven “false and heretical propositions” that have been promoted within the Church. They insist that they, and the signatories who have joined them, “do not venture to judge the degree of awareness with which Pope Francis has propagated the 7 heresies which they list.” It is the purpose of their correction, however, to “respectfully insist that he condemn these heresies, which he has directly or indirectly upheld.”

The seven propositions of the correctio itself, though issued in Latin, have also been translated by the authors as follows:

By these words, deeds, and omissions, and by the above-mentioned passages of the document Amoris laetitia, Your Holiness has upheld, directly or indirectly, and, with what degree of awareness we do not seek to judge, both by public office and by private act propagated in the Church the following false and heretical propositions:

1). ‘A justified person has not the strength with God’s grace to carry out the objective demands of the divine law, as though any of the commandments of God are impossible for the justified; or as meaning that God’s grace, when it produces justification in an individual, does not invariably and of its nature produce conversion from all serious sin, or is not sufficient for conversion from all serious sin.’

2). ‘Christians who have obtained a civil divorce from the spouse to whom they are validly married and have contracted a civil marriage with some other person during the lifetime of their spouse, who live more uxorio with their civil partner, and who choose to remain in this state with full knowledge of the nature of their act and full consent of the will to that act, are not necessarily in a state of mortal sin, and can receive sanctifying grace and grow in charity.’

3). ‘A Christian believer can have full knowledge of a divine law and voluntarily choose to break it in a serious matter, but not be in a state of mortal sin as a result of this action.’

4). ‘A person is able, while he obeys a divine prohibition, to sin against God by that very act of obedience.’

5). ‘Conscience can truly and rightly judge that sexual acts between persons who have contracted a civil marriage with each other, although one or both of them is sacramentally married to another person, can sometimes be morally right or requested or even commanded by God.’

6). ‘Moral principles and moral truths contained in divine revelation and in the natural law do not include negative prohibitions that absolutely forbid particular kinds of action, inasmuch as these are always gravely unlawful on account of their object.’

7). ‘Our Lord Jesus Christ wills that the Church abandon her perennial discipline of refusing the Eucharist to the divorced and remarried and of refusing absolution to the divorced and remarried who do not express contrition for their state of life and a firm purpose of amendment with regard to it.’

For each of these propositions, citations are given from both Scripture and the Church’s magisterium documenting where they come into conflict with Catholic teaching. “These propositions” the authors write, “all contradict truths that are divinely revealed, and that Catholics must believe with the assent of divine faith.”
The authors conclude the correctio as true sons of the Church:

At this critical hour, therefore, we turn to the cathedra veritatis, the Roman Church, which has by divine law pre-eminence over all the churches, and of which we are and intend always to remain loyal children, and we respectfully insist that Your Holiness publicly reject these propositions, thus accomplishing the mandate of our Lord Jesus Christ given to St Peter and through him to all his successors until the end of the world: “I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren.”

It is difficult to predict what, if any, impact this correctio will have on a papacy that has steadfastly ignored a previous filial appeal with nearly 800,000 signatures, the circulation of a theological censures document authored by 45 theologians and scholars amongst the entire college of cardinals, and the five dubia presented by four cardinals who have, as yet, not been able to even obtain a papal audience over a year after their initial intervention and in the wake of the deaths of two of their number.

Nevertheless, the language used in this latest document advances the case further than anything that came before it, and some speculate that it may help establish that the pope is guilty of public and notorious material heresy. If so, his failure to respond could be an important step in determining that the pope is “incorrigible and pertinacious” in the promotion of heresy, and possibly trigger additional remedial actions further down the road.

Clerical and Lay Scholars Send the Pope a Correctio Filialis about Amoris Laetitia
http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/clerical-and-lay-scholars-send-pope-correctio-filialis-about-amoris-laetitia-32163  

September 23, 2017
On July 16, 2017, several clerics and lay scholars addressed a correctio filialis, a filial correction, to Pope Francis. They reveal the seven heresies contained in the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia.

A website has been created for the occasion: www.correctiofilialis.org; it offers information on the diffusion of the correctio filialis.

This thoroughly documented critique is a sort of sequel to the Dubia on Amoris Laetitia (September 19, 2016) of Cardinals Walter Brandmüller, Raymond L. Burke, Joachim Meisner, and Carlo Caffarra. (The latter two passed away this year, respectively on July 5 and September 6.) They respectfully requested Pope Francis to “clarify” five unorthodox points in Amoris Laetitia.

The Dubia remained unanswered and were later followed by a request for an audience from the four authors (April 25, 2017). Their request was not granted.

On June 29, 2016, 45 theologians submitted to Cardinal Angelo Sodano, dean of the College of Cardinals, another critical study of 19 points in Amoris Laetitia. This critique also went unanswered.

In the list of the 62 signatories of the correctio filialis are the names of several persons who already signed the critique of the 45 theologians in 2016, but among the new names is that of Bishop Bernard Fellay, Superior General of the Society of St. Pius X, the only bishop who has signed the document so far, although – as the presentation of the correctio filialis explains – the list remains open.

4 of 494 readers’ comments

1. Amazing that it happened on the 23rd of September, the day that the sign in the sky appeared. The sign of Revelation 12.
https://www.romancatholicman.com/revelation-12-sign-september-23-2017/ 
2. Yes, I wondered if something significant would happen on this day - maybe this is it. Not that I'm particularly important, and partly because of my previous plans going awry, but I was finally invested in the Brown Scapular at Mass on that day! Viva Cristo Rey!
3. Yes, it was!!!
The birth of the King planet from the Virgin's womb. We've been following it along for weeks now. This alignment of planets happened 7000 years ago.
4. It's on YouTube by an intelligent guy who shows you in detail on Stellarium. https://youtu.be/_1y_hLqVXf4
Over 60 scholars correct Pope Francis for ‘propagating heresies’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/breaking-62-scholars-correct-pope-francis-for-propagating-heresies 

By Pete Baklinski, Rome, September 23/25, 2017
Expressing “profound grief” and “filial devotion,” Catholic clergy and lay scholars from around the world have issued what they are calling a “Filial Correction” to Pope Francis for “propagating heresy.”

The Filial Correction, in the form of a 25-page letter, bears the signatures of sixty-two Catholic academics, researchers, and scholars in various fields from twenty countries. They assert that Pope Francis has supported heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the Eucharist that are causing a host of “heresies and other errors” to spread throughout the Catholic Church. 

The correction was delivered to the Pope at his Santa Marta residence on August 11, 2017. No similar action has taken place within the Catholic Church since the Middle Ages, when Pope John XXII was admonished for errors which he later recanted on his deathbed. 
“With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness,” the signers write in the letter.

“As subjects, we do not have the right to issue to Your Holiness that form of correction by which a superior coerces those subject to him with the threat or administration of punishment,” they state. 

“We issue this correction, rather, to protect our fellow Catholics — and those outside the Church, from whom the key of knowledge must not be taken away — hoping to prevent the further spread of doctrines which tend of themselves to the profaning of all the sacraments and the subversion of the Law of God,” they add. 

The signers respectfully insist that Pope Francis condemn the heresies that he has “directly or indirectly upheld,” and that he teach the truth of the Catholic faith in its integrity. 

They say that they make “no judgment” about the Pope’s culpability in propagating the seven heresies they list. They add that it is not their task to “judge whether the sin of heresy has been committed” whereby a person “departs from the faith by doubting or denying some revealed truth with a full choice of the will.”

The letter was made public today, six weeks after the signers received no response from the Pope. 
Duty to correct

The 62 clergy and lay scholars explain that, as believing and practicing Catholics, they have the right and duty to issue such a correction to the Pope “by natural law, by the law of Christ, and by the law of the Church” and that the correction in no way undermines Catholic teaching on papal infallibility. 

The Catholic Church teaches that the Pope is infallible (incapable of error by a special gift of the Holy Spirit) when certain conditions are met. He teaches infallibly in his ordinary capacity when a doctrine is consistent, constant, and universal in relation to what the Church and other popes have always taught. Or in an extraordinary capacity, he teaches infallibly when he speaks “ex cathedra,” that is, when he speaks in the capacity of his office as Apostolic pastor and teacher for the purpose of defining a “doctrine of faith or morals to be held by the whole Church.” The Pope is not infallible in other matters, such as when he gives an off-the-cuff interview or presents his personal reflection on a given topic. 

https://youtu.be/35dMVHRZbto 1.10
“We adhere wholeheartedly to the doctrine of papal infallibility,” the signers state, adding that in their opinion “neither Amoris Laetitia nor any of the statements which have served to propagate the heresies which this exhortation insinuates are protected by that divine guarantee of truth.” The signers’ opinion that the exhortation is not infallible magisterial teaching is backed by leading churchmen, such as Cardinal Raymond Burke. 

The signers list a dozen passages from Amoris Laetitia that they say “serve to propagate seven heretical propositions.” 

Included in the list is the “smoking” footnote 351 where the Pope writes that those living in an objective situation of sin can receive the “help of the sacraments” to grow in the life of grace and charity. Many have interpreted this to mean that civilly-divorced-and-remarried Catholics living in adultery can receive Holy Communion, and the Pope has endorsed guidelines allowing this. Also included in the list is the text pertaining to couples living in adultery who, the Pope writes, see their situation as “what God himself is asking” of them, despite falling short of the “objective ideal.”

The scholars say that these passages along with a number of “words, deeds and omissions” of the Pope are “serving to propagate heresies within the Church.”

According to the signers, the “words, deeds and omissions” of Pope Francis that promote heresy include:  

(Refusing to answer the dubia (five yes-or-no questions) submitted by the four cardinals (two of whom are now deceased) asking him to confirm that Amoris Laetitia does not abolish five teachings of the Catholic faith.

(Forcibly intervening at the 2015 Synod of the Family where he insisted on inserting into a midterm report a proposal (that did not receive sufficient votes) to allow communion for adulterers and a proposal that pastors should emphasize the “positive aspects” of lifestyles the Church considers gravely sinful, including civil remarriage after divorce and premarital cohabitation.

(Endorsing an interpretation of the exhortation by Vienna Cardinal Christoph Schönborn that allows for Holy Communion to be given to adulterers.

(Affirming the statement of the bishops of the Buenos Aires region that allowed Communion to be given to adulterers, stating that “there are no other interpretations.”

(Appointing to positions of influence within the Church men who publicly dissent from Catholic teaching on the sacraments, including Archbishop Vincenzo Paglia and Cardinal Kevin Farrell.

(Allowing guidelines for the diocese of Rome to be issued under his authority that permit adulterers to receive communion under certain circumstances.

(Leaving uncorrected the publication in L’Osservatore Romano, the official journal of the Holy See, the Maltese bishops’ interpretation of Amoris Laetitia that allows communion for adulterers.

Seven heresies 

The Catholic clergy and lay scholars go on to list seven “false and heretical propositions” which they say Pope Francis “directly or indirectly” upholds through his “words, deeds, and omissions.” These seven propositions, listed below, are summaries of the positions which they attribute to Pope Francis and deem to be heretical.
1. A justified person has not the strength with God’s grace to carry out the objective demands of the divine law, as though any of the commandments of God are impossible for the justified; or as meaning that God’s grace, when it produces justification in an individual, does not invariably and of its nature produce conversion from all serious sin, or is not sufficient for conversion from all serious sin.

2. Christians who have obtained a civil divorce from the spouse to whom they are validly married and have contracted a civil marriage with some other person during the lifetime of their spouse, who live more uxorio [as husband and wife] with their civil partner, and who choose to remain in this state with full knowledge of the nature of their act and full consent of the will to that act, are not necessarily in a state of mortal sin, and can receive sanctifying grace and grow in charity.

3. A Christian believer can have full knowledge of a divine law and voluntarily choose to break it in a serious matter, but not be in a state of mortal sin as a result of this action.

4. A person is able, while he obeys a divine prohibition, to sin against God by that very act of obedience.

5. Conscience can truly and rightly judge that sexual acts between persons who have contracted a civil marriage with each other, although one or both of them is sacramentally married to another person, can sometimes be morally right or requested or even commanded by God.

6. Moral principles and moral truths contained in divine revelation and in the natural law do not include negative prohibitions that absolutely forbid particular kinds of action, inasmuch as these are always gravely unlawful on account of their object.

7. Our Lord Jesus Christ wills that the Church abandon her perennial discipline of refusing the Eucharist to the divorced and remarried and of refusing absolution to the divorced and remarried who do not express contrition for their state of life and a firm purpose of amendment with regard to it.

The clergy and scholars state that these “propositions all contradict truths that are divinely revealed, and that Catholics must believe with the assent of divine faith.”

They add that it is “necessary” that such heresies be “condemned by the authority of the Church,” on account of the “great and imminent danger” they cause to souls. 

As one of the signers explained to LifeSiteNews, St. Thomas Aquinas taught that faithful Catholics have a duty to correct an erring prelate. He quoted the following passage from the saint’s famous theological work Summa Theologiae: 

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

The signers conclude the letter, writing: “At this critical hour, therefore, we turn to the cathedra veritatis [seat of truth], the Roman Church, which has by divine law pre-eminence over all the churches, and of which we are and intend always to remain loyal children, and we respectfully insist that Your Holiness publicly reject these propositions, thus accomplishing the mandate of our Lord Jesus Christ given to St Peter and through him to all his successors until the end of the world: ‘I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren.’"

One significant name in the list of signers is that of Bishop Bernard Fellay, superior general of the traditionalist Society of Saint Pius X (SSPX). He signed the letter after it had already been submitted to the Pope. It remains to be seen how Fellay’s agreement with the content of the filial correction will affect Pope Francis’ recent efforts to integrate the SSPX legally into the Catholic Church.

Signs of the times

The filial correction comes after more than a year of the Pope not dialoguing or engaging with faithful Catholics who have approached him directly with serious concerns about how he is steering the Barque of Peter, the Church. The Pope has been sent letters, petitions, video messages, and official questions (the dubia), but all to no avail. Significant dates of attempts to dialogue with the Pope include:

(September 29, 2015 – 791,000 Catholics (including 8 cardinals, over 200 bishops, and numerous priests, religious, and lay faithful representing 62 pro-family organizations) petition Pope Francis to end the “widespread confusion arising from the possibility that a breach has been opened within the Church that would accept adultery... and would virtually even accept homosexual unions.”

(July 13, 2016 – 16 international life-and-family advocates plead with the Pope to “unambiguously speak the truth of the Catholic faith, to end doctrinal confusion, to restore clarity, and to be the Holy Father that Catholics need.”

(July 11, 2016 – 45 Catholic scholars submit a letter to the cardinals and Eastern patriarchs of the Church asking them to petition the Pope to “repudiate a list of erroneous propositions” that can be drawn from Amoris Laetitia.

(September 19, 2016 – Four cardinals (two of whom are now deceased) submit to the Pope five yes-or-no questions (dubia) asking if the exhortation conforms to perennial Catholic teaching on the moral life. The questions were never answered.

(January 18, 2017 – Three Eastern European bishops launch a “spiritual crusade” urging the Pope to “revoke in an unequivocal manner” pastoral guidelines stemming from Amoris Laetitia that allow adulterers to receive Holy Communion.

(April 25, 2017 – The four dubia cardinals unsuccessfully ask the Pope for a private audience to discuss “confusion and disorientation” within the Church after the publication of Amoris Laetitia.

The filial correction comes as a "formal correction" of the Pope from cardinals may be imminent. 
Cardinal Raymond Burke, one of the dubia Cardinals, told The Wanderer last month that this "formal correction" would involve a clear presentation of the Church's teaching on the points at issue, alongside what the Pope is actually saying on those points. "If there is a contradiction, the Roman Pontiff is called to conform his own teaching in obedience to Christ and the Magisterium of the Church,” he said. 

"It is done very simply by a formal declaration to which the Holy Father would be obliged to respond," he said.

Burke said he and the other three cardinals – Walter Brandmüller, Joachim Meisner, and Carlo Caffarra (the latter two now deceased) – issued the dubia "in order to give [Pope Francis] the occasion to set forth the Church’s unchanging teaching."

"Pope Francis has chosen not to respond to the five dubia, so it is now necessary simply to state what the Church teaches about marriage, the family, acts that are intrinsically evil, and so forth," he explained. "These are the points that are not clear in the current teachings of the Roman Pontiff; therefore, this situation must be corrected. The correction would then direct itself principally to those doctrinal points."

In an interview this week with Australia's Catholic Outlook, Burke said the need for a response to the dubia is urgent because of the "harm done to souls by the confusion and error."

"The urgency weighs very heavily on my heart,” he said. 

The Filial Correction and its signatories, along with a summary statement and press release, can be viewed at www.correctiofilialis.org.

1 of 154 readers’ comments
Full disclosure, I posted this on 1P5 (OnePeterFive blog) and now I am posting it here:
I just emailed Dr. Shaw and encouraged him to add an addendum to the letter regarding the thought of Martin Luther and Pope Francis. The letter should include where Pope Francis says this:

"What is reconciliation? Taking one from this side, taking another one for that side and uniting them: no, that’s part of it but it’s not it … True reconciliation means that God in Christ took on our sins and He became the sinner for us. When we go to confession, for example, it isn’t that we say our sin and God forgives us. No, not that! We look for Jesus Christ and say: ‘This is your sin, and I will sin again’. And Jesus likes that, because it was his mission: to become the sinner for us, to liberate us."

See this excellent article (which caused me much pain and personal lamentation) by 1P5: https://onepeterfive.com/po...
This is the most infernal of statements! For it rejects the direct words of our Lord: "go and sin no more." Which were directly uttered in relation to the sin of adultery. It is the wholesale endorsement of the heretical theology of Martin Luther regarding anthropology and justification. It actually encourages one to commit the sin of presumption which is directly related to the Sin against the Holy Spirit.

As an aside, in the comments below people have asked where they can sign this document, the best that I could come up with via the website is under the Press section which states to contact Dr. Joseph Shaw: http://www.correctiofiliali...
May God have mercy on us and deliver us. Amen. -Fr. RP
Support the filial correction of Pope Francis for 'propagating heresies'. Sign the petition!

https://lifepetitions.com/petition/petition-support-the-filial-correction-of-pope-francis-for-propagating-heresies 
This petition is sponsored by LifeSiteNews and the Lepanto Institute. (See page 19)
Expressing “profound grief” and “filial devotion,” 62 Catholic clergy and lay scholars from around the world have issued what they are calling a “Filial Correction” to Pope Francis for “propagating heresy.”

The Filial Correction, in the form of a 25-page letter, bears the signatures of Catholic academics, researchers, and scholars in various fields from twenty countries. They assert that Pope Francis has supported heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the Eucharist that are causing a host of “heresies and other errors” to spread throughout the Catholic Church.

The correction was delivered to the Pope at his Santa Marta residence on August 11, 2017. No similar action has taken place within the Catholic Church since the Middle Ages, when Pope John XXII was admonished for errors which he later recanted on his deathbed.

The signers are respectfully insisting that Pope Francis condemn the heresies that he has “directly or indirectly upheld,” and that he teach the truth of the Catholic faith in its integrity.

They say that they make “no judgment” about the Pope’s culpability in propagating the seven heresies they list. They add that it is not their task to “judge whether the sin of heresy has been committed” whereby a person “departs from the faith by doubting or denying some revealed truth with a full choice of the will.”

The letter was made public September 24, six weeks after the signers received no response from the Pope.

Add your voice to the clergy and lay scholars’ call by signing this petition.
To: Pope Francis 

Dear Holy Father,

With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, I join my voice to Catholic clergy and lay scholars from around the world who have issued a correction of Your Holiness for supporting heretical positions that are causing errors to spread throughout the Church.

Your Holiness, I make no judgment about your own personal culpability in promoting these heresies.

I join the increasing number of signatories in respectfully urging you to bring clarity by condemning these positions outright for the good of the Church and the salvation of souls.

I pledge to pray for you that you will “confirm thy brethren” in the life-giving truths of our faith.

Thank you for your support

By Steve Skojec, OnePeterFive, September 24, 2017

https://www.change.org/p/petition-support-by-the-catholic-laity-for-the-filial-correction-of-pope-francis/u/21460174 
Dear Brethren in Christ,
My name is Steve Skojec, and I am the author of this petition. I write to you this afternoon somewhat astonished by what has transpired in less than 24 hours. 
I wrote an article (see attached) about the Filial Correction yesterday. Upon sharing this article on social media, requests began coming in for ways that the faithful could also sign something to show their support of the correction. With the understanding that it was the intention of the authors to restrict the original "correctio" to priests and lay Catholics working in the academic disciplines of theology, philosophy, etc., so that their effort would be seen as one created by those trained in the important distinctions necessary to make such a formal effort, I quickly drafted this petition, designed to be something any Catholic, no matter their station, could sign as a show of support for the official effort. 
I shared it on my Facebook page as a draft, asking friends to look at it and see if they thought it was the right approach. Not long thereafter, I went to bed. By the time I got home from Mass today, the petition had been shared so many times that we are now nearing 2,000 signatures! 
This is truly a demonstration of your love of the Church and the passion you feel about the importance of this correction. A draft petition not yet intended for the public and never officially promoted in any way has already spread this far, this fast. Praised be Jesus Christ!
So I have decided to simply move forward with what we have, and update as necessary. I have added the email address for the Vatican Press Office to the form, and created a letter template that can be sent by every signatory to that address. I hope that the sheer volume of emails will drive home the point that we will not go quietly away. 
If you see anything that seems out of place, please bring it to my attention. I pray that Our Blessed Mother and Our Sacred Lord will guide and bless this work, and that it will contribute, in whatever small way, to the Triumph of the Immaculate Heart of Mary. 

Is Pope Francis Wrong? Thoughts on the “Filial Correction”
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/davearmstrong/2017/09/pope-wrong-position-formal-correction.html
By Dave Armstrong (Catholic apologist), September 24, 2017

My position has not changed in the last nine months. On 1 December 2016 I wrote a post entitled, “Pope Francis: Please Answer Cardinal Burke Et Al.”  My reasoning was fairly simple and straightforward. Summarized, it was as follows:
1. “This is a big reason why we have the pope in the Church: to give the ‘final say’ at times, when it is sorely needed.

2. It’s always better to clarify than not to, in instances of confusion (a well-known phenomenon from my own long experience as an author and apologist). Probably good would come from answering, and probably only bad from not answering.

3. Failure to do so will foster mischief and exploitation from dissidents: “those who have nefarious heterodox intent . . . will exploit any confusion or (rightly or wrongly) perceived ‘loopholes’ as a license to depart from true Catholic practice, just as they did with Vatican II and the reform of the Mass.”

Twelve days later came my post, “Is Pope Francis a Heretic?” I was not asserting that he was (if anything, the opposite). It was simply a provocative (and rhetorical) title. In this piece, my argument was much more subtle and far too specific to be given to quick summary. But my conclusion provides the general thrust of the paper:

[T]he pope (or at least a high-ranking Cardinal in effect speaking “for” him) needs to clarify, and the sooner the better. The longer the current confusion continues on, the worse it gets. It’s now scandalous. Soon it will be outright disastrous, leading to defections into quasi-schismatic radical reactionary Catholicism or out of Catholicism altogether (similar to an early 70s scenario of mass defection).

I’m quite willing to give the Holy Father the benefit of the doubt, and wait and see until more “certain” statements are made. Many others, I think unfortunately, are not so unassuming, and therein lies the widening troublesome situation that we now face, until this is definitively resolved. The more uncertainty we have, the more we will have undue and unedifying speculation, detraction, gossip, calumny, and slander taking place in our beloved social media.

And that is not good . . .

Vigorous Facebook discussion ensued. Some comments that stood out, and with which I fully agreed, were these:

He’s not a heretic. He’s bafflingly recalcitrant about clarifying the nature of his orthodoxy. (Scott Eric Alt)

One of the problems, I think, is that Francis has made it quite clear that he’s not a theologian or “into” theology, doctrine, etc. I don’t think he’s a heretic at all, but I do think he’s hazy, fuzzy, or otherwise obtuse about many important things. (Carl E. Olson)
The problem is that there are bishops who choose to read into more than what it is there to justify their position: either to ignore prior Catholic teaching most recently authoritatively taught in the Encyclicals of Pope St. John Paul II which can and do define and clarify Catholic teaching or to uncharitably give Amoris Laetitia more weight than it has to undermine Pope Francis’ authority. . . .  I do believe the dubia should be answered by Pope Francis, not because he is wrong, but because others are using his teaching to reach a plethora of conclusions on Catholic moral teaching which conflict with each other. (Paul Hoffer)

I added a few semi-new thoughts (breaks below signify a separate utterance):

[Pope Francis] is the servant of the servants of God, and so he is our servant, too. This includes being a shepherd and answering sincere, well-meaning questions: just as Jesus did when He explained the parables (difficult to understand) to His disciples, but not to the more skeptical masses. If he answered to no one but God, that would render silly and irrelevant the famous rebukes of the pope by St. Dominic, St. Francis, St. Catherine, and indeed, the Church as a whole, in the case of Pope John XXII and the Beatific Vision.

I don’t claim to know all the fine details. That’s why we have popes, theologians, and canon lawyers. But I know enough to know that clarification is desperately needed.

One wonders why he doesn’t [clarify]. I wonder, but at the same time, I think public speculation about that is unseemly and unedifying, so I don’t get into it.

There is nothing wrong with seeking clarification from the pope. It is the judgments that folks make while doing that, that are sometimes excessive and wrong. I have not judged him. I’m simply calling for clarification from the supreme teacher of the Church.

There are lots of sites where it is assumed that Pope Francis is a terrible heretic and he is bashed day in and day out. Mine is not one of them.

My job is to defend Church teachings.  Following all of these internal issues of the Church is the job of the Catholic journalist. I’ve had this dispute with [Catholic journalist] Jay McNally for years. He wants me to be a journalist. I’m not. I’m an apologist. There are lots of journalists out there (and even more who mostly write about politics). Being an apologist is a far more specialized field.

The last thing on this topic that I wrote was “Pope Francis and the Present Controversy: My Position” (1-22-17 on Facebook). Here I stressed that I am my own man, and can always be counted on for a frank, open statement of my opinion on any given issue (“I’ve never been muzzled before and have never been scared to say anything I want to say. It’s not like anyone controls me. I’m self-employed . . . “). I reiterated my general opinion:

I don’t believe he is a heretic (a charge being freely slung around in many circles now). I’m watching very closely what is happening, and hoping and praying for a decisive resolution by the pope before it really gets out of hand.

Then I got into matters of propriety and prudence; when and how to criticize a pope, if it is absolutely necessary:

It’s also true at the same time, that in such serious matters regarding popes, one must exercise great prudence and propriety. I wrote on 1-29-15 on Facebook:

My position is that they should be accorded the proper respect of their office and criticized rarely, by the right people, in the right spirit, preferably in private Catholic venues, and for the right (and super-important) reasons. Virtually none of those characteristics hold for most of the people moaning about the pope day and night these days.

On 11-16-16, in the lengthy thread here concerning Pope Francis and Amoris Laetitia, and confusions in its interpretation, I wrote, echoing the constant and consistent theme of my 26 years as a Catholic:
Even if one were to grant that there may be serious errors in Amoris Laetitia and/or in its pastoral application, it is far better (prudentially) to deal with it privately, rather than in melodramatic public fashion.

See also my Facebook post of 11-17-16: “My position has never been that popes cannot be criticized, or even in extreme cases, rebuked (or that they could never be heretics).”

Nothing has fundamentally changed in my opinion since that time. I have basically taken a “wait and see” approach. I am, however, definitely increasingly alarmed at the ever-growing number of people asking the pope to clarify, and at his total refusal to do so, and at some of his actions (especially dismissals of people) that appear to be imperious and expressive of a dislike even of respectful honest disagreements.

National Catholic Register Rome correspondent Edward Pentin, in his article about the Filial Correction, noted how many times numbers of Catholics have called for clarification of the application of Amoris Laetitia:

This is the sixth major initiative in which both clergy and laity have expressed concerns about the Pope’s teaching, particularly emanating from Amoris Laetitia. Despite the repeated pleas and warnings of chaos and confusion, Francis has refused to respond or acknowledge the initiatives which are as follows, in chronological order:

(In September 2015, just ahead of the second Synod on the Family, a petition of nearly 800,000 signatures from individuals and associations around the world including 202 prelates was presented to Pope Francis, calling on him to issue words of clarity on the Church’s teaching on marriage and family. The signatories, from 178 countries, expressed concern about “widespread confusion” arising from the possibility that “a breach” had been opened within the Church at the previous synod.

(In July 2016, a group of 45 Catholic scholars, prelates and clergy sent an appeal to the College of Cardinals asking that they petition Pope Francis to “repudiate” what they saw as “erroneous propositions” contained in Amoris Laetitia. They said the apostolic exhortation contains “a number of statements that can be understood in a sense that is contrary to Catholic faith and morals.”
(On Sept. 19, 2016, four cardinals — Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner —presented the Pope with dubia, five questions on disputed passages of Amoris Laetitia with the aim of obtaining clarification and resolving confusion over diverse interpretations of the controversial passages among various bishops and episcopal conferences. The Pope did not acknowledge the dubia, nor did he respond to the cardinals’ request for an audience in May.

(In February this year, confraternities representing thousands of priests worldwide issued a statement saying a clarification of Amoris Laetitia was “clearly needed” in the wake of “widespread” differing interpretations of the apostolic exhortation. They also thanked the four cardinals for submitting the dubia.​
(In April this year, six lay scholars from different parts of the world held a conference in Rome in which they drew attention to the same controversial passages of Amoris Laetitia, showing the extent of concern and unease among the laity over the papal document and its interpretation.

I think all that is significant and alarming, and that the pope’s utter refusal to answer is troublesome. Many Catholics (including many bishops and priests) are clearly confused and virtually begging for guidance. Why would the shepherd of the sheep resolutely refuse to try to help them: even on a private basis, if he prefers that? It’s baffling to me.

Nevertheless, I won’t sit here and bash the pope and speculate about all kinds of possible nefarious motives, like virtually all the reactionary sites do, many traditionalist sites, and now, increasingly, (non-traditionalist) Catholic venues and individual writers. I will wait for bishops and orthodox theologians and canon lawyers (like Dr. Edward Peters), and (hopefully) Pope Francis himself to clear up this mess and growing scandal. Confusion within the Church doesn’t help our witness to the world one bit.

I figured people would be asking me about this and wondering about my own position: especially since I have been a staunch defender of Pope Francis in a book and also a compilation of 274 “positive” articles. What I have to say is essentially what I have already said: hence, my quotations of my past statements.

In any event, I’m in no way any sort of “answer man” on this issue, or even remotely qualified to offer opinions regarding such fine details of canon law, pastoral application, and authoritative magisterial teaching. I repeat that such clarification will have to come from bishops, canon lawyers, and expert orthodox Catholic academics, and ultimately (I hope and pray, please Lord!) from the Holy Father himself.

I will not countenance for a second any “bashfest” against the pope on my blog or Facebook page. But I will keep my readers posted on what I consider any important developments in this crisis. I’ll be watching it very closely.

***

For related reading, see also: “Papal Answers Would Only Help Resolve the Growing Crisis.”
U.S. Bishop joins correction of Pope Francis for ‘propagating heresies’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/u.s.-bishop-adds-his-support-to-correction-of-pope-francis 
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, September 25, 2017

A Catholic bishop in Texas added his name to a recent declaration that accuses the pope of propagating various heresies against the Catholic faith and seeks to correct them.

Rene Henry Gracida, Bishop Emeritus of the Diocese of Corpus Christi, posted a message to his blog on Sunday reproducing an email he sent to the organizers of the “correction,” congratulating them on their actions and asking that his name be added to the ranks of signers.

“I extend my congratulations and gratitude to the originators of the Correction and I wish to have my name added to the list of those individuals who agree with the content of the Correction and want to be identified with it,” Gracida wrote on his blog, Abyssus Abyssum Invocat.
Gracida is also encouraging the Catholic faithful to add their own signatures to a petition supporting the Correction.

Gracida is the first canonically regular bishop in the Catholic Church who has associated himself with the declaration.

The document, titled “A filial correction concerning the propagation of heresies,” was originally endorsed by more than 60 clergy and lay scholars.

Until receiving Gracida’s signature, the only bishop to have endorsed the Filial Correction was Bishop Bernard Fellay, the superior general of the Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X (FSSPX or SSPX). The SSPX is an order of priests that currently has irregular status in the Church, but is in talks with the Vatican. Pope Francis himself has declared that their confessions are valid.

The filial correction has also been endorsed by a number of priests whose canonical status is regarded by the Vatican as regular.

The Correction states that Pope Francis has “effectively upheld” seven heretical propositions regarding the sinfulness of adultery, binding nature of moral law, and the reception of the sacraments of the Catholic Church, although it does not judge him personally guilty of the sin of heresy.

The document is written in a respectful but firm tone, expressing “profound grief” at the necessity of correcting the pope, “on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness.”
It decries statements made by the pope in his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which seem to excuse acts condemned by the Catholic Church as mortal sins, and allows the sacraments to be given to those living in the sin of adultery. 
It also laments the pope’s apparent endorsement of the doctrines of Martin Luther on justification, which are condemned by the ecumenical Council of Trent.

Gracida, a former Benedictine monk, served from 1983 to 1997 as the fifth bishop of the Diocese of Corpus Christi. He is 94 years old. He has previously expressed deep concern on his blog about the content of Amoris Laetitia, as well as the apparently illegal acts committed by cardinal electors in the election of Pope Francis.

2 of 35 readers’ comments
1. Bishop Gracida is one of the few dependable Bishops we have in upholding Truth. His Grace's support in keeping the True Faith intact during these very depressing & confusing times is a wonderful blessing.

2. Perhaps we should all be asking our Bishops why their name is not on the list.

Pope Francis Issued Formal Filial Correction by Clergy and Lay Scholars

http://www.ucatholic.com/news/pope-francis-issued-formal-filial-correction-clergy-lay-scholars/ 
September 25, 2017
Last Saturday, members of the clergy and lay scholars from around the world issued to Pope Francis a formal filial correction, the first in over six hundred years since the filial correction of Pope John XXII in 1333.

The filial correction is a twenty-five page letter entitled Correctio Filialis De Haeresibus Propagatis, Latin for “Filial Correction Concerning the Propagation of Heresies.” The letter was delivered to the Supreme Pontiff to his residence in Santa Marta on August 11th and made public on September 23rd after receiving no official response.

62 various clergy members and lay scholars have signed the letter, including Bishop Bernard Fellay of the Society of Saint Pius X. In the letter, its signatories accuse Pope Francis of holding “7 heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments.”

Composed in three parts, the letter cites his apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia along with “other, related, words, deeds and omissions,” as the basis for its writing.

The first part of the letter outlines the basis why the 62 signatories believe they have the right and duty to issue such a filial correction to Pope Francis. They say they are not in conflict with papal infallibility, as Pope Francis has not met the criteria for his positions to be considered infallible.

The second part lists the passages of Amoris Laetitia they believe to contain heretical positions, and how they believe through its wording it is Pope Francis’ intention that these passages be interpreted in a heretical manner.

In the final part of the letter, the signatories discuss what they believe to be the cause for supposed heretical positions. They reference both modernism and the influence of Martin Luther as causes.

It finishes with the letter stating that their filial correction is not an accusation of formal heresy, and that they have no authority to determine if formal heresy has occurred, and if it did occur they do not have the authority to determine if Pope Francis is culpable.

The full text of the document and the list of its 62 signatories can be found here.

Here’s why no Cardinals signed the ‘filial correction’ to Pope Francis

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/heres-why-no-cardinals-signed-the-filial-correction-to-pope-francis
By Dorothy Cummings McLean, Oxford, September 25, 2017
After the release of the historic 'filial correction' to the Pope on the weekend, many concerned Catholics have wondered why no Cardinals attached their name.

Cardinal Raymond Burke in particular has been very public about a coming “formal correction” from cardinals after Pope Francis failed to respond to their call to clarify Amoris Laetitia.

So why didn’t he or others sign this “filial correction”?

The basic answer is that the scholars and pastors behind the initiative chose not to ask any cardinals to join them.

“We wanted this to be an independent initiative,” spokesman Dr. Joseph Shaw told LifeSiteNews. “We made the decision not to include the Cardinals.”

Shaw wishes to squelch any rumours – he has seen some on social media – that there were prelates working behind the scenes. “We want to make it absolutely clear that Cardinal Burke is not behind this initiative,” he said.
The primary reason for not asking the cardinals to sign the document was prudence. “It’s not practical to expect any Cardinal to sign any document of this nature,” said Shaw, “because it comes too close to the person of the Pope.”

Shaw, a Fellow of St. Benet’s Hall, Oxford University, contrasted the 25-page Correction to the short dubia sent to Pope Francis by Cardinals Brandmüller, Burke, Caffarra and Meisner in 2016. Shaw praised the dubia letter for its “simplicity” and expressions of fidelity to the Pope. He explained that a Cardinal would not readily sign off on a theological document as complex and serious as the Filial Correction written by anyone but himself.

“The more senior [churchmen] are, the more careful they will want to be with the wording,” said Shaw. “They will want brevity.”
In Shaw’s view, theologians and pastors have more freedom than prelates to lay out the arguments against Amoris Laetitia and its problems. Meanwhile, the way the Filial Correction is set out “should be helpful to a wide variety of Catholics.”
Of course, the document was originally meant for an audience of one. The Filial Correction was sent to Rome six weeks ago and, Shaw told LifeSiteNews, was handed to Pope Francis personally in Casa Santa Marta. The signers received no answer.

“If Pope Francis had responded, we would have entered into another kind of conversation,” said Shaw. “So now we are including the Catholic faithful.”

Shaw knows the media is interested in who signed and how many signed, but he says that the number of signers of the Filial Correction is not the point. The important issue is the arguments presented. That is why the signers are all scholars or pastors. “The way the Church develops things is in accordance with [theological] arguments,” Shaw explained. “There is development because the leading arguments have prevailed.”  He pointed out that people argued over the dogma of the Immaculate Conception for centuries. “It’s very important that the arguments be made,” Shaw stressed.

The Filial Correction was written by a core group from among the signatories who showed it to other scholars and pastors for their comments and contributions. It was revised many times before it was signed and sent.

Shaw acknowledged that some Catholics have raised eyebrows over the signature of Bishop Bernard Fellay of the Society of Saint Pius X, an order of priests whose canonical status is as yet unresolved. However, he unreservedly praised the bishop.

“It’s a big statement for Bishop Fellay to make,” said Shaw. “His commitment to the truth is greater than his political concerns, [than facilitating] regularization.”

In Shaw’s opinion, the Filial Correction is a way for Fellay to communicate that to his community and “to Catholics at large.”

As many Catholics clamour to sign the Filial Correction themselves, Shaw notes that an independent auxiliary petition has been posted on Change.org.
LifeSiteNews also launched a petition today supporting the initiative.

“I’m happy that people are supporting us in these ways,” Shaw said.
1 of 25 readers’ comments
Correctio Filialis has laid everything out factually & carefully but with great respect for the Papal Office itself, while the present administration can only name-call in retaliation as they don't have the bones of an argument to withstand the well-documented claims made against them & their Chief of Staff. We can all acknowledge that nothing cited has been exaggerated & the fact that we are still waiting for the Dubia to be answered (over a year now) doesn't augur well for the writer of Amoris Laetitia or for the signatory attached to it. To make things worse for them, two of the Dubia Cardinals have died while waiting for an Audience in which to examine the document, while Emma Bonino & irregular married couples can be accommodated without delay. This brings the Papacy to floor level & if allowed to remain there will have serious consequences for the Bride of Christ.

Politics Trumps Theology in Filial Correction Response

https://onepeterfive.com/politics-trumps-theology-filial-correction-response/
By William M. Briggs, September 25, 2017
What if a man, a man of eminence and of great and well-credentialed education, a man of authority, a priest, even, a man who has the ear of the Pope, told you that sometimes 2 + 2 = 5? Would this man by virtue of his lofty position be correct?
What if a small child, a wretch with no virtue of schooling, a unkempt waif, told the great man, “No, sir. 2 + 2 always equals 4, even for God, who cannot change Truth”?

Hold on! What’s this untutored child doing? Doesn’t she realize her error? She has no authority to offer a correction! Why should we listen to a kid?

Here comes Massimo Faggioli, a professor at Villanova University’s Department of Theology and Religious Studies, to help us. He says the child represents a “tiny, extreme fringe of the opposition to” to our great man. The child “is clearly not a cardinal or bishop with formal standing in the Catholic Church.”

David Gibson, who is director of Fordham University’s Center on Religion and Culture, agrees. He says the child’s attempt at a correction is “akin to an online petition”. He also says, “It’s a great headline anytime a priest is accused of error. But these kids are really, kind of, the usual suspects of really far right types who have been upset with not only this priest, but other priests in recent years.”

Even the New York Times—the New York Times!—reminds us the child is not a cardinal. And therefore her criticism is of no consequence.
We can only conclude that because our child is not an authority, and has no right to offer a correction, she is wrong. 2 + 2 does not always equal 4. It sometimes, as the priest Antonio Spadaro (for that is his name) said, can be 5, or 3, or any number he likes. The actual figure doesn’t count as long as, presumably, the solution is merciful. Right?

If that argument makes sense to you, as it does to folks like Faggioli and Gibson and the others who are carping from the sidelines about qualifications of those who offered the Filial Correction, then you have succumbed to the idea that the Church is really about politics. That all battles are power plays, in which the side with the superior numbers or shiftier political abilities will, and should, win.

The quotes above are real, changed only slightly to shift the emphasis from the accusations of heresy for some of Pope Francis’s statements, to our imaginary child. Faggioli and Gibson are far from alone. The Twitter spokesperson for Hope & Life Press scolded the Filial Correction signers, “You have zero authority to issue any correction whatsoever.”

Well known commentator Austen Ivereigh could also only see the political angle. He wrote “Big tactical error to include Fellay as only bishop. Signatories now clearly identified with schismatic anti-Vatican II movement.” This is spiritually akin to saying, “Big tactical error for that child not to have included a tenured math professor.”
It is also factually wrong since the Society of Saint Pius X headed by Bishop Fellay is not in schism, as acknowledged even by Pope Francis, who validated confessions given to its priests during the “Year of Mercy”. Ivereigh surely knows this, but chose to cast his “schism” aspersion anyway, because in politics as in war, all is fair.

Ivereigh’s worst error was to say numbers matter: “‘Theologians’ misnomer in most cases; 62 is a tiny number, given strength of feeling over #AmorisLaetitia; most are well-known trad critics.” Again, this is like saying, “The child was alone, so we can dismiss her criticism.” Or it’s like saying, “Only trad mathematicians hold to the old formulas.”

If Twitter were available circa 350 AD, Ivereigh might have tweeted, “Athanasius is only one man with almost no support. Dismiss him. Let’s hope rumors of Pope Liberius excommunicating him come true.”

Exclusively political reactions to the Filial Correction belie another attitude. It is as if these naysayers do not believe seriously, or at all, in the supernatural elements of the Catholic faith. The authors of the correction certainly do.

If the naysayers thought the supernatural element the most important, and not politics, there would have been immediate and lively discussion of the seven points of the Correction. Are they really heresies? All of them? Why? Why not? “Let’s dig into this most important matter,” they would have said. “The salvation of souls is paramount, and heresy cannot be countenanced. Here is where we agree, and here where we disagree on the theological points.”

Only after we figure out, really investigate, and agree on each the points are the motives of the writers and signers of the Correction up for grabs. To focus on personalities first is an inversion—and very telling.

2 of 101 readers’ comments
1. When St Athanasius went after the Arians at the Council of Nicea, he was a lowly deacon in the service of his bishop Alexander. Seems like the Church was much more egalitarian in the good ole days, and what a man believed and said was more important than his status. Long gone are the times when it is the Truth that matters. –Deacon Augustine
2. Out of all the bishops in England only one had the courage and fortitude at the time to stand up to Henry! Bishop Fisher's reward was martyrdom.
With Vatican on the Defensive, Now is the Time for Formal Correction

https://onepeterfive.com/vatican-defensive-now-time-formal-correction/ 
By Steve Skojec, September 25, 2017
“The Great Firewall of China,” says Wikipedia, “is the combination of legislative actions and technologies enforced by the People’s Republic of China to regulate the Internet domestically. Its role in the Internet censorship in China is to block access to selected foreign websites and to slow down cross-border internet traffic.”
Information is power, and in a totalitarian communist regime like China’s, one must be very careful about allowing the proletariat a chance to have too much to think. Among the common websites blocked by China’s nationwide internet filter are Facebook, Google, and Twitter.

Among the websites not blocked by the Great Firewall is correctiofilialis.org — the website erected by the authors of the Filial Correction to provide access to their documentation and provide an opportunity for others to sign on.

And yet that same website has already been blocked by the Vatican. According to Italian news website Ansa.it,

The Secretariat for the Holy See’s communication has blocked access to the web page … to the initiative accusing the Pope of seven heresies, linked to what he writes in “Amoris laetitia “.

You can no longer access the page in the Vatican computers in any language. Outside the Vatican, however, the page is reachable.

“Access to the webpage you are trying to visit has been blocked in accordance with institutional security policies,” is the warning that appears. No Vatican computer, therefore, could join the petition.

While the Vatican has chosen to ignore the correction in the hopes it will go away, the usual papal defenders in the media have closed ranks, issuing haughty and dismissive criticisms of those who issued the correction, not its substance.

Fr. James Martin lamented how “some of the same people who said under John Paul II and Benedict that any disagreement with a pope was dissent, disagree with Francis.” (One would be hard pressed not to take note of the irony here.)

Massimo Faggioli, a progressive theologian and historian at Villanova, went after the Filial Correction in a series of Tweets. “This ‘correction’ to Francis,” he wrote, “is actually very useful because it shows … the very limited number and marginality of this [sic] theologians…”  In a follow-up article at the National Catholic Reporter, Faggioli pointed out that the list of signatories includes “no cardinal and no bishop, in a Catholic Church that has more than 200 cardinals and more than 5000 bishops.” He discounted the presence of Bishop Fellay — characterized as “schismatic” — and apparently did not know that the Bishop Emeritus of Corpus Christi, Henry Gracida, has also signed on. (Nor did he seem to realize that a correction from bishops would be “fraternal” and not “filial”, which is likely the reason they were not asked to sign.)

Austen Ivereigh, the papal biographer, took a stab at a class warfare attack: “Like the petitions contra Humanae Vitae or pro women priests, this will be ignored. The magisterium doesn’t bow to middle-class lobbies.”

Stephen Walford — the papacy’s newest useful sycophant — also made a cameo in the NCR piece, claiming that the correctio “is based around claims the Holy Father has never made — lies essentially — and a massive dose of hypocrisy.” As in his other recent essays attacking those asking for theological clarity from the pope, Walford completely avoids addressing the specific and documented claims made in the correction, which cite chapter and verse from papal writings and actions and those portions of Scripture and Magisterial teaching they contradict. Instead, he contents himself with disparaging the authors, saying: “their own judging of what is acceptable for a pope to teach is nothing short of Protestantism”.

Get that? A document that asks a pope to adhere to Divinely-revealed truth and decries the clear influence of Martin Luther on his thought and work is Protestantism. 
Meanwhile, coverage of the Filial Correction continues to spread around the globe, with stories not just in the Catholic media, but the mainstream as well. A Google News search this morning pulled over 5,000 results for “filial correction”. Here is just a sampling of the headlines from major outlets:

“Catholic Clergy and Scholars Publish ‘Filial Correction’ of Pope Francis for ‘Seven Heresies’” (Breitbart)

“Group accuses Pope Francis of heresy” (USA Today)

“Pope Francis accused of ‘upholding heresies’ about marriage & moral life” (RT)

“Conservative Theologians Accuse Pope of Spreading Heresy” (New York Times/AP)

The Associated Press picked up by the New York Times showed up elsewhere as well. The copy that appeared in the Chicago Tribune quickly became one of Facebook’s top trending stories on Saturday.

After publishing our own report on the Filial Correction, we received a number of requests from individuals asking how they could sign. Since the original intent of the correction was that it be a work of pastors and qualified Catholic scholars, there wasn’t really an option for the average pew-sitter to attach their name. On Saturday evening, I drafted a Change.org petition in support of the Filial Correction with language I thought might make it work as an “unofficial” show of support for the formal effort. I stuck it on my Facebook page in a non-public post asking for feedback. I considered it a draft.

When I got back from Mass on Sunday, however, I was astonished to see that it had been shared. In less than 24 hours, and without any real attempt at promotion, it had garnered over 1600 signatures. After putting the word out, even more began pouring in. The petition now has 4300 signatures and counting. (You can sign it here.) It seems that something Pope Francis wrote in Evangelii Gaudium is now manifesting itself in an unexpected way: 
“In all the baptized, from first to last, the sanctifying power of the Spirit is at work, impelling us to evangelization. The people of God is holy thanks to this anointing, which makes it infallible in credendo. This means that it does not err in faith, even though it may not find words to explain that faith. The Spirit guides it in truth and leads it to salvation.[96] As part of his mysterious love for humanity, God furnishes the totality of the faithful with an instinct of faith – sensus fidei – which helps them to discern what is truly of God. The presence of the Spirit gives Christians a certain connaturality with divine realities, and a wisdom which enables them to grasp those realities intuitively, even when they lack the wherewithal to give them precise expression.”

In an essay published by 1P5 this morning, William Briggs made a critical examination of those who are complaining most loudly about the Filial Correction:

If the naysayers thought the supernatural element the most important, and not politics, there would have been immediate and lively discussion of the seven points of the Correction. Are they really heresies? All of them? Why? Why not? “Let’s dig into this most important matter,” they would have said. “The salvation of souls is paramount, and heresy cannot be countenanced. Here is where we agree, and here where we disagree on the theological points.”

Only after we figure out, really investigate, and agree on each the points are the motives of the writers and signers of the Correction up for grabs. To focus on personalities first is an inversion—and very telling.

It is very telling, and what it tells us is that they are squarely on the defensive. After ten months of weathering scrutiny over the dubia, the changes made at various Vatican congregations, academies, and institutes, the sordid behavior of clergy in Vatican-owned apartments, and more, the Filial Correction appears to have touched a nerve that is driving the point home: things are very much not as they should be in Rome.
If the remaining dubia Cardinals — and those other members of the curia and the episcopacy who have the courage to support them — have been waiting for the right tactical time to make their move, this is it.

The world is watching – and waiting.

1 of 301 readers’ comments
"I don't think for one minute that the authors expect a response from Pope Francis." 
Of course they don't, the man is a cretin.

Critics attack ‘filial correction’ to Pope with mud-slinging at signers

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/critics-attack-filial-correction-by-mud-slinging-at-signers 
By Pete Baklinski, September 25, 2017
Catholic intellectuals criticizing the “filial correction” of Pope Francis largely have no real arguments against the main claim that he is propagating heresy, only ad hominem attacks against the signers, said Dr. Joseph Shaw, one of the organizers of the correction, to LifeSiteNews. 

More than 60 clergy and lay scholars issued on the weekend what they called a “Filial Correction” to Pope Francis for “propagating heresy.” They asserted that the Pope has supported heretical positions about marriage, moral life, and the Eucharist that are causing a host of “heresies and other errors” to spread throughout the Catholic Church.  

But critics have attempted to downplay the correction, arguing that the 62 signers are largely obscure figures, that there was too small of a number of signers to make any significant impact, that there are no cardinals backing the letter, and that the letter itself is filled with lies and hypocrisy. 

"The first reaction I had after reading the document concerned the signatories," said Richard Gaillardetz, a theologian at Boston College, to National Catholic Reporter. "The prominence given to the number of signatories ... masks the fact that these are really marginal figures." 
Villanova University theologian and historian Massimo Faggioli also downplayed the letter by stating that it has "no cardinal and no bishop, in a Catholic Church that has more than 200 cardinals and more than 5,000 bishops."

British Catholic author Stephen Walford said the signers’ accusation of the pope propagating heresy "is based around claims the Holy Father has never made — lies essentially — and a massive dose of hypocrisy."

After accusing the signers of hypocrisy and lying, Walford interestingly went on to say that “vitriol and judgmentalism aimed at those who are loyal to Pope Francis … are the fruits of the evil one, and they will never bring forth a restoration of a golden age that never existed."

Papal biographer Austen Ivereigh tweeted that the correction “will be ignored” since the “magisterium doesn't bow to middle-class lobbies.”

Italian vaticanista Marco Tosatti noted that in the articles critical of the correction, one "element which is rigorously missing" is the "evaluation whether what is said in the formal correction makes sense or doesn’t."

Shaw addressed his critics’ arguments, one by one. He said that when it comes to faith and morals, it’s not numbers that matter, but truth. 

The Church is not only a divine institution, he said, but also a “rational institution,” adding that the views that have prevailed historically in controversial theological debates are usually those which have the “best arguments.”

“It’s not the view with the most powerful supporters, or the view that has the most money behind it [that has prevailed historically in theological debates],” he said. “It’s the view where one side can’t answer certain questions, and the other side can.”

Shaw noted how at the time of the Arian heresy that rocked the early Church, it was St. Athanasius alone, against a majority of bishops and even the Pope, who kept the true faith. He prevailed in defending the faith of the Apostles by using unbeatable arguments based on apostolic teaching as well as the Bible that Jesus Christ was, in fact, true God and true man, he said. 

“It’s not just a matter of numbers, it’s a matter of truth,” he said. 

The same argument that highlights a lack of numbers could also be levied against Christ, who started his ministry with 12 men, most of them obscure and insignificant. 

As to no cardinals signing the correction, this was a deliberate move on the part of the organizers, said Shaw. 

“We deliberately didn’t approach the dubia cardinals [such as Cardinals Burke and Brandmüller] because we wanted this to be an independent initiative [by the lay-faithful],” he said. 

“This is an appeal by academics and pastors at the sharp end of the application of these interpretations of Amoris, academics whose job it is to think these things through and explain them to students and Catholics in general, about how Catholic theology is all supposed to hang together,” he added. 

Shaw said critics fall to the level of calling the signers liars and hypocrites because they have no other substantial argument. “They are conscious of their weakness, and they have nothing to say about the substantive issue at hand,” he said. Shaw said the substantive issue raised in the filial correction is that Pope Francis’ teaching on marriage and the family, as put forward in his Exhortation Amoris Laetitia, has been used to advance theological concepts and justify pastoral practices that are contrary to previous Catholic teaching as well as to the words of Jesus in the Gospels dealing with adultery as well as divorce and remarriage.

“This is a very serious problem,” he said, adding that he still has yet to encounter a single argument that demonstrates how accepting adultery in the lives of Catholics can be justified using previous Catholic teaching or the Bible. 

“They can’t point to an authoritative document that says divorced and remarried Catholics can receive Communion,” he added.

Shaw said the ad hominem attacks against the signers demonstrate that all the talk from the progressive wing within the Church about "openness" and "dialogue" is simply false. 

“People who claim to be all about 'openness,' 'dialogue,' 'mercy,' ‘making a mess,’ not sticking 'strictly to rules,' but allowing things to 'develop organically from the grassroots' … when things don’t end up in the way they want, they turn around and say, ‘Oh no, this isn’t authentic, there’s not enough of them,' or 'they're too much grassroots,’ and so forth,” he said. 
“It makes one realize that for many of them, all this talk about having a more open-minded or democratic approach to these issues, it was simply tactical,” he continued. 

“They don’t really believe in those things at all. They just thought that by saying those things they could get around certain obstacles. And once they got around those obstacles, they would be happy to apply rules in the most stringent way, if they have the power to do that,” he added.

Shaw said that if critics regard the filial correction as an “important issue, which they should, then they need to provide arguments of substance, and not these ad hominem attacks.”

Asked what might happen now that the filial correction has been released publicly, Shaw responded that he hopes that it will assist in “future interventions,” including a rumored forthcoming “formal correction” from the cardinals. 

“It certainly clarifies the issues for any such further intervention. Cardinal Burke and others will be able to see the response to this, the kind of support it gets and the kind of arguments that have been used against it. In all these ways, it will assist future interventions,” he said. 

“It’s part of a general process of reflection and clarification, which is always necessary for the Church when there is a theological problem. And I do hope it will be of service to the Church and of service to Cardinal Burke in reflecting on what to do next, if anything,” he added.
Shaw also said that even if Pope Francis continues to ignore how his teachings are being used to undermine Catholic morality, the next Pope will not. 

“The next Pope is going to access the situation and say what is the future of this approach [as laid out in Amoris Laetitia]. And this [filial correction] is one of the things he is going to take into account,” he said. 

4 of 23 readers’ comments
1. To the mudslingers: The Pope is THE "in persona Christi" on earth.

So, whether The Dubia is in error or not, Christ always answered (corrected) error when questioned & walking the earth.

Given the gravity of all this, which he & so many surely realize, as the salvation of souls are at stake, why won't the Pope answer the Dubia???? Where is The Pope's "imitation Of Christ" on this?

2. Opposition, to no one's surprise. St. Athanasius, pray for us. The truth cannot be silenced, no matter how humble the voices may be.

3. I look forward to the "teachings" of this pope being ignored and discarded as he is doing to those of his preceding Popes.

4. Italian vaticanista Marco Tosatti noted that in the articles critical of the correction, one "element which is rigorously missing" is the "evaluation whether what is said in the formal correction makes sense or doesn’t."

Sad, and predictable. They did this with the Dubia too. They cannot engage on these grounds, because they then reveal that their position is entirely built on emotional quicksand.

Vatican denies blocking webpage for ‘filial correction’ of Pope Francis

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/vatican-denies-blocking-webpage-for-filial-correction-of-pope-francis 
By Diane Montagna, Vatican City, September 25, 2017

According to Italian media reports, the Vatican Secretariat for Communications on Monday temporarily blocked access, on all its computers, to the webpage that would allow its employees to add their names to the 62 signatories of the “Filial Correction” addressed to Pope Francis for “propagating heresies.”

“No Vatican computer can be used to sign the correction in any language, while outside the Vatican one can reach the page,” Italian agencies including Ansa and Corriere della Sera reported on Monday morning.

While the correctiofilialis.org homepage was not blocked, reports claimed, attempts to access the sign-up form redirected to a page that read: “Access to the webpage you are trying to visit has been blocked in accord with institutional security policies.”

The Vatican has denied the claims, saying that some of the computers available for journalists and authorized personnel in the Vatican press office have filters that regulate navigation. “On some computers in the press room, as in any company, there are filters that are automatically triggered for various online content, from pornography to malware to advertising,” Greg Burke, the Director of the Holy See Press Office, explained.

One of these filters, Burke explained, blocks pages “that request personal information, in order to avoid unwanted operations.”

This is why, on some of the computers in the press office, one can visit the www.correctiofilialis.org homepage and navigate within it, but not sign the correction, because “the form requires personal information.”

This is what happens for any other site that requires the same sort of information, Holy See Press Office representatives explained.

Burke further downplayed the claims, joking: “You can’t really imagine we would do this for a letter with 60 names.”

The Prefect of the Secretariat for Communications, Msgr. Dario Edoardo Viganò, also weighed in this morning, telling Vatican Insider: "Since its inception, the dicastery has been equipped with systems and policies to ensure workplace security, as is the case in companies around the world. While network traffic for the Vatican State is managed by the Governorate of Vatican City State, the Secretariat for Communications exclusively manages network traffic for the dicastery, applying policies derived from well-defined categories used internationally. 
Our security policies do not allow you to reach a parked-domains site, which is a registered site but one that, by clicking on its home page, redirects traffic to another domain on which it’s easy to find ads but is also a repository of malware or suspicious content.”  

The same filters are not present everywhere in the Vatican, one curial official told LifeSiteNews, saying one can freely purchase items such as tickets and books (transactions which require supplying the same sort of personal information) on a Vatican computer. What really happened this morning, and the events which led to the reports, is not entirely clear. Rai News amended its initial report, while other agencies did not.

“It is a mystery,” Italian Church historian and promoter of the Filial Correction, Professor Roberto de Mattei, told LifeSiteNews on Monday. “In any case, the result is that we have had more than 100,000 visits to the site.”

Meanwhile, six new signatures were added to the “Filial Correction,” including that of His Excellency Rene Henry Gracida D.D., Bishop Emeritus of the Diocese of Corpus Christi.

This brings the number of signatories up to 68, with more expected in the coming days.

LifeSite launches petition supporting correction of Pope for ‘propagating heresies’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/lifesite-launches-petition-in-support-of-filial-correction See page 9
September 25, 2017
LifeSiteNews launched a petition today supporting the scholars who have issued a “filial correction” of Pope Francis for “propagating heresies.” The petition allows laity to urge the Pope to retract his support for “heretical positions that are causing errors to spread throughout the Church.”

“Your Holiness, I make no judgment about your own personal culpability in promoting these heresies,” the petition says.

It asks Pope Francis “to bring clarity by condemning” heretical positions “for the good of the Church and the salvation of souls.” At the same time, it joins the scholars in expressing "filial devotion" to the Pope, and "profound regret."

Pope Francis has promoted heresy through his “words, deeds and omissions,” according to the filial correction.

One case of this is his refusal to answer the dubia, a formal request for clarity on whether Amoris Laetitia is aligned with Catholic morality. Another, the signers say, is affirming the bishops of Buenos Aires’ guidelines allowing Holy Communion for those in adulterous unions.

There is “no other interpretation” of Amoris Laetitia than this one, Pope Francis wrote of the guidelines.

The filial correction also details the “false and heretical propositions” Pope Francis has “directly or indirectly” upheld through his “words, deeds, and omissions.”

These propositions include the notions that some of God’s commandments are too hard to follow, that Christians knowingly committing mortal sin aren’t in a state of mortal sin, and that adultery can sometimes be the will of God.

“We respectfully insist that Your Holiness publicly reject these propositions, thus accomplishing the mandate of our Lord Jesus Christ given to St Peter and through him to all his successors until the end of the world: ‘I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren,’” the signers concluded.

“I pledge to pray for you that you will ‘confirm thy brethren’ in the life-giving truths of our faith,” the LifeSiteNews petition tells Pope Francis.

The website of the filial correction invites people to sign onto the official statement, particularly those with academic credentials. Steve Skojec of OnePeterFive also began a change.org petition in support of the filial correction.

"Because it appears that the authors of the document intended to include only the signatures of credentialed theologians, pastors, and scholars who could add the weight of their academic expertise to the cause, we have created this petition to be signed by any and every member of the laity, no matter their station in life, in support of their effort," wrote Skojec.

The last time a correction like this from the laity to the Pope was issued was in 1333 rebuking Pope John XXII. He retracted his errant ways on his deathbed.

LifeSiteNews' petition can be signed here.
2 of 7 readers’ comments
1. What about the heresy that hell doesn't exist? Pope Francis said that in an interview so is not a formal document, but I think that such a comment makes so much harm. Instead of Jesus admonishment "go and sin no more" now we are in the world of "no matter how much you sin" thanks to Pope Francis.

2. I don't think he said that Hell does not exist but rather implied quite strongly that God would not permit anyone to be sent to Hell. That contradicts Christ in scripture. –Steve Jalsevac, LSN
Petitioning Vicar of Christ Pope Francis (Vicar of Christ) 
Support by the Catholic Laity for the Filial Correction of Pope Francis

https://www.change.org/p/petition-support-by-the-catholic-laity-for-the-filial-correction-of-pope-francis
On September 23, 2017, an international group of Catholic clergy and lay scholars issued a public correction of Pope Francis:
“Most Holy Father,” the letter begins, “With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness.”
The full title of the document is Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis, which is translated as “A filial correction concerning the propagation of heresies.” It states, according to the authors, “that the pope has, by his Apostolic Exhortation Amoris laetitia, and by other, related, words, deeds and omissions, effectively upheld 7 heretical positions about marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments, and has caused these heretical opinions to spread in the Catholic Church.” To read more about this document, go here. 

Because it appears that the authors of the document intended to include only the signatures of credentialed theologians, pastors, and scholars who could add the weight of their academic expertise to the cause, we have created this petition to be signed by any and every member of the laity, no matter their station in life, in support of their effort. We, too, believe that we must "protect our fellow Catholics – and those outside the Church, from whom the key of knowledge must not be taken away (cf. Lk. 11:52) – hoping to prevent the further spread of doctrines which tend of themselves to the profaning of all the sacraments and the subversion of the Law of God."
This is an informal petition of support of this effort, but every voice counts. Every signature matters. We hope you will join us in lending our own voices to this noble and worthy effort to defend Our Lord Jesus Christ, His divinely revealed truths, and the teachings of our Holy Mother Church. 

Read the letter:

Letter to Vicar of Christ Pope Francis (Vicar of Christ) 

Most Holy Father,
With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness.”
It is with these words that the authors of the "Filial Correction" that was delivered to Your Holiness on August 11th, 2017, and made public on September 23rd, 2017, began their plea for you to correct those deviations from Divinely-revealed truth that have spread throughout the Catholic Church through your "the words, deeds, and omissions". 
As a member of the Catholic faithful, I have signed this petition in support of the Filial Correction and its signatories, who take seriously their duty as Christian Soldiers to uphold and defend the divinely revealed truths contained in the Scriptures, upheld by Tradition, and taught through the Church's Magisterium. I make this appeal because I know -- as you do -- that the pope is not the author or owner of Catholic truths, but the servant of them, who owes his complete and total obedience to Christ. 
Like the authors of that "correctio," I, too, recognize that confusion and error are now spreading unchecked through the Church under your watch and by your hand, and that only you have the earthly power to put a stop to this tragic crisis, which is causing so much harm to your flock. It is my purpose in signing this petition to bring to your attention this grave need, and to request that as the chief shepherd of souls you show true Christian mercy to those little ones being led astray, and put a stop to the chaos that now reigns in the Mystical Body of Christ.
Be assured of my prayers for you -- in particular, that you will be docile to the promptings of the Holy Spirit and seek in all things to accomplish the Divine Will.

Scholars say correction of Francis for 'heresy' marked by hypocrisy, lack of signatories
https://www.ncronline.org/news/vatican/scholars-say-correction-francis-heresy-marked-hypocrisy-lack-signatories
By Joshua J. McElwee, Rome, September 25, 2017 (National Catholic Reporter, a liberal news agency)
A few dozen Catholics have publicly accused Pope Francis of committing heresy, claiming in a 25-page letter issued Sept. 24 that the pontiff's 2016 apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia contradicts previous church teaching.
The signatories also claim that Francis has been swayed by "false understandings of divine revelation" and has shown an "unprecedented sympathy" for Martin Luther, the German priest and theologian whose criticisms of the Catholic church in 1517 launched the Protestant reformation.

But several prominent theologians and scholars said the accusations are marked by hypocrisy and represent a marginal fringe view among academics. They noted that the 62 signatories of the letter are mainly obscure figures, with some even listed with relatively minor descriptions such as "diocesan priest" or "religious."

"The first reaction I had after reading the document concerned the signatories," Richard Gaillardetz, a noted theologian at Boston College, told NCR. "The prominence given to the number of signatories ... masks the fact that these are really marginal figures."

Gaillardetz, a former president of the Catholic Theological Association of America, said that while the signatories have the right to put their views forward, "they need to be acknowledged as the extreme and self-marginalized voices that they are."

Massimo Faggioli, a theologian and historian at Villanova University, noted that only one bishop joined the group: Bernard Fellay, who was unlawfully ordained a prelate in 1988 and leads the schismatic Society of St. Pius X. The signatory list, Faggioli said, has "no cardinal and no bishop, in a Catholic Church that has more than 200 cardinals and more than 5,000 bishops."

Organizers call the letter a "filial correction" of the pope. It carries the Latin title Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis ("A filial correction concerning the propagation of heresies").

The letter, delivered to the pope Aug. 11 but published online Sept. 24, is broken into two sections: a nine-page brief that lays out how the pontiff has allegedly committed seven heresies, followed by 16 pages of an "elucidation" to further explain "two general sources of error which appear to us to be fostering the heresies."

To support the claims of heresy, the letter writers cite at length from Amoris Laetitia and from public statements and interviews the pope has given since the document's release.
They particularly criticize the pope's praise of guidelines issued by a group of Argentine bishops in September 2016, which stated that the exhortation allowed divorced and remarried people to take communion privately, under certain circumstances.

The letter writers also criticize the pope's appointment of Cardinal Kevin Farrell as the head of the new Vatican dicastery for laity, family and life, citing an October 2016 interview with NCR in which Farrell said that Amoris Laetitia was "the Holy Spirit speaking to us."

Amoris Laetitia, known in English as "The Joy of Love," was written by Francis after the 2014 and 2015 Synods of Bishops. While the document does not make any outright changes to church teaching, it says that Catholic bishops and priests can no longer make blanket moral determinations about so-called "irregular" marital situations such as divorce and remarriage.

While Catholics who have been divorced and remarried without receiving an annulment have traditionally been barred from receiving Communion, Amoris Laetitia says priests should practice "pastoral discernment" of individual situations and says such discernment can "include the help of the sacraments."
Gaillardetz, who has written several books on the practice of authority in Catholicism, said the writers accusing Francis of heresy presuppose a "troubling" ecclesiology, or theology of the nature and structure of the church.

"Francis is not afraid to be challenged and he has shown a refreshing openness to debate and disagreement in the church," said Gaillardetz.

"However, with this document we do not find a group of theologians and clerics interested in humbly offering their views as part of the ongoing discernment of the church in communion with its leaders," he continued. "They seek to correct the pope out of a dangerous sense of their own certitude, a certitude apparently untroubled by the principled disagreement that so many others in the church have with their views."

Stephen Walford, a British Catholic author who has written several books on the papacy and the theology of the church, said the accusation of heresy "is based around claims the Holy Father has never made — lies essentially — and a massive dose of hypocrisy."

"The signatories also attack Pope Francis for his attitude to Martin Luther, and yet, their own judging of what is acceptable for a pope to teach is nothing short of Protestantism; it’s a DIY [do-it-yourself] Catholicism," said Walford, who is currently at work on a book about Amoris Laetitia and recently met with Francis at the Vatican.

"Anyone who spends just a short time on social media will be aware of the vitriol and judgmentalism aimed at those who are loyal to Pope Francis: Anger, arrogance, pride, ridicule and unkindness," Walford continued. "These are the fruits of the evil one, and they will never bring forth a restoration of a golden age that never existed."

The list of signatories of the accusation letter includes one former Vatican official: Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, a former president of the Institute for the Works of Religion, commonly known as the Vatican Bank. Tedeschi was ousted from his role after a 2012 vote of no-confidence by the institute's board of directors.

One retired U.S. prelate joined the group of signatories after the letter was made public: 94-year-old René Henry Gracida, who was bishop of Pensacola-Tallahassee, Florida, 1975-1983 and Corpus Christi, Texas, 1983-1997. Cardinal Raymond Burke, who was one of four cardinals who issued a critical set of questions known as "dubia" to Francis in September 2016, has not signed the letter.

The signatories tell the pope they are writing to him "with profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ." After giving their list of the seven supposed heresies, they also ask that he might grant them his apostolic blessing.

[Joshua J. McElwee is NCR Vatican correspondent.]

Clergy and scholars “correct” Pope Francis
https://www.thecatholicthing.org/2017/09/25/clergy-and-scholars-correct-pope-francis/
By Edward Pentin, National Catholic Register, September 25, 2017
For the first time since the Middle Ages, a “filial correction” has accused the pope of “propagating heresies” and respectfully asks that he teach the truth of the Catholic faith in its integrity*.
*http://www.ncregister.com/blog/edward-pentin/group-of-clergy-and-laity-issue-filial-correction-of-pope-francis
By Edward Pentin, September 23, 2017
A group of clergy and lay scholars from around the world have taken the very rare step of presenting Pope Francis with a formal filial correction, accusing him of propagating heresies concerning marriage, the moral life, and reception of the sacraments.
Entitled Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagatis, meaning ‘A Filial Correction Concerning the Propagation of Heresies,’ the 25 page letter was delivered to the Holy Father at his Santa Marta residence on Aug. 11.

The Pope has so far not responded to the initiative, whose 62 signatories include the German intellectual Martin Mosebach, former president of the Vatican Bank, Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, and the superior general of the Society of St. Pius X, Bishop Bernard Fellay (he learned of the document only after it had been delivered to the Pope and signed it on behalf of the Society).

The letter begins by saying that with “profound grief but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself” the signatories feel “compelled” to take this action “on account of the propagation of heresies.”

They cite in particular Francis’ apostolic exhortation on marriage and the family, Amoris Laetitia, and “other words, deeds and omissions.”

They accuse the Pope of upholding seven heretical positions about “marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments” which, they say, has “caused these heretical opinions to spread in the Catholic Church.”

The clergy and scholars “respectfully insist” that Pope Francis condemn the heresies that he has directly or indirectly upheld, and that he teach the truth of the Catholic faith in its integrity.

The filial correction, the first to be made of a reigning Pontiff since Pope John XXII was admonished in 1333, is divided into three main parts.

In the first, the signatories say they have the “right and duty” to issue such a correction. They make clear the doctrine of papal infallibility has not been contradicted as the Pope has not promulgated heretical opinions as dogmatic teachings of the Church, but they maintain that Francis has “upheld and propagated heretical opinions by various direct and indirect means.”
The second part deals with the correction itself. Written in Latin, it lists the passages of Amoris Laetitia in which, they argue, the Pope insinuates or encourages heretical positions. They mention those who claim these texts can be interpreted in an orthodox way, but the correction lists examples of when it is clear “beyond reasonable doubt” that the Pope “wishes Catholics to interpret these passages in a way that is, in fact, heretical.” In particular, they say the Pope has advocated the belief that obedience to God’s moral law can be impossible or undesirable, and that Catholics should sometimes accept adultery as compatible with being a follower of Christ.

In the third part, the signatories highlight two causes of this crisis: modernism and the influence of Martin Luther. They argue that the embrace of modernism, which they define as the belief that God has not delivered definite truths to the Church which she must continue to teach in exactly the same sense until the end of time, means that faith and morals become “provisional and subject to revision.” Such thinking, they point out, was condemned by Pope St Pius X. Regarding Martin Luther, they show how some of the Pope’s ideas on marriage, divorce, forgiveness, and divine law correspond to those of the German Reformation monk, and draw attention to the “explicit and unprecedented praise” the Pope has given the 16th century heresiarch.

 

No accusation of formal heresy
In a press release, the signatories stressed they were not accusing the Pope of formal heresy (when a person departs from the faith by doubting or denying some revealed truth with a full choice of the will), and are making “no judgment about Pope Francis’s culpability in propagating the seven heresies” as it is “not their task to judge about whether the sin of heresy has been committed.”

But they also noted that some faithful who have spoken up in defense of the Catholic faith have been subject to reprisals within the Church and Church institutions. They therefore say the signatories “speak for a large number of clergy and lay faithful who lack freedom of speech.”

The addition of Bishop Fellay, as well as the SSPX’s district superior in Britain, Father Robert Brucciani, are notable for the fact that the Society continues to be in talks about returning to full communion with Rome. Pope Francis has been open to reconciliation with the Society, which has had differences with Rome over some teachings of the Second Vatican Council.

See below for the full text of the correction, and the list of signatories.
This is the sixth major initiative in which both clergy and laity have expressed concerns about the Pope's teaching, particularly emanating from Amoris Laetitia. Despite the repeated pleas and warnings of chaos and confusion, Francis has refused to respond or acknowledge the initiatives which are as follows, in chronological order:

(In September 2015, just ahead of the second Synod on the Family, a petition of nearly 800,000 signatures from individuals and associations around the world including 202 prelates was presented to Pope Francis, calling on him to issue words of clarity on the Church's teaching on marriage and family. The signatories, from 178 countries, expressed concern about “widespread confusion” arising from the possibility that “a breach” had been opened within the Church at the previous synod.
(In July 2016, a group of 45 Catholic scholars, prelates and clergy sent an appeal to the College of Cardinals asking that they petition Pope Francis to “repudiate” what they saw as “erroneous propositions” contained in Amoris Laetitia. They said the apostolic exhortation contains “a number of statements that can be understood in a sense that is contrary to Catholic faith and morals.”

(On Sept. 19, 2016, four cardinals — Carlo Caffarra, Walter Brandmüller, Raymond Burke, and Joachim Meisner —presented the Pope with dubia, five questions on disputed passages of Amoris Laetitia with the aim of obtaining clarification and resolving confusion over diverse interpretations of the controversial passages among various bishops and episcopal conferences. The Pope did not acknowledge the dubia, nor did he respond to the cardinals’ request for an audience in May.  

(In February this year, confraternities representing thousands of priests worldwide issued a statement saying a clarification of Amoris Laetitia was “clearly needed” in the wake of “widespread” differing interpretations of the apostolic exhortation. They also thanked the four cardinals for submitting the dubia.
​(In April this year, six lay scholars from different parts of the world held a conference in Rome in which they drew attention to the same controversial passages of Amoris Laetitia, showing the extent of concern and unease among the laity over the papal document and its interpretation. 

Ally of Pope Hits back at signatories of Correctio Filialis
http://cathcon.blogspot.in/2017/09/ally-of-pope-hits-back-at-correctio.html
September 26, 2017
"You have not understood the Pope at all!" 
The Italian Archbishop Bruno Forte sharply criticises the critics of Pope Francis. The "Correction" published over the weekend testify to ignorance and prejudice. The Italian theologian and Archbishop Bruno Forte defends Pope Francis. The Archbishop of Chieto-Vasto, according to a report from the Italian daily newspaper Avvenire (Tuesday), said that critics who recently accused the Pope of alleged heresies had not understood him at all. The signatories of the Pope's "Correction" published on the Internet during the weekend were an "absolute minority". 
They had not have grasped, but misunderstood, Francis's letter on marriage and family in April 2016 ". Forte was a special Secretary of the Episcopal Synod on Marriage and Family in 2014/2015. In this function, he was also involved in its final declaration. The Papal letter, "Amoris laetitia" on marriage and the family of April 2016 had not changed the doctrine of the Church, according to the theologian. Rather, it answers to a pastoral question in the certainty that God's love does not exclude the divorced. How the Church is able to express God's love in the "living conditions of such injured families" is a necessary question and "absolutely legitimate", the archbishop says 
Whoever loves the Church cannot sign.
Forte sharply criticises the critics: anyone who ignores this concern of "Amoris laetitia" and "at any price positions adopt positions that depart from the Catholic faith," shows a "prejudiced behaviour and have scorned the spirit of the Second Vatican Council which the Pope embodies," said the former professor of theology. He who loves the Church and is faithful to the Pope as Peter's successor cannot sign such a document. 

The signatories of the document, published in several languages on the Internet on Sunday, expressed the view that Francis had "encouraged heretical positions on marriage, morals and the doctrine of the sacrament" in a direct or indirect way. A key element of the initiative is the letter "Amoris laetitia" from 2016. The declaration of the laymen and clerics, among them the German writer Martin Mosebach, the former head of the Vatican Bank IOR, Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, as well as the Superior of the Society of St Pius X., Bernard Fellay. (CBA) 
The latest effort to correct Pope Francis, for what it is worth
https://www.catholicculture.org/commentary/otc.cfm?id=1504 

By Dr. Jeff Mirus, September 26, 2017
Readers were no doubt startled by Phil Lawler’s assertion yesterday that “the ‘filial appeal’ to Pope Francis was not the most important story that emerged from the Vatican this past weekend.” It may strike some as scandalous that CatholicCulture.org should think the complaints of the Vatican’s former auditor general are more important than an effort by the faithful to convince the Pope to repudiate the heretical ideas which he too often appears to support.
But if my colleague has gone out on a rhetorical limb, it is a limb so thick and strong as to be almost impossible to sever from the Catholic tree. Why is this so?

There are at least three reasons:

(First, it is necessary to remind everyone that there is nothing in any sense “official” or “canonical” about this filial appeal, entitled Correctio Filialis de Haeresibus Propagatis. I do not mean to suggest that the signatories claim otherwise; they make it absolutely clear that they do not. What they have chosen to call “filial correction” is presented as no more than it can be—fraternal correction of the same type that St. Paul offered to St. Peter. But some news outlets will refer to this effort as a procedure not used since the Middle Ages, as if it is a little-known canonical safety-valve which can be officially invoked in desperate times. To the contrary, you can be morally certain that fraternal correction has been offered to a great many popes over the centuries. Public fraternal correction, fraternal correction that enters the history books, is another matter.

(Second, as Edward Pentin noted in covering the story for the National Catholic Register, this is the sixth public effort at fraternal correction of Pope Francis. The Pope has not responded directly to any of them. Instead, he prefers to continue to praise and approve those who agree with him while tarring all who disagree with his infamous rigidity brush. This latest “filial correction” is really quite late to the party.

(Third, the signatories are neither numerous nor illustrious. A careful review reveals a high percentage of persons no more qualified than you or I, along with a significant number of chronic malcontents—those who have been also quick to condemn features of the pontificates of John Paul II and Benedict XVI. In at least one case, a signatory is in open rebellion against the Church’s canonical authority. Only one bishop in good standing (though retired) has signed (belatedly), and at this writing he does not yet appear on the official list of signatories. This raises another curious point: Although the document has already been delivered to Pope Francis, there is a website on which signatures are continuing to be collected. While this is not unusual in the worlds of political maneuvering and public relations, it is somewhat jarring here.

To some extent, then, this has the aroma of an effort to increase the stature of the network of original signatories. At the same time, a continued respectful effort to correct this Pope is clearly legitimate. In this instance, the document makes a sound case. It is particularly strong in outlining the evidence in the Pope’s statements and actions that the need for correction is urgent. In a final section, the authors also attempt to shed light on what they regard as Pope Francis’ confusion by examining its roots in both Modernism and Lutheranism. One can argue about whether these are the sources of the problem, but the analysis is reasonable.

A paradox: News because it isn’t
Nonetheless, while the dubia presented by cardinals last year really was important news, this latest effort does not share that distinction. Moreover, there are two questions which we ignore at our peril if we choose to continue down this path:

(1) What can any particular group hope to gain beyond personal gratification and publicity if the Pope has already chosen to ignore more weighty prior challenges? I refer to the petition signed by nearly a million souls in late 2015; the appeal to the College of Cardinals by a group of prelates, scholars and clergy in mid-2016; and the formal dubia submitted by four cardinals (and their allies in the College) in late 2016. The answer is nothing—unless, perhaps, we have an extraordinarily holy response to the final question.
(2) What can any of us hope to accomplish through repeated overtures to Pope Francis unless we can honestly affirm the following: First, that we have prayed assiduously for light in understanding the Holy Father; second that we have sacrificed and prayed with ever-increasing urgency that God will enable the Pope to both recognize and experience contrition for whatever in his words and actions undermines the Gospel of Jesus Christ.

The faithful have been presenting their concerns now for four years. Only grace can enable Pope Francis to respond as he should.

Taking my own challenge, I have decided to provide a prayer that could be used for this purpose, though each person’s sacrifices will be his or her own: Prayer in time of papal infidelity.
Petition in Support of the Filial Correction Just Shy of 10,000 Signers!

https://onepeterfive.com/petition-support-filial-correction-just-shy-10000-signers/
September 27, 2017

Philip Nelpuraparambil: I am a Catholic priest in India. I support the filial correction.
On the Filial Correction

http://www.fatimaperspectives.com/fe/perspective1089.asp 

By Christopher A. Ferrara, September 27, 2017
When I agreed to be one of the signatories of the Filial Correction (Correctio Filialis) of Pope Francis — which, to my surprise, has received rather massive worldwide publicity in the secular media — I did so with no little trepidation. It is not that I am “only a layman,” as if members of the laity have no right to speak out in defense of the Faith. The Catholic Church is not some sort of gnostic sect whose tenets are determined by an inner circle of initiates led by an Oracle of Rome, who regularly announce what the rank-and-file members of the sect must believe today as opposed to yesterday. Any lowly layman who is adequately catechized, including this one, will know, when he sees it, that a given proposition or practice is just not Catholic.  That is what the sensus catholicus of the lay faithful means.

Rather, my trepidation arises from the knowledge that this effort is really something that ought to have come from members of the upper hierarchy, above all the cardinals.  Let us suppose that instead of 62 lay people and priests (the original signatories), 62 members of the College of Cardinals had signed the Correctio. There can be little doubt that the Pope Francis juggernaut would have been stopped in its tracks, as opposition from 62 cardinals could never have been dismissed the way the actual Correctio has been by the Pope’s progressive allies, who sniff that no one of any great weight in the Church is a signatory.  (Bishop Fellay of the Society of Saint Pius X and Bishop René Henry Gracida, the Bishop emeritus of Corpus Christi, have added their names as signatories.  May God bless them for that!)

Consider the following “false and heretical propositions” which, as the Correctio states, “Your Holiness has upheld, directly or indirectly, and, with what degree of awareness we do not seek to judge, both by public office and by private act [and] propagated” in the Church. The Pope has done so via Amoris Laetitia (AL), particularly Chapter 8, and his related oral and written statements in support of the propositions, all of which are documented in the Correctio:

1). “A justified person has not the strength with God’s grace to carry out the objective demands of the divine law, as though any of the commandments of God are impossible for the justified; or as meaning that God’s grace, when it produces justification in an individual, does not invariably and of its nature produce conversion from all serious sin, or is not sufficient for conversion from all serious sin.”

2). “Christians who have obtained a civil divorce from the spouse to whom they are validly married and have contracted a civil marriage with some other person during the lifetime of their spouse, who live more uxorio with their civil partner, and who choose to remain in this state with full knowledge of the nature of their act and full consent of the will to that act, are not necessarily in a state of mortal sin, and can receive sanctifying grace and grow in charity.”

3). “A Christian believer can have full knowledge of a divine law and voluntarily choose to break it in a serious matter, but not be in a state of mortal sin as a result of this action.”

4). “A person is able, while he obeys a divine prohibition, to sin against God by that very act of obedience.”

5). “Conscience can truly and rightly judge that sexual acts between persons who have contracted a civil marriage with each other, although one or both of them is sacramentally married to another person, can sometimes be morally right or requested or even commanded by God.”

6). “Moral principles and moral truths contained in divine revelation and in the natural law do not include negative prohibitions that absolutely forbid particular kinds of action, inasmuch as these are always gravely unlawful on account of their object.”

7). “Our Lord Jesus Christ wills that the Church abandon her perennial discipline of refusing the Eucharist to the divorced and remarried and of refusing absolution to the divorced and remarried who do not express contrition for their state of life and a firm purpose of amendment with regard to it.”

The four cardinals (now two) who submitted their dubia respecting AL presented these propositions in the form of questions about whether the Pope intended to propagate the propositions or to have them propagated under the purported authority of AL.  The Pope has, by his own words and deeds, answered in the affirmative while evading any direct answer.  This amounts to “magisterium” by subterfuge, which of course is not the Magisterium of the Catholic Church.
So, where are the cardinals?  What is to explain the mysterious refusal of every single one of them to speak a word against a wayward Roman Pontiff whose leadership of the Church, as one lay commentator of the mainstream has so rightly observed, “has become a danger to the faith”?  Surely many of them know that this is so and are filled with dread by what we are all witnessing.  Yet they all remain silent.

There will be no solution within the human element of the Church to the crisis of the Francis Debacle without the assistance of the College of Cardinals.  Failing that, the only solution would have to be a direct divine intervention of the most dramatic sort.  Meanwhile, the lowlier members of the Church are doing what they can, and what they are obliged to do by virtue of their Confirmation oaths.
'Filial correction' of pope marked by glaring hypocrisy, risible accusations
https://www.ncronline.org/news/opinion/filial-correction-pope-marked-glaring-hypocrisy-risible-accusations
By Stephen Walford, September 28, 2017 (National Catholic Reporter, a liberal news agency)
So the news the traditionalist blog Rorate Caeli had proclaimed Aug. 19 as “unbelievable” turned out to be anything but. Not even the “formal correction” of Cardinal Raymond Burke, but a lesser “filial correction” by a tiny minority with heavy leanings towards the Society of St. Pius X.
I'm talking about a 25-page letter issued Sept. 24, in which a few dozen Catholics say Pope Francis has committed heresy, pointing to the teachings on family life he offered in his 2016 apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia ("The Joy of Love").

It is difficult to know where to start on this one: the hypocrisy or the risible accusations of heresy against the Holy Father. I’ll go with hypocrisy.

The most glaring — and comically ironic, considering the famous footnote 351 of Amoris Laetitia — is the deliberate omission in footnote 21 of the signatories’ letter of a crucial quote from Pastor Aeternus, the First Vatican Council’s Dogmatic Constitution on the Church.

The letter writers directly quote either side of the passage but omit this portion: “Indeed, their apostolic teaching was embraced by all the venerable fathers and reverenced and followed by all the holy orthodox doctors, for they knew very well that this See of St. Peter always remains unblemished by any error, in accordance with the divine promise of our Lord and Savior.”

Now the question must be asked: why did they omit that? Simply because to have included it would have destroyed in one stroke their entire premise of heresy against the pope. It beggars belief they thought nobody would notice. Can they seriously accuse the pope of “omissions” after that?

But of course Pastor Aeternus was only repeating what Pope Innocent III had proclaimed in his apostolic letter Sedis Primatus: “The Lord clearly intimates that Peter’s successors will never at any time deviate from the Catholic faith, but will instead recall the others and strengthen the hesitant.”

The hesitant, in this case, are these dissenters. They say they adhere to the doctrine of papal infallibility, yet are happy to reject the teaching of a variety of popes concerning the authority of the non-infallible ordinary magisterium.
We can recall St. John Paul II’s teaching on the Holy Spirit’s “charism of special assistance” that protects popes from erring in matters of faith and morals for the “whole exercise of the magisterium.”

How about Blessed Pius IX, who in 1846 stated “this authority judges infallibly all disputes which concern matters of faith and morals,” or Pius XII who said in Humani Generis that the papal magisterium “in matters of faith and morals must be the proximate and universal criterion of truth for all theologians.”

Pius XII added: “Nor must it be thought that what is expounded in Encyclical Letters does not of itself demand consent, since in writing such Letters the Popes do not exercise the supreme power of their Teaching Authority. For these matters are taught with the ordinary teaching authority, of which it is true to say: ‘He who heareth you, heareth me.’”

So I ask the signatories, does he who hears Pope Francis also hear Jesus?

Or to rephrase the question: why are these signatories — and the dubia cardinals for that matter — rejecting the clear teaching that not only are popes protected from error in faith and morals (regardless of it being defined infallibly proclaimed or not) but that all acts of the magisterium derive from Christ (see Donum Veritatis)?

The hypocrisy continues. They accuse Pope Francis of being influenced by Martin Luther, and yet their very rejection of the ordinary papal magisterium in its totality — thus picking and choosing what to accept through their own “wisdom” and “authority”— is nothing else but naked Protestantism. Again, the irony is there for all to see; this coming from the defenders of the faith!  

Another glaring piece of sheer hypocrisy comes in the form of their statement that they don’t seek to judge the guilt of Pope Francis in his upholding “directly or indirectly … the false and heretical propositions.” And yet, do they do the same for people in irregular unions? No. For them it is unrepentant adultery and they are all mortal sinners.
Accusations based on a fantasy
If we turn to the actual accusations levelled at Pope Francis, there is one damning element noticeable immediately: Not one of them contains any quote from Amoris Laetitia. All seven are based on a fantasy, as if the signatories have collectively dreamt up some parallel text.

Essentially though, it is lies, and in all honesty, disgraceful. One wonders if there is genuine desire to seek the truth contained in this magisterial document, when theologians and scholars cannot fail to notice what are obvious rejections of the heresies the letter writers purport to see.
Take for instance their first claim, which is based on the Council of Trent’s teaching that God always gives the necessary grace to keep the commandments; a fact they think the pope denies.

If they actually read Amoris Laetitia carefully, they would read this: “For the law is itself a gift of God which points out the way, a gift for everyone without exception; it can be followed with the help of grace” (AL 295). No heresy or denial of Trent there then. Let’s also bear in mind at this point in the text the pope is promoting John Paul II’s “law of gradualness.”

The second and third accusations are basically the same. They are insinuating the pope has changed the teaching on what constitutes mortal sin. Yet nowhere in Amoris Laetitia does the Holy Father suggest anything of the sort. He talks of mitigating factors that may reduce culpability (301-302); almost certainly in the area of full consent of will.

In paragraph 297, he clearly warns those flaunting their state of objective grave sin. I invite the signatories to read what the church teaches about subjective culpability. The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith stated it was applicable to “every moral disorder, even if intrinsic.”  

It is almost an insult to the Holy Father to even give space to the fourth and fifth accusations: a person sins against God by obeying a divine prohibition, and conscience can judge that sometimes committing intrinsically evil acts is a good option or even commanded by God.

Two things I would say here: 1) to the signatories, if you are going to make such ridiculous claims, back it up with some quotes for the rest of us to see; 2) Pope Francis frames Chapter 8 of Amoris Laetitia and the irregular situations always in the light of the sin that is present if those acts take place, but considers the mitigating circumstances.

His teaching is designed to say to these souls “with God’s grace you can move forward on a new path as long as recognition of the sinful state is there, and secondly a desire to change it is present, even if circumstances may make that extremely difficult.”

Accusation six is simply trying to drive a wedge between Amoris Laetitia and John Paul II’s 1993 encyclical Veritatis Splendor. It fails completely for the reasons I have already given. Pope Francis at no stage allows for exceptions to the moral truth that gravely sinful acts are and will always remain sinful. Again the signatories couldn’t actually find any quote from Amoris Laetitia to back up the absurdity.
However, I believe it is appropriate at this point to remind the signatories what Pope Benedict XVI said about male prostitutes using condoms. He saw it as a possible first step towards a change even if the objective grave sin remains. That could be seen as the “law of gradualness” in motion. Pope Francis seems to share this vision of the light of grace that can patiently lead a soul out of the wilderness of sin.

The last of the accusations presented is similar to several earlier ones in the claim that Holy Communion can be given to those who don’t express contrition for their situation and a firm purpose of amendment.

I would just again refer to the pope’s words about those who flaunt their state: “he or she can in no way presume to teach or preach to others; this is a case of something which separates from the community (cf. Matt 18:17). Such a person needs to listen once more to the Gospel message and its call to conversion.”

Sadly, it seems the signatories didn’t read that section of the text. What can be said without hesitation is that, as Donum Veritatis teaches, “magisterial decisions in matters of discipline, even if they are not guaranteed by the charism of infallibility, are not without divine assistance and call for the adherence of the faithful.”

So the question the signatories must answer is: do you believe and adhere to that and if not why not? 
We can see that this cynical attempt at forcing the hand of the pope is nothing more than a charade. It comes from a group that does not really trust in the Holy Spirit’s desire or ability to guide and protect the church.

In the light of this sorry episode and the continual angst showed by so many traditionalists on social media, I believe there is a need for the traditionalist movement to do some serious soul searching. If they think this is the way to please the Lord, then they don’t know the Lord.

I will end with one final warning about how hypocrisy can come back to bite you. In 2012, during Benedict’s pontificate, Rorate Caeli posted a large quote from St. Pius X intended to instruct all readers to obey the pope. The headline ran: “Love the Pope! — no ifs, and no buts.”

This is part of the quote. I am sure readers will need no further explanation:

“Therefore, when we love the Pope, there are no discussions regarding what he orders or demands, or up to what point obedience must go, and in what things he is to be obeyed … we do not limit the field in which he might and must exercise his authority; we do not set above the authority of the Pope that of other persons, however learned, who dissent from the Pope, who, even though learned, are not holy, because whoever is holy cannot dissent from the Pope.”

[Stephen Walford is a British Catholic author. Educated at Bristol University, he is the author of two books: Heralds of the Second Coming: Our Lady, the Divine Mercy, and the Popes of the Marian Era from Blessed Pius IX to Benedict XVI (Angelico Press), and Communion of Saints: The Unity of Divine Love in the Mystical Body of Christ (Angelico Press). He is currently working on a book concerning Amoris Laetitia.]

Bishop Fellay: Why I Signed the Correctio Filialis

http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/bishop-fellay-why-i-signed-correctio-filialis-32240 
September 26, 2017
After the publication on Sunday, September 24, 2017, of the Correctio Filialis by 62 clerics and lay scholars in which they expose seven heretical propositions contained in the Apostolic Exhortation Amoris Laetitia, FSSPX.News asked Bishop Bernard Fellay, Superior General of the Society of St. Pius X, why he signed the document.
FSSPX.News: Why did you support the Correctio Filialis?
Bishop Fellay: This filial approach on the part of clerics and lay scholars, troubled by the heterodox propositions in Amoris Laetitia, is very important. Christ’s teaching on marriage can not be surreptitiously changed on the pretext that the times have changed and that pastoral care should adapt by offering ways to bypass doctrine.

I understand that the authors of the Correctio Filialis are overwhelmed by the division caused by Amoris Laetitia, by the pope’s explanations of this document in recent declarations, and by his statements on Luther. In some countries, the bishops now allow communion for the divorced and civilly remarried, while in others they refuse it. Is Catholic morality variable? Can it be subject to contradictory interpretations?

Since September 2016, four cardinals have been respectfully asking the pope to “clarify” his Exhortation; this year they requested an audience. The only answer they received was silence, but silence is not an answer. On a question this serious and faced with the current divisions, the Holy Father must give a clear answer on the substance of the Exhortation.

In this sad situation of confusion, it is very important that the debate on these important questions grows, in order that the truth may be re-established and error condemned.

That is why I supported this approach, but it is not so much the names of those who signed the Correctio Filialis as the objective value of the arguments presented that must be taken into account.

FSSPX.News: Does this affect the relations between the Society of St. Pius X and Rome?
Bishop Fellay: Our respect for the pope remains intact, and it is precisely out of respect for his office that we ask him as his sons to “confirm his brethren” by publicly rejecting the openly heterodox propositions that are causing so much division in the Church.

I appreciated the answer of Ettore Gotti Tedeschi [1], who also signed the Correctio Filialis. He rightly declared that we are not the enemies of the pope. On the contrary, we do this because we love the Church.

This was Archbishop Lefebvre’s attitude and that of the Society of St. Pius X from the beginning. In his declaration on November 21, 1974, our founder said, “We adhere with all our heart and all our soul to Catholic Rome, guardian of the Catholic Faith and the traditions necessary to maintain it, and to Eternal Rome, mistress of wisdom and truth. On the other hand we refuse and have always refused to follow the Rome of the neo-Modernist and neo-Protestant tendencies”; it is precisely this neo-Modernism and neo-Protestantism that the authors of the Correctio Filialis rightly denounced as the cause of the changes made by Amoris Laetitia in the doctrine and morality of marriage.

We are attached to Rome, Mater et Magistra, with every fiber of our being. We would no longer be Roman if we renounced her two-thousand-year-old doctrine; on the contrary, we would become the artisans of her demolition, with situation ethics dangerously upheld by weak doctrine.

Our fidelity to Tradition is not a way of living in the past, but a guarantee of sustainability for the future. It is on this condition alone we can serve the Church effectively.

FSSPX.News: What are your hopes for this Correctio Filialis?
Bishop Fellay: We must hope it will bring about a clearer realization of the gravity of the situation in the Church, both among the clergy and among the faithful. Indeed, as Benedict XVI admitted, “Peter’s barque is taking water on all sides”. This is no poetic image; it is a tragic reality. In this battle, faith and morals must be defended!

We also hope that others among those who have souls in their care will show their support. In exposing the objectively unorthodox propositions, the signatories of the Correctio Filialis have simply said loudly and clearly what many know in their heart. Is it not time for these pastors to say so, loud and clear? But, again, it is less the number of signatures than the objective value of the arguments that counts. The Truth revealed by Christ is not quantifiable; it is above all immutable.

We must implore God that the Vicar of Christ may restore complete clarity to such an essential area; the divine law of marriage can not be changed without causing serious dissension. If nothing is done, the division that is appearing in the Church will become irreparable. For this reason we pray that Our Lord’s words to St. Peter may truly apply to Pope Francis: “And thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren” (Luke 22:32).



[1] Ettore Gotti Tedeschi, an economist and president of the Institute for the Works of Religion from 2009 to 2012, granted an interview to the Hispanic website Infovaticana (Sept. 24, 2017), that was republished by Vaticanist Marco Tosatti on his blog – Ed. Note.

Forged Filial Correction Signature Raises Questions of Fraud, Attempt to Discredit Effort

https://onepeterfive.com/forged-filial-correction-signature-raises-questions-of-fraud-attempt-to-discredit-effort/ 
By Steve Skojec, September 27, 2017

In a brief statement today, Alejandro Bermudez, executive director of the Catholic News Agency and ACI Prensa, indicated that his signature was added to the Filial Correction without his knowledge or consent. “I was surprised to see that my name has been added to the list of signatories on the so-called Correctio Filialis De Haeresibus Propagatis,” the statement reads. “I never signed this letter, nor do I intend to ever sign it. As a journalist, I was surprised at how easily the name of a person could be added to the list without any verification.”
In the Spanish version of his statement, Bermudez took the matter further, saying that in an e-mail exchange with Dr. Joseph Shaw, spokesman for the Filial Correction, he wrote that the appearance of his name without his permission “speaks volumes about the lack of seriousness of this initiative. Please remove my name immediately.”
Bermudez has been openly critical of the Filial Correction, sharing a post today on his Facebook page in which he linked to the most recent episode of his Spanish-language podcast “Punto de Vista”, which he dedicated to discussion of this topic.

This morning, Bermudez’ name could still be viewed among the list of signatories, but as of this writing, it has been removed from the list.

On change.org, one of the largest websites dedicated to hosting petitions and open letters, the user policy forbids the impersonation of others. “Don’t sign petitions for other people,” the policy states, “use anyone else’s email address, or impersonate people, including public figures or organizations.” The submission form on correctiofilialis.org does not mention such a policy, but those who wish to sign must enter their name, email, and title. A response to the submitted form says, “Thank you! Your name will be considered for a ‘moderated’ list of scholars, academics and pastors.”

The appearance of Bermudez’ signature on the Filial Correction raises questions of unlawful forgery, and the lengths to which opponents of the Correction will go in order to discredit the effort and its authors. According to legal information website Findlaw.com, forgery is defined as including “a false document” or “signature” that is “used with the intent to deceive another.” “Those who commit forgery,” the site reads, “are often charged with the crime of fraud.” The site describes identity theft as “a crime wherein the perpetrator wrongfully obtains and uses another person’s personal data in some way that involves fraud or deception”. The question of whether criminal activity was perpetrated in this situation remains open, though the submission of a faked signature was clearly unethical.

If the purpose in such an action was to call into question the integrity of the list of signatories, Bermudez’ reaction appears to have validated the perpetrator’s intent. The indignation expressed in his statement was notably not directed at whoever was responsible for his unauthorized impersonation, but rather at the authors of the Correction itself, and their alleged “lack of seriousness” — a claim that only serves to bolster his own ongoing criticisms of the effort. An update to Bermudez statement was made this afternoon indicating the removal of his name.

Since the Filial Appeal was first published on Saturday, defenders of Amoris Laetitia have pressed the attack against both the signatories and authors of the document, resorting to ad hominem invective while refusing to offer a substantive theological critique. With news of fake signatories being added to the document in an effort to cast doubt on its trustworthiness, some wonder what desperate measures opponents will not resort to in order to keep the discussion away from the “heresies” the authors have accused the pope of “propagating” through his “words, deeds and omissions”.

In a statement to 1P5, Dr. Joseph Shaw said that “The organisers have become aware of attempts to cause embarrassment both to them and to certain Catholic figures by impersonating the latter to add their names to the petition. Although a very small number of names is affected, the organisers take this fraudulent activity very seriously and have taken steps to remove these names from the list and to prevent this happening again. Those responsible for this fraud should be aware of moral and legal seriousness of their actions.”

Shaw’s statement that “a very small number of names” has been affected indicates that other signatures have likely also been faked, though no additional names have been made public at this time.
5 of 61 readers’ comments
1. I originally posted this elsewhere on this site but this thread has since appeared and it's more appropriate here.
This is the statement from CNA's Alejandro Bermudez:

"I was surprised to see that my name has been added to the list of signatories on the so-called Correctio Filialis De Haeresibus Propagatis.

I never signed this letter, nor do I intend to ever sign it. As a journalist, I was surprised at how easily the name of a person could be added to the list without any verification."

Notice that it is unnecessarily belittling? With the phrases of 'so-called' and 'nor do I intend to ever sign it.' It's easy to see his bias against it. Now, if my name were added to a list without my permission I would be a disturbed by that but he shows more than being disturbed he shows contempt. 

http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/09/27/a-note-from-cnas-executive-director-on-the-filial-correction/, Sep. 27. 
Also, as Steve points to, Mr. Bermudez doesn't appear to be very upset with the one who forged his name...that's weird don't you think? If it were me, I would be very upset with whomever did this and I would definitely say so and I would be upset that I was not properly informed before my name was added to the list.

As usual shenanigans are afoot... –Fr. RP
2. Maybe he put his own name on it and is responsible for his own "fraud". It would then be convenient at the time of exposure to add his 2 cents worth of opinion on the letter, whilst "forgetting" that someone has forged his signature.
3. Unfortunately, this is a possibility or something like it. If he didn't show complete contempt for the Filial Correction and at the same time no righteous indignation against the 'presumed' forger of his signature then I would give him the benefit of the doubt. But his response raises legitimate questions. –Fr. RP
4. That seems like the most likely scenario to me. Who else would want to forge this guy's signature?
5. Exactly! Sign it, Claim Forgery, Distract everyone from substance, and down the rabbit holes we go. CNA is anything but "Catholic"… Closer to "Communist" but not Catholic except in name only.
The worldwide impact and significance of the ‘filial correction’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/the-worldwide-impact-and-significance-of-the-filial-correction 
By Robert de Mattei, September 27, 2017
The “filial correction” addressed to Pope Francis by more than 60 priests and scholars of the Church, has had an extraordinary impact all over the world. There was no lack of those who tried to minimize the initiative, declaring the number of signatories “to be limited and marginal." Yet if the initiative is irrelevant, why have its repercussions been so widespread in all the media outlets of the five continents, including countries like Russia and China? Steve Skojec on OnePeterFive reports that research on Google News resulted in more than 5,000 news articles, while there were 100,000 visits on the site www.correctiofilialis.org in a space of 48 hours. The adhesion on this site is still open, even if only some signatures will be made visible. It is essential to acknowledge that the reason for this world-wide echo is one only: the truth can be ignored or repressed, but when it is made manifest with clarity it has its own intrinsic power and is destined to spread by itself.  The main enemy of truth is not error, but ambiguity. The cause of the diffusion of errors and heresies in the Church is not due to the strength of these errors, but the culpable silence of those who should openly defend the truth of the Gospel.

The truth asserted by the “filial correction” is that Pope Francis, through a long series of words, acts and omissions “has upheld, by direct or indirect means (whether being aware or not, we do not know, neither do we want to judge him) at least “seven false and heretical propositions, propagated in the Church through his public office as well as through private action.” The signatories insist respectfully that the Pope “condemn these propositions publically, thus carrying out the mandate of Our Lord Jesus Christ given to Peter and through him to all his successors until the end of time:  “I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren”.
No reply regarding the correction has yet arrived; only clumsy attempts at disqualifying or singling out the signatories, with particular aim at some of the most well-known, like the former President of the Vatican Bank, Ettore Gotti Tedeschi.  In reality, as Gotti Tedeschi himself said in an interview to Marco Tosatti on September 24, the authors of the Correctio, have acted out of love for the Church and the Papacy. Gotti Tedeschi and another well-known signatory, the German writer, Martin Mosebach, were both applauded last September 14 at the Angelicum by a public of over 400 priests and laypeople, comprising three cardinals and several bishops, on the occasion of the convention celebrating the 10th anniversary of the Motu proprio, Summorum Pontificum.

Other two signatories, Professors Claudio Pierantoni and Anna Silva, expressed the same ideas in the Correctio at a meeting on the theme “Let’s Clarify”, organized on April 23 of this year by the Nuova Bussola Quotidiana, supported by other prelates, among whom was the late Cardinal Carlo Caffarra. Many other signatories of the document occupy or have occupied, prominent positions in ecclesiastic institutions. Others again are distinguished university professors. If the authors of the Correctio were isolated in the Catholic world, their document would not have had the resonance it attained.

A Filial Appeal to Pope Francis in 2015 was signed by around 900,000 people from all over the world and a Declaration of fidelity to the unchangeable teaching of the Church on matrimony, presented in 2015 by 80 Catholic personalities, gathered 35,000 signatures. A year ago, four Cardinals formulated their Dubia on the Exhortation Amoris laetitia. In the meantime, scandals of an economic and moral nature are undermining Pope Francis’ pontificate. The American vaticanist, John Allen, certainly not of a traditional bent, revealed on Crux of September 25, how difficult his position has become these days.

Among the most ridiculous accusations that are being made about the signatories of the document, is that of being “Lefebvrians” on account of Bishop Bernard Fellay’s signature, the Superior of the Fraternity of St. Pius X.  Monsignor Fellay’s adhesion to a document of this type is a historical act, which clarifies without the shadow of a doubt, the Fraternity’s position in regard to the new pontificate. However, “Lefebvrianism” is a verbal locution which has for the progressives the same role the word “fascism” had for the Communists in the 1970s: discredit the adversary, without discussing the reasons. The presence of Monsignor Fellay is moreover, reassuring for all the signatories of the Correctio. How can the Pope not have the same comprehension and benevolence regarding them, that he has shown over the last two years towards the Fraternity of St. Pius X?

The Archbishop of Chieti, Bruno Forte, previously special secretary to the Bishops’ Synod on the Family, declared that the Correctio represents “a prejudicially closed stance towards the spirit of the Second Vatican Council which Pope Francis is incarnating so profoundly” (Avvenire, September 26, 2015). The spirit of Vatican II, incarnated by Pope Francis, writes Monsignor Lorizio, in turn, in the same Italian Bishops’ newspaper, consists in the primacy of the pastoral over theology; in other words, in the subordination of the natural law to life experience, since, as he explains, “the pastoral comprises and includes theology” and not vice-versa. Monsignor Lorizio teaches theology at the same Faculty of the Lateran University in which the Dean used to be Monsignor Brunero Gherardini, who died on September 22, on the eve of the Correctio he was unable to sign because of his precarious health conditions.

The great exponent of the Roman Theological School demonstrated in his most recent books what a deplorable landing-place we have been brought to by the primacy of the pastoral announced at Vatican II and propagated by its ultra-progressive hermeneuts, among whom the same Forte and the makeshift theologian Massimo Faggioli, along with Alberto Melloni, who are all distinguishing themselves with their flimsy attacks on the Correctio. 

Monsignor Forte in Avvenire added that the document is an operation which cannot be shared by “those who are faithful to the successor of Peter in whom they recognize as the Pastor the Lord has given to the Church as the guide of universal communion. Fidelity should always be directed to the living God, Who speaks to the Church today through the Pope.”

Now then, we have come to the point of defining Pope Francis a “living God”, forgetting that the Church is founded on Jesus Christ, for Whom the Pope is representative on earth, not the divine owner.  As Antonio Socci correctly wrote, the Pope is not a “second Jesus” (Libero, September 24, 2017) but the 266th successor to Peter. His mandate is not that of changing or “improving” the words of Our Lord, but of guarding and transmitting them in the most faithful manner. If this doesn’t happen, Catholics have the duty to reprove him in a filial way, following the example of St. Paul in regard to the Prince of the Apostles, Peter. (Gal. II, 11).
Lastly, there are those surprised that Cardinals Walter Brandmüller and Raymond Leo Burke didn’t sign the document, ignoring, as Rorate Caeli underlined, that the Correctio of the Sixty is of a purely theological nature, whereas the one of the Cardinals, when it comes, will have much more authority and importance, also on the canonical level. The correction of a fellowman, foreseen by the Gospel and current Canon Law, in art. 212, par. 3, can have different forms. “This principle of fraternal correction inside the Church – declared Monsignor Athanasius Schneider in a recent interview to Maike Hickson – has been valid for all time, even with regard to the Pope, and so it should be valid also in our times. Unfortunately, these days anyone who dares speak the truth – even if he does so respectfully with regard to the Shepherds of the Church – is classified as an enemy of unity, as happened to St. Paul; when he declared: ‘Am I then become your enemy , because I tell you the truth?’” (Gal. 4, 16).

2 of 3 readers’ comments
1. PF's arrogant silence & inexcusable rudeness in not meeting with the four Dubia Cardinals has turned public opinion & brought this Correctio Filialis upon himself. If his mouthpieces are encouraged to sneer at & belittle the credentials of its signatories it will further alienate the Catholic laity & pave the way for the formal correction which (we are assured) he will be obliged to answer.

2. PF's mouthpieces are not wasting any time. The mud-slinging has started already. https://www.lifesitenews.co...
Cardinal Parolin calls for ‘dialogue’ after filial correction
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/news/2017/09/28/cardinal-parolin-calls-for-dialogue-after-filial-correction/
September 28, 2017

Vatican secretary of state Cardinal Pietro Parolin has said it is “important to dialogue even within the Church” in response to the ‘filial correction’ issued on Sunday.

According to Italian news agency ANSA, the cardinal made the comments while speaking at a conference on Iraqi Christians. “People who disagree express their dissent, but on these things we have to reason, to try to understand one another,” he said.

The intervention makes Cardinal Parolin the most senior Vatican official to comment on the document so far.
The correction, initially signed by 62 priests and academics, accuses Pope Francis of propagating heresy with his 2016 document Amoris Laetitia.

Although it does not accuse the Pope himself of being a heretic, it does argue that Amoris Laetitia, combined with certain actions and omissions may lead Catholics into heresy.

The initial signatories were later joined by many others, including a retired bishop and the research director of the Ian Ramsey Centre for Science and Religion at Oxford University.

Correctio Filialis: Francis weighs in (a little bit)!
https://novusordowatch.org/2017/09/correctio-filialis-francis-weighs-in/
September 28, 2017

The Vatican II Church has descended into a frenzy over the recently-released “Filial Correction” sent to Francis by 62 mostly obscure clerics and lay individuals. While we are still preparing a post with an assortment of various initial reactions to the Correctio Filialis, we interrupt our efforts here to share some breaking news with you: While on his “Apostolic Journey” to Colombia earlier this month (Sep. 6-10, 2017), Francis sat down with a number of the nation’s Jesuits for a spontaneous question-and-answer session in which he talked about many things, including existentialist ecclesiology claptrap and… criticism of his infernal exhortation “Amoris Laetitia”!
Today, Sep. 28, the apostate Jesuit rag La Civiltà Cattolica published a report on and transcript of Francis’ meeting with his fellow-Jesuits in Cartagena, Colombia:

“Grace is not an Ideology: Pope Francis’ private conversation with some Colombian Jesuits” (La Civiltà Cattolica)

Francis’ Q&A with the Colombian Jesuits took place on Sep. 10 — the same day, incidentally, when he picked up a black eye as he hit his head on the “Popemobile”.

Interestingly enough, as the transcript shows, Francis wasn’t asked about Amoris Laetitia — he brought it up on his own. Although the Filial Correction was not made public until Sep. 23, it had been sent to Francis on Aug. 11. For this reason, it is clear that when Francis spoke of criticism of his exhortation, he most certainly had this most recent challenge in mind.

Here is the relevant portion of the transcript (repeating the entire answer for proper context):
Fr. Vicente Durán Casas stands to ask another question: “Holy Father, again thank you for your visit. I teach philosophy and I would like to know, and I speak for my teaching colleagues in theology too, what do you expect from philosophical and theological reflection in a country such as ours and in the Church generally?”
[Francis:] To start, I’d say let’s not have laboratory reflection. We’ve seen what damage occurred when the great and brilliant Thomist scholastics deteriorated, falling down, down, down to a manualistic scholasticism without life, mere ideas that transformed into a casuistic pastoral approach. At least, in our day we were formed that way… I’d say it was quite ridiculous how, to explain metaphysical continuity, the philosopher Losada spoke of puncta inflata… To demonstrate some ideas, things got ridiculous. He was a good philosopher, but decadent, he didn’t become famous…
So, philosophy not in a laboratory, but in life, in dialogue with reality. In dialogue with reality, philosophers will find the three transcendentals that constitute unity, but they will have a real name. Recall the words of our great writer Dostoyevsky. Like him we must reflect on which beauty will save us, on goodness, on truth. Benedict XVI spoke of truth as an encounter, that is to say no longer a classification, but a road. Always in dialogue with reality, for you cannot do philosophy with a logarithmic table. Besides, nobody uses them anymore.
The same is true for theology, but this does not mean to corrupt theology, depriving it of its purity. Quite the opposite. The theology of Jesus was the most real thing of all; it began with reality and rose up to the Father. It began with a seed, a parable, a fact… and explained them. Jesus wanted to make a deep theology and the great reality is the Lord. I like to repeat that to be a good theologian, together with study you have to be dedicated, awake and seize hold of reality; and you need to reflect on all of this on your knees.

A man who does not pray, a woman who does not pray, cannot be a theologian. They might be a living form of Denzinger, they might know every possible existing doctrine, but they’ll not be doing theology. They’ll be a compendium or a manual containing everything. But today it is a matter of how you express God, how you tell who God is, how you show the Spirit, the wounds of Christ, the mystery of Christ, starting with the Letter to the Philippians 2:7… How you explain these mysteries and keep explaining them, and how you are teaching the encounter that is grace. As when you read Paul in the Letter to the Romans where there’s the entire mystery of grace and you want to explain it.

I’ll use this question to say something else that I believe should be said out of justice, and also out of charity. In fact I hear many comments – they are respectable for they come from children of God, but wrong – concerning the post-synod apostolic exhortation. To understand Amoris Laetitia you need to read it from the start to the end. Beginning with the first chapter, and to continue to the second and then on … and reflect. And read what was said in the Synod.

A second thing: some maintain that there is no Catholic morality underlying Amoris Laetitia, or at least, no sure morality. I want to repeat clearly that the morality of Amoris Laetitia is Thomist, the morality of the great Thomas. You can speak of it with a great theologian, one of the best today and one of the most mature, Cardinal Schönborn.

I want to say this so that you can help those who believe that morality is purely casuistic. Help them understand that the great Thomas possesses the greatest richness, which is still able to inspire us today. But on your knees, always on your knees…

(Antonio Spadaro, “Grace is not an Ideology: Pope Francis’ private conversation with some Colombian Jesuits”, La Civiltà Cattolica, Sep. 2017; italics given; underlining added.)

Before he gets to Amoris Laetitia, Francis uses the opportunity once again to knock one of his favorite targets: those “decadent Thomist manualists”! His remarks are seething with that arrogance and contempt towards Scholasticism once identified and condemned as a hallmark of Modernism by the great Pope St. Pius X:
It is pride which fills Modernists with that self-assurance by which they consider themselves and pose as the rule for all. It is pride which puffs them up with that vainglory which allows them to regard themselves as the sole possessors of knowledge, and makes them say, elated and inflated with presumption, “We are not as the rest of men,” and which, lest they should seem as other men, leads them to embrace and to devise novelties even of the most absurd kind. …
Against scholastic philosophy and theology they use the weapons of ridicule and contempt. Whether it is ignorance or fear, or both, that inspires this conduct in them, certain it is that the passion for novelty is always united in them with hatred of scholasticism, and there is no surer sign that a man is tending to Modernism than when he begins to show his dislike for the scholastic method…. They exercise all their ingenuity in an effort to weaken the force and falsify the character of tradition, so as to rob it of all its weight and authority.

(Pope St. Pius X, Encyclical Pascendi, nn. 40, 42)

Perhaps a little background on those “decadent scholastic manualists” is in order.
At the turn of the 19th century, and in the first half of the 20th century, textbooks were utilized by seminaries throughout the world for the education and instruction of candidates studying for the Catholic priesthood. These textbooks were manuals which contained the common teaching of the Roman Catholic Church, and to this extent and in this sense, they belonged to the Ordinary and Universal Magisterium. This is explained very well in the following essay:

Mgr. Joseph C. Fenton, “The Teaching of the Theological Manuals”
(American Ecclesiastical Review 148 [April, 1963], pp. 254-270)

Not surprisingly, the theological manuals used Scholasticism as their method of presentation. The scholastic method is a highly refined process whose main element is that it seeks to derive theological conclusions from the articles of Faith by means of demonstrative syllogisms. Oftentimes, these doctrinal conclusions or theses contained within the theological manuals are themselves dogmas of the Faith.

The aim of the manuals was to show, in a scientific fashion, how the conclusions or theses were actually contained within the body of Divine Revelation. The Scholasticism found on the pages of the theological manuals of the 19th and 20th centuries displayed logic that was crystalline and precise, something that “Pope” Francis has repeatedly said he abhors. Benedict XVI, too, is on record rejecting it: “…I had difficulties in penetrating the thought of Thomas Aquinas, whose crystal-clear logic seemed to me to be too closed in on itself, too impersonal and ready-made” (Joseph Ratzinger, Milestones: Memoirs 1927-1977 [San Francisco, CA: Ignatius Press, 1998], p. 44).

Francis loves to reject “decadent Scholasticism” in favor of a conveniently undefined and formless “reality” — a most anti-theological concept. This supposed “reality” is a slippery slope that allows him to introduce whatever he likes into the sacred science, and was roundly condemned by Pope Pius XII:
Pope Pius XII, Encyclical Humani Generis (1950; see n. 6)

Pope Pius XII, Address Soyez les Bienvenues (1952)

Holy Office, Instruction Contra Doctrinam (1956)
For more information that refutes Francis’ claptrap concerning Scholasticism and vindicates the traditional Catholic position, see this post:

Francis denounces “Decadent Scholasticism”
As far as his “defense” of Amoris Laetitia goes, it is, of course, entirely devoid of substance and quite laughable. He had made the claim before that the teaching of the document is “Thomistic”; in fact, he insinuates as much in the infernal exhortation itself (see n. 304). But this is patently absurd, as even a Novus Ordo theologian has pointed out:

Is ‘Amoris Laetitia’ Really Thomistic?
It is simply shameless to suggest that St. Thomas Aquinas’ doctrine provides the basis to making adultery morally acceptable in certain “concrete situations”. Regarding the Ten Commandments, the Angelic Doctor teaches:

Now the precepts of the decalogue [=Ten Commandments] contain the very intention of the lawgiver, who is God. For the precepts of the first table, which direct us to God, contain the very order to the common and final good, which is God; while the precepts of the second table contain the order of justice to be observed among men, that nothing undue be done to anyone, and that each one be given his due; for it is in this sense that we are to take the precepts of the decalogue. Consequently the precepts of the decalogue admit of no dispensation whatever.
(St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-II, q. 100, a. 8)
In another place, Aquinas is even more direct: “…a man ought not to commit adultery for any expediency…” (On Evil, q. 15, a. 1, ad 5), for the simple reason that the Sixth Commandment is a negative precept (“Thou shalt not…”), and “negative precepts bind always and for all times” (Summa Theologica, II-II, q. 33, a. 2). This, in turn, means that sins against the Sixth Commandment (or any other negative precept) “cannot become good, no matter how, or when, or where, they are done, because of their very nature they are connected with an evil end” (ibid.). In short: We are not allowed to do what is intrinsically evil so that good may come, something St. Paul the Apostle already pointed out 2,000 years ago (see Rom 3:8). For more on the “concrete situations” argument, please see our post:
Amoris Laetitia and Concrete Cases: Reply to Austen Ivereigh
Francis has referred people to the demonic “Cardinal” Christoph Schönborn on more than one occasion. (In fact, Francis himself reportedly once asked Schönborn whether Amoris Laetitia was even orthodox.) It was Schönborn who gave the theological presentation and answered journalists’ questions (beginning at 1:25:20 mark) during the press conference for the release of Amoris Laetitia — and never gave them a straight answer, either, regarding the reception of the Novus Ordo sacraments by unrepentant public adulterers.

Lastly, a quick word about the accusation of “casuistry”, which Francis juxtaposes with his existentialist “reality”-based approach to morality.

Casuistry — in its proper sense — is actually a most important part of moral theology and was most famously championed by St. Alphonsus Liguori, the 18th-century Doctor of the Church. The 1908 Catholic Encyclopedia defines “casuistry” as follows:
The application of general principles of morality to definite and concrete cases of human activity, for the purpose, primarily, of determining what one ought to do, or ought not to do, or what one may do or leave undone as one pleases; and for the purpose, secondarily, of deciding whether and to what extent guilt or immunity from guilt follows on an action already posited.
(Catholic Encyclopedia, s.v. “Casuistry”)
In other words, casuistry is a really important discipline in the Catholic Church. As the same entry from the Catholic Encyclopedia goes on to explain:

The necessity of casuistry and its importance are obvious. From the nature of the case, the general principles of any science in their concrete application give rise to problems which trained and expert minds only can solve. This is especially true regarding the application of moral principles and precepts to individual conduct. For, although those principles and precepts are in themselves generally evident, their application calls for the consideration of many complex factors, both objective and subjective. Only those who unite scientific knowledge of morality with practice in its application may be trusted to solve promptly and safely problems of conscience.
(ibid.)
Francis, of course, has his own way of “solving” problems of conscience: He waves his magic wands of accompaniment, discernment, and mercy, and, voilà, the sin is no longer a sin in your particular case— problem solved!
A deeper look at the 'filial correction' of Pope Francis
https://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/a-deeper-look-at-the-filial-correction-of-pope-francis-62895 

By Matt Hadro, Washington D.C., September 29, 2017
After Catholic scholars issued what they termed a “filial correction” of Pope Francis, what exactly were their charges and how should a Catholic receive the letter?
The filial correction “represents the concerns of some among the Catholic faithful at what are being perceived more broadly speaking as the Pope’s intended teachings, but which may not accurately represent
The letter “is the manifestation of the opinion and concerns of those theologians who have signed it,” Wood explained. It is “not an authoritative statement of the meaning of the documents that it discusses,” he added.

More than 60 Catholic clergy and scholars originally sent a letter to Pope Francis on August 11 as a “filial correction” for “heretical positions” that the Pope has “effectively upheld.”

The 25-page “Correctio filialis de haeresibus propagates” by the clergy and scholars, who now number over 100, says that through “Amoris Laetitia” and in “other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness,” there has been a “propagation of heresies” that must be addressed concerning “marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments.”

They noted that Pope Francis has not answered the “dubia,” or questions regarding ambiguous or unclear sections of Amoris Laetitia, which were expressed privately to him in a letter from four cardinals in September 2016, and made public in November 2016.
The four cardinals were Cardinal Raymond Burke; Cardinal Walter Brandmüller, president emeritus of the Pontifical Committee for Historical Sciences; and the recently-deceased Cardinals Carlo Caffarra, Archbishop Emeritus of Bologna and Joachim Meisner, Archbishop Emeritus of Cologne.

The “correction,” released to the public this week, charges that bishops are teaching that divorced and remarried couples can sacrilegiously receive Holy Communion, because of the Pope’s actions, and his apparent decision not to publicly respond to the “dubia.”

“They are accusing Pope Francis of being responsible for people denying basic Catholic doctrine about what constitutes a mortal sin,” Wood said.

Many of the authors have worked “a lifetime in theological study,” he said, and while the scholars’ charge that Pope Francis is at least leading to the propagation of heresy “is significant,” it also “causes a great deal of controversy in the Church, and not a little bit of scandal.”

“The fact that people would feel the need to say this,” he added, “does not mean that they are perfectly justified in doing so, or that they’ve gone about it in all the right ways.”

The filial correction differs from the “dubia” in two key aspects, Wood said.

First, the “dubia” were authored by cardinals who, “in canon law,” do “enjoy a special relationship to the Pope. They’re closer to the Pope, as regards the structure of the Church,” Wood said.

Cardinals “have a greater responsibility to address their concerns directly to the Pope,” he said.

Also, the “dubia” pose “respectful questions for the Holy Father,” Wood said, giving him “the chance to answer them as he sees fit.” Meanwhile, the letter of filial correction “assumes that we have heretical propositions,” he said, which is a matter subject to dispute.

The letter clearly accuses Pope Francis of aiding the spread of heresy, Wood said, but the authors make no specific charges of heresy against the Pope himself.
“The sin of heresy,” he said, “is committed when a member of the Catholic faithful knowingly and willingly denies a doctrine of the Christian faith.”

However, he said, the authors admit that “they are not in a position to judge” whether Pope Francis “is a formal heretic.”

Furthermore, the authors add that they cannot charge the Pope “with the canonical crime of heresy” because they lack “the ecclesiastical jurisdiction” to do so.

Rather, they claim to correct the Pope “on inaction in condemning seven propositions [of heresy],” Wood said, and thus “the title of the filial correction is in some ways misleading.”

In the letter, explained Wood, “the Pope is merely being accused by these theologians of inaction in condemning heresy that they don’t have the authority to claim that he actually committed.”

The letter poses “the danger of scandal,” he said, because the authors are “attributing heretical propositions to the Pope, when those heretical propositions are not demonstrated as coming directly from the Pope’s writings.”

Catholics should remember that the scholars are not members of the Church Magisterium, he said, and Catholics need not agree with their “correctio.”

Something Much More Ominous
Rome is in chaos, and no one should be surprised one bit.

https://www.churchmilitant.com/video/episode/vortex-something-much-more-ominous 
By Michael Voris, September 29, 2017 

So a little less than a week ago the Filial Correction was made public by a wide range of largely lay scholars, academicians, theologians and the like. It respectfully requests — in strong language — for the Holy Father to reverse course and rectify statements that are either heretical in themselves, come pretty close, give the appearance of heresy or at the very least do massive damage to the faithful, owing to the confusion created. This is the sixth such correction/petition/request presented to Pope Francis — the single most notable one being the dubia submitted by Cdl. Raymond Burke and three other cardinals, two of whom died this past summer — God rest their souls.

In the midst of all the debate about whether the pope will do as requested of him, what it means if he doesn't, whether he will even acknowledge this correction or any of the others for that fact, there is something even more ominous to pay attention to — and that is the complete lack of faithfulness and adherence to the teachings of Our Blessed Lord, either directly from His own blessed lips or through His Bride, that has become so widespread throughout the clergy, top to bottom.

For not just any one of these steps to be taken but a total of six, in so short a time, is beyond historical. It is in fact without precedent in the history of the Church — never before. But let's talk about this shall we for a moment without all the noise of the specific issue of the pope. It would be impossible for this situation to have developed at all had it not been for the rejection of the Faith that has happened on a worldwide scale by so many members of the hierarchy. What we are witnessing is a situation where the abundance of Judases has come very clearly into the light.

There are, Catholics must now admit and look square in the face, hundreds, if not thousands of bishops who have fallen prey to the modernist heresy. This heresy was framed by Pope St. Pius X as "the synthesis of all heresies," where all that has gone before is called into question, re-interpreted, analyzed to death, reframed and recast so that almost nothing of went before is any longer recognizable. It has gone on for so long that there are very few with living memory of the Church before the theological madness seized hold and brought about not confusion, not just crisis but actual chaos. What has been rejected in this insanity is reason. A distorted or false understanding of faith has been allowed to capture the castle, and it has been promulgated as the only viable and allowable understanding of the spiritual life.

What is happening in Rome is nothing more than the logical conclusion of this cancer, which has been introduced into the minds of the faithful and advanced by wicked prelates who whatever their motives are nothing more than hirelings. And forget for a moment about all the Roman super-drama, important as it is, microcosms of that macro-evil are played out 10,000 times a day in local churches throughout the Western world. From decades-long dissident theology being taught authoritatively at parishes and seminaries in the form of adult education to seminary formation to grammar schools and high schools and Catholic colleges to hundreds of thousands of errant or mindless homilies every Sunday, feeding the cancer of reasonless "faith."

The Alpha program is one such local example of highlighting faith without reason — promoted or allowed by scores of bishops whose successors will wonder why in 10 years they are closing the last of their parishes, after the perpetrators of this warmed-over, Protestant-feelings theology have long since been judged by the Chief Shepherd. All the various, meaning thousands of religion teachers in Catholic schools and youth ministries who know nothing about the Faith, passing their nothingness on to the few remaining young minds left in the Church. All the formators of young men whose faith without reason, will without intellect, heart without head nonsense is shoveled into these young, soon to be ordained, ensuring in a few years’ time that the collapse will move from near to almost complete.

For all the considerable noise surrounding Pope Francis and his allies in the Vatican, men around the pope who want to introduce an entirely new phony Catholicism, it is curious that only when headlines, screaming about formally correcting the pope appear, does anyone sit up and notice and start panicking. Where has everyone been for the past 50 years when hugely effeminate men were getting ordained left and right, when hundreds of priests were molesting thousands of teenage boys tens of thousands of times, when their bishops shuffled them around, hiding behind the lame excuse that psychologists told them the homosexual, child-raping clergy were cured despite constant repeat offenders.

What was everyone thinking, as their Catholic family members and friends were deserting the Faith in hordes while priests and bishops babbled on about peace and love and joy and how strong and enthusiastic the Church is amidst its fight for DACA and climate change and social justice and immigration and ecumenism and how we have a reasonable hope that all men are saved? Where was everyone when this newest generation of young Catholics with much potential to be solidly orthodox were having the spirit of confrontation ripped from them, which will one day cripple their faith?

Where was everyone when the crisis of homosexuality being normalized throughout the Church was in full swing for the past quarter-century, having now reached its highest point ever and with the filthy waters still rising? Even today, there has been more official sanctioning of Fr. James Martin's evil than there has been rebuke from the shepherds. Yet, so-called Catholic gay groups like Dignity and New Ways Ministry, both officially condemned by the Church, have bishops applauding them and homosexualist clerics hiding behind their skirts in the name of "mercy" and "bridge building."

None of this was caused by the chaos in Rome. The chaos in Rome has been caused by it — decades and decades of abuse of not just teenage altar boys but of the liturgy and religious education and the devotional life — a complete and devastating betrayal and loss of faith not seen since that night in the Garden of Gethsemane. And amidst the epic failure and total loss of supernatural faith across the entire Church — a global apostasy — what whimpering cry do we hear? "Let's be more civil and polite" — the typical, sissified, unmasculine response to a tragedy so enormous, so all-encompassing that there are no longer sufficient adjectives in the Church's lexicon to describe it.

It's all fine and good to go on and on about the pope, as he advances what an increasing number of voices in the Church declare in unison to be not Catholic. But for all the confusion and rot and corruption — moral, theological and financial — spewing out of Rome these days, the scene unfolding before the Catholic world is actually something much more ominous. One day this pope will no longer be pope. If the current trend holds in the college of cardinals, it is very likely that a like-minded man will assume the throne of Peter. And while it is never good to guess or speculate how God will direct history, it is prudent to prepare for as many reasonable possibilities as may exist. This is definitely one such possibility. So what will the authors of very intelligently worded and insightful corrections do then? Wait a few months for some new confusing statement to be issued, bang the drum and then cut and paste the current corrections and blast them out through social media, again?

This has all happened because too few Catholics know the Faith, and those few who do, laity and priests alike, have not fought enough every day in every single circumstance like men who hate sin and heresy. Priests with their warmed-over 1970s idiotic preachings have not been challenged hard enough after Mass on Sundays by you the laity. Enough faithful have not threatened to withhold their funds from dioceses and redirect them to more orthodox operations in the Church. Too many have sat by and condemned and killed the messengers, the dark prophets of doom for their warnings of the impending cataclysm. Too many have blindly gone along with "good" bishops, who do next to nothing about the apostasy right in their own parishes, yet preach a good game when writing articles or giving interviews.

Yes, something much more ominous is happening in the Church — way beyond the confusion from a pope who openly asks for criticism of himself and then seemingly ignores it when it comes. Something much more ominous is about to befall Holy Mother Church because Holy Mother Church is in much more desperate straits than almost anyone is willing to admit. The problem is not the pope, as problematic as he may be in inspiring such repeated calls for clarity from laity. The problem is the overarching loss of supernatural faith by the thousands of bishops and tens of thousands of clergy who have their hands on the levers of power at all levels of the Church.

If it were not for Our Lord's divine promise, there would be no reason for hope. But there is the promise, the guarantee, and this must inspire us to wake up and become involved. Stand up and demand back the Church. Demand fidelity. Demand faithfulness. Demand orthodoxy. Challenge and confront heresy and apostasy and unfaithfulness at every turn.

For all the confusing comments assigned to this pontificate, perhaps none should be more taken to heart than "Make a mess."

2 of 340 readers’ comments
1. The structure of the hierarchy was changed at Vatican II, making the Secretary of State the powerful office and the Pope just a figurehead. Right? Look it up. We now have a Pope who wants to be a political figure speaking on climate change. Unfortunately, at the time, we have a political figurehead, not a spiritual leader.

2. "Make a mess"! I remember shuddering when I heard those words from the newly elected Pope. Indeed the entire Church needs a good sweeping. I received a message from a long-time friend this evening to whom I have been forwarding information on the critical stage of the Church for the past several months. He told me that he had been disturbed by the apparent "watering down" of programming on EWTN and wrote to them about it. He was notified that a "missionary" will be contacting him soon to discuss his concerns. He tells me that the contact person told him that part of his problem was that he had been hearing too much from the "Vortex" and "One Peter Five". How sad to think that the good work done by the holy foundress of EWTN has been so quickly dismissed. How perilous a state we find ourselves in when good solid knowledge is deemed so offensive that missionaries must be sent to correct us.

An American Bishop and WWII Veteran Signs the Filial Correction
http://fsspx.news/en/news-events/news/american-bishop-and-wwii-veteran-signs-filial-correction-32316
September 29, 2017

World War II veteran Bishop Gracida has signed the Filial Correction in which many clerics and laymen implore the Holy Father to clarify Amoris Laetitia.
Bishop René Henry Gracida is 94 years old. He served as auxiliary bishop of the archdiocese of Miami then as bishop of Pensacola-Tallahassee before becoming bishop of Corpus Christi until he retired in 1997.

Before his priestly ordination, Bishop Gracida served in the Air Force during World War II, during which he went on no less than 32 missions in the European skies to fight the German Luftwaffe.

His signature makes Nicolas Senèze’s analysis of the Filial Correction null and void. The journalist wrote a bit hastily in the columns of La Croix on September 24 that the number of signatures on the “petition” was “very limited and marginal”, with “only one bishop who does not have a post in the Church, Bishop Fellay”, and added that the signatures do not go beyond the “circle of traditionalists” and “anti-Francis bloggers”.

Not a "Rigid" Bishop

Bishop Gracida was a close friend of John Paul II and Mother Angelica, whom he encouraged to found the channel EWTN, and he certainly does not fit into the narrow profile the La Croix chronicler tried to impose on the signatories of this filial letter (and not “petition”) to the Holy Father.

On his blog – for the bishop is very up-to-date on technology despite his years – the prelate says he wrote his “congratulations and gratitude” to the organizers of the Filial Correction. 

He also told Catholic Herald that he hopes “other bishops will sign on to this lay initiative” in order to prompt the Pope to respond. 

Bishop Gracida referred to Blessed John Henry Newman’s history of the Arian crisis, which describes:

It was the overwhelming resistance of the laity to the Arian heresy which eventually persuaded the majority of bishops ‘who were either Arian or semi-Arian’ to support the efforts of St Athanasius.

The retired bishop concluded by saying:

At this critical moment in the life of the institutional Church, I do not see how it is possible for anyone who is well-informed regarding the issues that are involved in the controversies surrounding the present pontificate to remain silent.
Some Basic Questions and Answers on the ‘Filial Correction’ of the Pope
http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/some-basic-questions-and-answers-on-the-filial-correction-of-the-pope
By Jacob Wood, Steubenville, Ohio, September 29, 2017

COMMENTARY: Catholics should pray for the Pope, for the signatories of the correction and for the Church.
Jacob Wood, Ph.D., an assistant professor of theology at the Franciscan University of Steubenville, offers answers on some frequently-asked-questions about the “Filial Correction on the Spread of Heresies” a letter sent to Pope Francis by a group of traditionalist clergy and scholars, who made the letter public Sept. 23.
What is fraternal correction?

Fraternal correction is an act of charity (Catechism, 1829), in which we call a brother or sister in Christ, who has fallen into serious sin, back to the way of the Gospel. Fraternal correction is explained by Jesus in the Gospel (Matthew 18:15-17).

Why is this called a “filial” and not a “fraternal” correction?

Christ established a hierarchy in his Church (Catechism, 877), and the signatories on the letter are not on equal footing with the pope in that hierarchy. Out of respect for the pope’s authority, they appeal to the pope as his spiritual sons and daughters, not as spiritual brothers and sisters.

Why is this correction being issued?

Some of the signatories issued a filial appeal to Pope Francis last year, asking him to clarify the Church’s teaching with regard to marriage, sin and grace. When they did not receive a response, they prepared this correction. The correction was originally sent to Pope Francis privately in July.

Why is this correction being made public now?

When the signatories received no response from Pope Francis to their appeal or their correction, they were concerned about the possibility of scandal, and so they made it public.
Was it right to make the correction public?

Not necessarily, no.

In Donum Veritatis, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith stipulates that theologians who wish to critique the timeliness, form or substance of non-infallible magisterial documents should address their concerns to the “responsible authority” rather than the “mass media” (30). The responsible authority for the Church’s teaching on faith and morals is the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The responsible authority for the interpretation of canon law is the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts. Moreover, the principal concern of a filial or fraternal correction should be the amendment of the one who is thought to have sinned. But the publication of the document (as opposed to its private submission) was not undertaken primarily with a view toward correcting a supposed sin of Pope Francis. Rather, the cited reason for the publication of the correction is the avoidance of scandal to others, not the correction of Pope Francis himself.

Furthermore, although the correction seeks to avoid scandal, the correction itself has served as a cause of scandal. It insinuates that the Pope is a heretic, it thereby weakens people’s trust in the pastors of the Church, and it provides the mass media with the opportunity to paint a false picture of the Church, in which those who believe the Church’s teaching about marriage, sin, and grace are seen as somehow opposed to the Pope.

What authority does the correction have?

The correction is a private act on the part of the individual signatories, which they have undertaken in their capacity as baptized members of the Church (Can. 212, §3). The correction therefore has no magisterial authority in the Church.

Are Catholics required to follow the correction?

No. Since the correction lacks magisterial authority, Catholics are not required to agree with it or to follow it.

What is heresy?

“Heresy is the obstinate post-baptismal denial of some truth which must be believed with divine and catholic faith, or it is likewise an obstinate doubt concerning the same…” (Catechism, 2089).

Does this mean that the Pope is a heretic?

No. Despite the document’s title, the signatories acknowledge in the document that they lack the authority to judge whether the Pope has committed the sin of heresy or the canonical crime of heresy. The difference between the sin and the crime of heresy, and an answer to the question about whether the Pope can be a heretic, are discussed here.
If the signatories cannot convict the Pope of heresy, what sin do the signatories claim that the Pope has committed?

The signatories claim that the Pope has failed to stop the spread of heresy, rather than that he has committed the sin of heresy himself.

What heresy do the signatories claim that the Pope has failed to stop?

The signatories claim that the Pope has failed to stop the spread of seven heresies. Most of these concern the Church’s teaching on mortal sin. The Church’s teaching is that we cannot with full knowledge and deliberate consent choose to perform grave evil without cutting ourselves off from God’s grace (Catechism, 1857), and that we cannot live in a state in life which is contrary to God’s law without cutting ourselves off from the Sacrament of the Eucharist (1650).

Are those heresies contained in Amoris Laetitia (The Joy of Love)?
None of the passages of Amoris Laetitia cited by the correction explicitly denies that a person who knowingly and willingly commits grave evil cuts himself or herself off from God’s grace.

Amoris Laetitia does explore the possibility that a person who commits grave evil may in some cases not have full knowledge or deliberate consent when doing so, but precisely insofar as they lack full knowledge and/or deliberate consent, such a person is not necessarily committing mortal sin.
Amoris Laetitia also explores the process of healing the gravely sinful elements of a state in life which is contrary to God’s law, without necessarily abandoning that state in life altogether. Amoris Laetitia only speculates as to what may be possible in this context, and its teaching is not clear. The Church teaches that in ambiguous cases such as this one, “everyone should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his neighbor’s thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable way” (Catechism, 2478). That means interpreting ambiguous statements in continuity with the faith and practice of the Church, not in terms of a rupture with that faith and practice.

How can we gain clarity about the teaching of the Church on divorce and remarriage?

With magisterial authority, St. John Paul II declared that the Catechism of the Catholic Church is a “sure norm for teaching the faith” (Fidei Depositum 3). We may therefore look to the teaching of the Catechism on the Sacrament of Holy Matrimony (1601-1666), sin (1846-1879), and grace (1950-2029). Four Cardinals of the Catholic Church have also submitted five “dubia” to Pope Francis. A “dubium” is a question about faith and/or morals to which the faithful would like a magisterial answer, and “dubia” is the plural of “dubium.” Should Pope Francis answer the dubia, it would give us further guidance as to his intended teaching.

What should Catholics do now?

Catholics should pray for the Pope, for the signatories of the correction and for the Church. Jesus Christ himself promised to send his Holy Spirit so as to lead the Church into all truth (John 16:13), and to defend the Church from error (Matthew 16:18). Jesus is always faithful to his promises.

Critics of the Filial Correction are wrong. Here’s why

https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/correctio-filialis-a-response-to-some-critics 
By Joseph Shaw, September 29, 2017

[Same as article immediately following]
3 of 11 readers’ comments
1. Thank you for taking notice of the article that Dr. Dawn Eden Goldstein and I wrote about Amoris laetitia [AL] 303. Our article, however, was not a response to the “Correctio.” It was focused on how Professor Josef Seifert and others have read AL 303. We only mentioned the “Correctio” because it lists AL 303 as one of the problematic texts in the exhortation
You might be correct that there is no substantive change in meaning between the normative Latin text of AL, 303 and the other vernacular languages we mentioned. This, though, does not resolve the question of what the text actually means. Dr. Goldstein and I wrote our article to question the way Professors Seifert, Brugger and others understand the text. All of these interpreters seem to assume that “the generous response” owed to God in AL 303 necessarily involves objective sin. Dr. Goldstein and I do not believe the normative Latin text supports such a reading. There is no reason to believe that the “generous response” (liberale responsum) owed to God is the same as the "given situation” (statum quendam) “objectively at variance with the general mandate of the Gospel.” Furthermore, a "response" involves an act of the will, but a "given situation" is a condition and not a personal act. How does one respond with a situation or condition? Even in the other vernacular translations, there seems to be no reason to assume that “the generous response” (la risposta generosa; la respuesta generosa; la réponse généreuse; die grossherzige Antwort) is the same as “a situation” (una situazione; una situación; une situation; eine Situation). This is made even clearer by the Latin "non modo" (not only). Pope Francis is saying that conscience “can not only recognize a given situation to be objectively at variance with the general mandate of the Gospel,” but “it can also (etiam) recognize sincerely and honestly what may be (quod sit) the generous response owed to God in the present circumstances.” The language of “not only … but also” suggests that something else is discerned by conscience beyond a simple recognition that one’s present situation is “objectively at variance with the general mandate of the Gospel.” It would be absurd to think one could offer an objective sin to God. Dr. Goldstein and I, however, do not believe there is anything in the text that suggests that this is what Pope Francis meant. The offering to God is not something sinful but something good. It is something, as we said, "that moves in the right direction even though it does not completely rectify the objective irregularity of the situation."

What, though, might be the “generous response” or “offering” that the person owes to God? The Holy Father does not specify anything in particular because concrete cases vary so widely. We provided one hypothetical example in our article that fits perfectly with AL 303 and involves no sin whatsoever. Dr. Goldstein and I do not see how AL 303, when read correctly, undermines all of Catholic moral doctrine as Prof. Seifert suggests. Nor does the text imply that “any of the commandments of God are impossible for the justified” (cf. proposition 1 in the Correctio filialis and canon 18 of Trent’s Decree on Justification; D-H, 1568). Such a reading would only follow from the assumption that the “generous response” given to God is something objectively sinful. As we have argued, the text does not support such an interpretation. We don't judge the intentions of those who have complained about AL 303. We just believe they have misread the text. –Robert Fastiggi
2. Thank you for your editorial on the subject, but I'm more in line with the National Catholic Register's take on the subject, http://www.ncregister.com/d...
3. Yes, that is a safer and less controversial way of addressing the very serious state of affairs in the Church at this time. –Steve Jalsevac, LSN
Correctio Filialis: A response to some critics
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2017/09/correctio-filialis-response-to-some.html
By Joseph Shaw, September 29, 2017
The Filial Correction published last Sunday has attracted more support than I, as a signatory, had dared to hope. Additional signatures from pastors and academics have been submitted by the score; a petition in support has been signed by more than 10,000 people and counting; and it has been reported widely in the secular as well as the Catholic press. 
There has been very little in the way of substantive response to the Correction from those who support what it criticises. Here I — in a personal capacity — want to look succinctly at three of the more serious attempts to get to grips with it. This is made easier by the fact that they all make essentially the same, erroneous criticism 
First, Stephen Walford writes, characteristically:
It is difficult to know where to start on this one: the hypocrisy or the risible accusations of heresy against the Holy Father. I’ll go with hypocrisy.
Hypocrisy is the state of those whose beliefs do not correspond with their words, particularly when they wish others to uphold standards in which they do not believe. Does Walford seriously imagine that the signatories are insincere? What on earth is their motivation, Mr. Walford, if they don’t think their claims are even true? It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Walford does not actually believe that the signatories are hypocrites; he just likes the sound of the word.  The accusation, in fact, is quite literally hypocritical, as he insincerely accuses others of making insincere accusations. 
When he does get round to a substantial argument, it is that one of the quotations of Vatican I’s Pastor aeternus, in a footnote of the Correctio, leaves out a bit which he personally likes. This must be very important: we all know now that the most important passages of a document are the footnotes. This omitted bit is:
…the See of St. Peter always remains unblemished by any error, in accordance with the divine promise of our Lord and Saviour.
What does Walford imagine this passage means? Obviously, it is related to the doctrine of Papal Infallibility: ‘infallibility’ just means ‘unblemished by any errors’. So, does Pastor aeternus want us to think, like Rex in Brideshead Revisited, that when the Pope says ‘It’s raining’ it must be, even if when you look out of the window it is evident that it isn’t? No, Pastor aeternus is precisely the document which sets out the extremely limited circumstances in which one may say of the words of a Pope: ‘that statement is protected by the gift of infallibility’. 
Do these circumstances cover a pope’s private letter, say to the Bishops of Buenos Aires, which is subsequently leaked to the press? Do they include a pope’s agreement, perhaps a tacit one, to the printing of something, say guidelines for the application of Amoris laetitia composed by the Bishops of Malta, in the Vatican’s newspaper? No, Mr. Walford, these are not infallible acts of the Petrine teaching office; they are not acts of the Petrine teaching office at all. 
Walford’s key mistake, then, is to ignore the central claim of the Correctio, and to focus on something the Correctio goes out of its way not to say. The real claim is: the Pope has left us little doubt about how he wants us to understand and apply Amoris, and this understanding is in the last analysis incompatible with the Faith. What Walford would like it to be saying is that Amoris is unambiguously erroneous in itself. 
Certain passages of Amoris do, perhaps, point in a problematic direction, but for myself I was ready to read them in light of the preceding teaching of the Church — anyone who doubts this can read the blog posts I composed in the immediate aftermath of its publication. Heck, I even criticised Steve Skojec over it. Now it’s me who is the idiot, along with everyone else who tried to give it the benefit of the doubt. What is key here, however, is not the precise wording of Amoris, but the way Pope Francis has been indicating, non-magisterially, that it should be understood. 
It is this same error of Walford’s which is repeated by Robert Fastiggi and Dawn Eden Goldstein. They have found a discrepancy between the official Latin text and the English translation, and claim that the authors of the Correctio were led astray by this. Well, that is a potentially interesting point, though as a matter of fact many signatories’ first languages are those in which, according to Fastiggi and Goldstein, Amoris got a better translation. Furthermore, the difference it makes does not appear to make any substantive difference to the meaning of the passage. 
However, I’m not going to go into all the details because it is irrelevant. It is not that we are saying that the text of Amoris cannot be bent into some kind of orthodoxy. What we are saying is that it has become clear that orthodoxy is not what Pope Francis wants us to find there. 
Finally, there is Jacob Wood. Much of his article is accurate and helpful. What is less so is in claiming that the Correction causes scandal. It should be obvious to anyone who loves the Church that it would be far more scandalous if a pope favoured error and faithful Catholics all remained silent. I hardly think this point needs to be laboured. 
But his final verdict on the Correctio appears to be this:
None of the passages of Amoris Laetitia cited by the correction explicitly denies that a person who knowingly and willingly commits grave evil cuts himself or herself off from God’s grace.
Having made the necessary distinction between the Pope proposing heresy explicitly and promoting it, Wood fails to consider the (personal) acts of Pope Francis, many listed in the Correctio, which do favour this idea. But that is what the Correctio is ultimately about. 
As noted, the substantive responses to the Correctio are, so far, seriously lacking in substance. There is a reason for this, of course. Not only is their case weak, but the very act of engaging in detailed argument about the substantive issues leads the discussion in a direction in which, it would seem, Pope Francis does not want it to go. He could have cleared up the ‘confusion’ at any time by issuing an magisterial statement, but there is value in the ambiguity since it allows a variety of interpretations while some can still claim — correctly — that nothing contrary to the Faith has been formally promulgated.
As some of his defenders like to say, a dialogue, answering the dubia for example, would be a ‘trap’. In a sense, any clarification would be a reassertion of the primacy of theological clarity, the magisterium, and rules. 
But that position, or refusing to clarify, is crumbling now. We have now had two Cardinals, Müller and the Secretary of State, Cardinal Parolin, calling for a serious engagement between the Vatican and critics such as the signatories and the ‘dubia’ Cardinals. Perhaps, just perhaps, we are approaching the end game. 
Professor Pierantoni: Cardinal Burke Appears Pleased with Filial Correction

https://onepeterfive.com/professor-pierantoni-cardinal-burke-appears-pleased-filial-correction/ 
By Maike Hickson, September 29, 2017. Bold emphases theirs
Today, LifeSiteNews published an interview with Professor Claudio Pierantoni, one of the signatories of the recent “Filial Correction” of Pope Francis with regard to Amoris Laetitia. Professor Pierantoni is an Italian scholar who now lives and teaches in Chile. He has just recently published a lucid and excellent defense of Professor Josef Seifert – whose archbishop dismissed him because of his polite criticism of Amoris Laetitia – in which he calls the treatment of Professor Seifert to be a “persecution of orthodoxy.”
In this new interview – and when speaking about the history of the filial correction – Professor Pierantoni reveals that Cardinal Burke even seems to be pleased with the Filial Correction as it was first published on 24 September:

The formal correction, as you remember, was already promised for January. But in April, when we had the Rome conference, there still was no hint that Cardinal Burke was going to issue a correction. So, in a little group, we started to think about a lay correction. Then, in July, when our correction was taking its final shape and had gained a certain number of signatures, we heard with great pleasure that Cardinal Burke was again thinking of a correction on his part. […]

I think that now Cardinal Burke must proceed to issue his long promised correction. If I were him, I would call it a “fraternal correction” (better than “formal”). He has in fact given us hints that he approves of our “filial” initiative and feels supported by it, and so I’m sure he now knows that very soon is his time to act. Perhaps two or three more cardinals, or half a dozen bishops, will join. Maybe more, maybe less. But even if he were the only one, I think he must soon issue a correction. [Emphasis added]

Professor Pierantoni also highlights that there are many more supporters of the filial correction than the current signatories, but that they have held back their names due to outside pressures and due to fear. He also recounts how already some of the 45 theologians and scholars who had earlier issued a critique of the papal document Amoris Laetitia have been pressured into silence. He says, as follows:

I have heard from many people in Catholic institutions (here in Santiago and elsewhere) who have been directly threatened with this [to suffer reprisal for their public criticism of Amoris Laetitia], and therefore they didn’t sign. For example, I have heard from some people who signed the document of the 45 and they were told not to sign anything else or they would lose their position. Of course, one is more at risk depending on the kind of institution. I have heard of people being threatened, not directly from Rome but by the local institution, sometimes striving to be “more Roman than the Pope.” […]

I sent it [the filial correction] to 10 people, for example, and 7 out of 10 told me they didn’t want to sign it out of fear of reprisals. A few did not think they were prepared to make a direct correction of the pope, although they agreed on the content. I can tell you that many, many people basically agreed on the content, many more than those who signed. [Emphasis added]

This piercing report from Professor Pierantoni is being confirmed by a similar report as it was published today by Cardinal Gerhard Müller who said in an interview with Edward Pentin:

I heard it from some houses here [in Rome], that people working in the Curia are living in great fear: If they say one small or harmless critical word, some spies will pass the comments directly to the Holy Father, and the falsely accused people don’t have any chance to defend themselves. […] It’s the same in some theological faculties — if anybody has any remarks or questions about Amoris Laetitia, they will be expelled, and so on.
2 of 96 readers’ comments
1. I don't understand this spirit of "fear" from the shepherds of the Church - who are they more afraid of God or Francis? Let them take a lesson from the martyrs in the Middle East who are dying for their faith!
2. I do not wish to give credence to servile fear, as it is not credible. So, please note, I am not seeking to defend servile fear in anyway.
However, one thing is often overlooked when people discuss fearful shepherds (especially when they are quick to call them cowards): that of protecting their spiritual children, as in their particular flock.

One of the things I have spent much time in giving council to parents is over their legitimate fears for their children (and their fears are legion.) Every good pastor has many of the same fears for his spiritual children that biological parents have for their children and the primary fear is that they will be led astray by another.

So, many pastors may not speak out publicly, as in to the whole world, but they do speak out in their parishes from their pulpits etc. They try to nourish and guide their flocks according to the Catholic Faith even when their own Bishops or even the Pope are not, and they do so as a direct response to what those Bishops and even the Pope are doing and saying.

They do this in order to keep their spiritual children safe from spiritual harm. And many of them have a legitimate concern about being removed and 'who' will come to replace them. They know that the wolves and hirelings far outnumber the faithful shepherds and that if they are removed for speaking to the whole world the Truth, the one who will replace them will be chosen because he will not speak the Truth to the Parish let alone the world.

So, many of them remain silent in the 'press' but are anything but silent in the Pulpit or in the classroom etc.

When I reflect on the fears that I have about being removed, excommunicated, or laicized for speaking the Truth it is true that "what shall I do, how will I live" comes up, but it is not the most pressing of fears and it is usually immediately quelled upon prayer and an act of spiritual abandonment to God. However, the one that isn't quelled so easily, is what shall happen to my spiritual children?

Just yesterday I had several parishioners, at different times, express to me how they hoped that I would be able to stay here past my current time of assignment because they have grown in their faith and know the wasteland that surrounds them in the various parishes in my small Deanery. They were not even saying this because they thought I might be removed for speaking the Truth, even though I have told the parishes that I serve that this is a real possibility (I have spoken the hard truth several times at Diocesan meetings with the Bishop and even with members of the laity present.)

A Priest, especially a Parish Priest, and most especially a Pastor, is a Father and his natural place is in his home with his spiritual family, as in his parish. Which is why the idiotic post Vatican II practice of shuffling the deck every few years, which I suspect has everything to with homosexual predation, is so destructive of Parish Life. What would we say about a natural family that got a 'new' Father every six or twelve years? We would say that it is a disaster that will only beget chaos and ruin, which is exactly what it has begotten in the Church and I have told my Bishop this and requested to be allowed to remain in my little parishes until I die, because they are my family and I am a Father to them. And my spiritual family is no picnic! Yet, I love them and desire to remain with them so that I can lead as many of them to Salvation as is possible with the Grace of God.

So, please pray for the good shepherds that they are not inhibited by servile fear and that they would be governed by the Fear of the Lord and His Love above all things, but also remember that does not necessarily mean that all of them need to preach to the whole world via the internet or press, but if that is what God is calling them to, that they do so with Holy Boldness.

I have been in my assignment for several years and from the beginning had a parishioner who attacked me without mercy and made life very difficult. I prayed for him often and even rebuked him publically and warned him of hell. After almost eight years he came to me and repented and I absolved him and he died in a state of grace. Being a priest is the greatest blessing there is, and being separated from one's flock, even the difficult ones, is the greatest suffering there is for a priest. This is what many of them fear because they know Hell is real and that many of their children will end there if they are not constantly guided and nourished with the Saving Truth of Jesus Christ.

What I always tell parents is what I must hear myself: God is in charge and if they refuse your council you must continue to pray, fast and do penance for them to merit actual graces for them so that they may repent and be saved. Yet, do not force them to abandon you, if they are going to abandon you then make them do it because they are sinning not you. Tell them the Truth always in Love and explain that the Truth you tell them is Love.

The vast majority of Faithful Catholics are so because of Faithful Parents, naturally and spiritually. The fact that there are Faithful Catholics is due to the fact that there are Faithful Shepherds who taught them and nourished them with the Holy Catholic Faith, and much of that was face to face in a parish setting or at a conference, retreat etc..., not via the internet (yes, there are many Catholics who received their awakening to the Faith via the Internet, and thanks be to God for that!) The point is, that the people of God need Shepherds who will feed them the True Faith in their Parishes or they will perish.

When the time comes for the majority of the good shepherds to be driven into exile (and I fear that time is rapidly approaching in earnest as it has already begun) they will need to be supported by you the faithful laity: as in taken into your homes, succored, debts assisted with, bills paid etc. And not a few of them are old enough to beyond the ability to be gainfully employed elsewhere. And you need to go to them face to face and assure them of your support in this manner. Without the support of the laity in this manner, then all that is being said to these priests is that they must go to Calvary alone. Even Jesus went to Calvary with a faithful few who accompanied Him and remained with Him in His Holy Agony.

I think that the Church is mystically somewhere in here: Revelation 12: 13-17 "So when the dragon saw that he had been thrown down to the earth, he pursued the woman who had given birth to the male child. 14 But the woman was given the two wings of the great eagle, so that she could fly from the serpent into the wilderness, to her place where she is nourished for a time, and times, and half a time. 15 Then from his mouth the serpent poured water like a river after the woman, to sweep her away with the flood. 16 But the earth came to the help of the woman; it opened its mouth and swallowed the river that the dragon had poured from his mouth. 17 Then the dragon was angry with the woman, and went off to make war on the rest of her children, those who keep the commandments of God and hold the testimony of Jesus."

The Woman is, of course, Mary, but Mary is the archetype of Church. –Fr. RP
Criticism of Pope’s teaching not based on faulty translation: Filial Correction signer

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/criticism-of-popes-teaching-not-based-on-faulty-translation-filial-cor 
By Pete Baklinski, October 2, 2017
Five Catholic heavyweights, one of them a signer of the Filial Correction to Pope Francis, are challenging an argument put forward by two Catholic academics who claim that a major criticism of the Pope’s exhortation Amoris Laetitia (AL) is based on a faulty Vatican-rendered translation from Latin to English.

Dr. Robert Fastiggi and Dr. Dawn Eden-Goldstein argue that critics of Pope Francis’ teaching on marriage and family “misread and distort what Pope Francis actually says.” They have used their translation to cast doubt on the recent Filial Correction that accused Pope Francis of propagating heresy.

Fastiggi is a Professor of Systematic Theology at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit, Michigan, and Eden-Goldstein is a Professor of Dogmatic Theology at Holy Apostles College and Seminary in Cromwell, Connecticut.

In their September 26 La Stampa article titled Does Amoris Laetitia 303 Really Undermine Catholic Moral Teaching?, the authors provide what they say is a more accurate translation of Amoris Laetitia (AL) paragraph 303. They argue that critics have raised alarm “precisely upon what the Latin text does not say.”

At issue is paragraph 303 where Pope Francis speaks about “irregular couples” living in a situation that does not “correspond objectively to the overall demands of the Gospel.”

The official Vatican English translation reads: 

Yet 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, and come to see with a certain moral security that it is what God himself is asking amid the concrete complexity of one’s limits, while yet not fully the objective ideal. In any event, let us recall that this discernment is dynamic; it must remain ever open to new stages of growth and to new decisions which can enable the ideal to be more fully realized.

Catholic philosopher Dr. Josef Seifert logically deduced from this paragraph that if Pope Francis believes that adultery — to quote the exhortation — “is what God himself is asking” of couples in “irregular” situations, then there is nothing stopping any other intrinsically evil act, such as contraception and homosexuality, from eventually being justified.

It was for this reason that he called Amoris Laetitia a ticking “theological atomic bomb” that has the capacity to destroy all Catholic moral teaching.

But Fastiggi and Eden-Goldstein believe that critics “misread and distort” what Pope Francis is actually saying in AL 303. They say that the Vatican mistranslated the word “oblationem,” which means sacrificial offering, as well as the Latin word for "exemplar," which they say is poorly rendered as an "ideal." 

They suggest that their superior translation "shows that Pope Francis is clearly not saying that conscience may rightly discern that an objectively immoral act is not immoral."

Instead, he is noting that in some complex and irregular situations a person’s conscience will recognize that God is asking for a generous response, indeed an oblationem, or offering, that moves in the right direction even though it does not completely rectify the objective irregularity of the situation.

... It is very clear from the Latin text of Amoris laetitia 303 that Pope Francis is describing how conscience can discern that God himself is asking for a small step in the right direction in the midst of a mass of impediments and limitations. The Holy Father is not saying that God himself is asking certain people “to continue to commit intrinsically wrong acts such as adultery or active homosexuality.” This is a most unfortunate reading of the text by Seifert. Instead Pope Francis is saying that in certain difficult situations God is asking for a “generous response” (liberale responsum), an offering (oblationem)—that is, a step in the right direction.

Dr. Joseph Shaw, one of the organizers of the Filial Correction, said that looking for a more orthodox interpretation of the Pope’s teaching in no way casts doubt on the significance of the Correction.

“What’s at issue is no longer about squeezing out possible orthodox meanings from these passages,” he told LifeSiteNews. “It's about clearly unorthodox interpretations being favoured.”

“The Correctio makes very clear that Amoris Laetitia could be interpreted in different ways. The problem we are addressing derives from interpretations, which themselves do not have this ambiguity, which are contrary to the Faith, and which have been favoured by the Pope in non-magisterial ways,” he added. 

Shaw said the Filial Correction shows “beyond reasonable doubt” that the Pope desires his exhortation to be read and applied in “ways that are, in fact, heretical.”

“Whether the passages that are quoted from Amoris Laetitia could, by abstracting them from their context in this papacy and reading them in an alternative ecclesiastical universe, be read and applied in ways that involve no heresies is not a question that the Correction seeks to address. The authors of the Filial Correction are concerned only to respond to the ecclesial emergency caused by the Pope's actual propagation of positions which are, in fact, heretical,” he added. 

Professor of philosophy Dr. Peter Kwasniewski said that simply because a text can be translated in a more orthodox light does not solve the real problem of the text. 

“This proposed better translation simply moves the text from being indisputably heterodox to being disputably orthodox. That is, the new translation admits of an orthodox reading, but it does not preclude the heterodox reading that has been the operative principle of most implementations of Amoris Laetitia,” he told LifeSiteNews. 

“The two theologians are acting as if just because it now can be read in an orthodox way, therefore, it's OK. Whereas the truth is, a theological proposition should not admit of a heterodox reading, and this one does,” he added. 

Seifert told LifeSiteNews that he did not find Fastiggi and Eden-Goldstein’s argument convincing. 

“I do not see any essential difference between the Latin and official English text. Besides, I do not think that the Pope wrote the Latin (which seems to me to be pretty badly carried out). And it is unlikely that the Latin is the original text,” he said. 
While the Latin text has become the authoritative text of the exhortation, it is generally acknowledged that Latin was not the original language of composition. This could account for the fact that the Latin version was not officially released by the Vatican until after various vernacular had already been released. 

Dr. Christian Brugger, Senior Fellow of Ethics at the Culture of Life Foundation in Washington D.C., concluded after a detailed examination of the Latin text that Fastiggi and Eden-Goldstein’s proposed translation that would render AL 303 in a more orthodox light “is not justified by the text.”

In a small treatise on the matter sent to LifeSiteNews, Brugger said the Latin is clear that the “oblationem” or offering that “God himself is asking” of couples living in irregular situations refers back to the recognition that their state “is objectively at variance with the universal command of the Gospel.”

“So the text teaches that conscience not only can recognize the failure of my objectively adulterous second union to meet Jesus’ universal command; it also can recognize that this statum — this objectively adulterous state — is the best I can give here and now; and that with a 'firma conscientia' I can achieve 'a certain moral certitude' that God is asking me to make an 'oblatio' of this statum however far from the objective model of Gospel morality it may depart,” he said. 

Brugger said the overall meaning of the text is clear. 

“When the text refers to persons in civil unions not yet living up to the perfect objective demands of Gospel chastity, it is referring to civilly ‘remarried’ divorcees who are living in a sexually active marital-type relationships with someone other than their valid spouses,” he said. 

“It is these couples that the text is presently freeing to return to Holy Communion without requiring a radical emendation of life,” he added. 

Eduardo Echeverria, Professor of Philosophy and Systematic Theology at Sacred Heart Major Seminary in Detroit, has also penned an article in which he argues that the proper interpretation of AL 303 comes from reading it in light of the entire exhortation. 

"In sum, this logic of pastoral reasoning (as found in AL), in respect of the divorce and civilly married, is such that it appears to lead to the conclusion that God’s very will for these persons is that they are free to have sexual intimacy for the good of a faithful and stable but 'invalid marriage' because that benefits the children. This couple, according to Francis’ logic, is not living in a state of adultery, of grave habitual sin, and hence in contradiction to God’s law (Mt 19: 3-9)," he wrote in an article appearing in Catholic World Report. 

"This conclusion has fostered confusion in the Church," he added.

Catholics can never ‘assent’ to Communion for habitual adulterers: Filial Correction signer
https://www.lifesitenews.com/opinion/catholics-can-never-assent-to-communion-for-habitual-adulterers-filial-corr
By Joseph Shaw, October 2, 2017. Bold emphases theirs
The other day I had a long exchange on Twitter with Stephen Walford, which was a frustrating experience, so I thought I'd set out in more detail a few of the things he and others don't get about the Correctio Filialis.

As I've noted before, Walford and others like say that Pope Francis has not changed doctrine, only practice. But with the same breath, Walford appeals to Pope Francis' magisterial authority, and Catholics' obligations to believe, assent to, what he teaches, as applying to the new practice.

This suggests an incapacity to distinguish correctly between dogmatic and disciplinary acts. When I pointed out that 'assent' is something which only has relevance in relation to propositions, as opposed to commands (or questions, etc.), he still failed to see what difference it made.

It makes this difference: while Popes have the grace of office ('divine assistance') to help them make good disciplinary decisions (Walford gave the example of Pope St Pius X moving the age for First Communion), these are in a completely different category from dogmatic statements. They are assessed in relation to prudence; we don't ask if they are contained in the Deposit of Faith. That is why practice, including liturgy, can vary a fair amount from place to place and from time to time, whereas the Faith cannot. This is so even though what I mean by 'prudence' will take account of tradition and dogma, where these are relevant.

Walford needs the distinction because he wants to say that giving Communion to public sinners is a 'practice', not a dogma. But having climbed up by it he kicks it away, claiming for a practice what is only available for a dogma: an obligation to assent. New practices may oblige us in some ways, obviously: we are now obliged to abstain from meat on Fridays in England and Wales, and weren't before 2009. Other disciplinary changes may apply to us without bringing in any obligations, such as Pius X's ruling on the earliest date for First Holy Communion. But while we should have respect for the bishops, councils, and Popes who make disciplinary decisions, and abide by them where applicable, there is absolutely no reason for us not to criticise them or campaign for them to be changed. The present discipline on the Eucharistic Fast, for example, is ludicrous, and I and others have urged a change to it - while, obviously, observing it in the meantime. There is nothing disobedient about that.

If what is going on with Communion for the divorced and remarried was a matter of disciplinary change, we would expect a clear, legally effective statement to that effect from the Holy See, since the present discipline is a matter of law. We have seen nothing of the kind, and the Code of Canon Law still strictly prohibits the practice which, as far as it is possible to see, the Bishops of Buenos Aires and Malta want to apply. (I've just checked: yep, Canon 915 is still there.)

Another thing -- I'd say 'trick' but I think Walford is confused, not deceitful -- is the treatment of the Ordinary Magisterium. Walford points out that the Ordinary Magisterium is binding on Catholics, and can teach infallibly. 
These claims are true. Since Pope Francis has not issued the kind of formal document that would count as an act of the Extraordinary Magisterium, Walford suggests that he is teaching with the authority of the Ordinary Magisterium. Walford appears to think that the Ordinary Magisterium is anything the Pope says to change whatever the Pope wants to change, but this is not so.

First, if Walford is correct that the change at issue is disciplinary, not dogmatic, the Pope does not need the Ordinary Magisterium. The Magisterium does not come into it. Disciplinary matters are laid out by reference to disciplinary/legislative authority, not teaching / magisterial authority. The Pope's authority to make disciplinary changes are in fact limited by law: though he can change the law, he must make the changes he wants to make through the law. If he refuses to change Canon 915, for example, priests are still bound by it however much he may, non-legislatively, tell them to act contrary to it. To obey the Supreme Legislator, the Pope, they must obey Canon 915.

Secondly, the Ordinary Magisterium, like the Extraordinary Magisterium, does not exist to change doctrine. Walford points out that it happens that Catholics become obliged to believe certain things, such as the Assumption, only when they are dogmatically defined. This is true, but they already believed things which implied the apparently new doctrine. Christ gave the Church the Deposit of Faith, and everything binding about the Faith is contained in that.

Since we don't (indeed, can't) articulate to ourselves and then believe all the things which are implied by our existing beliefs, we can discover new things to believe which aren't exactly new, but implicit in our existing beliefs. I might not realise, for example, that 317 is a prime number, but its being a prime number is a logical consequence of other things I do believe. In the case of doctrine, it becomes an obligation to believe those implications of the Deposit of Faith which are drawn out authoritatively, from the Deposit of Faith, by the Church, by the Ordinary or Extraordinary Magisterium.

The Ordinary Magisterium can draw these things out without a General Council or an Ex Cathedra statement by the Pope. But for it to make sense to say that something has been taught by the Ordinary Magisterium, it has to be part of the Deposit of Faith. As Cardinal Pell said, you can't have 'doctrinal backflips'. That would suggest that the Deposit of Faith had changed. Or that the Truth was a liar.

Walford also claimed that you can't use the content of purportedly authoritative doctrinal statements as part of the process of working out whether Catholics are obliged to believe them. Presumably, he imagines that only the outward form of pronouncements is important. It is strange indeed that we are having this discussion, because the present issue has arisen in the form it has precisely because Pope Francis has declined to use recognised, authoritative forms to make the assertions which he apparently wants us to accept, if his endorsement of the Maltese and Buenos Aires guidelines, for example, is to be believed. Walford should postpone his championing of the outward form of dogmatic pronouncements until the time when he has some to show us.

Rather than go on about that, therefore, I will simply repeat that the Ordinary Magisterium is what the Church has always taught. An infallible use of the Ordinary Magisterium takes place when a Pope or Council reiterates what the Church has always taught, when, for example, it has been contradicted. It is not a tool to remake doctrine, and it cannot contradict itself. Popes cannot bind their successors in terms of discipline and law, but popes are certainly bound by their predecessors, and by the Doctors and Fathers, in terms of interpreting the Deposit of Faith. These are all, clearly, matters of the content of dogmatic statements.

Another issue is raised by Austen Ivereigh. Ivereigh likes to point out that not all the divorced and remarried are necessarily in a state of mortal sin, and that for this reason, Pope St John Paul II allowed such as are living as 'brother and sister' to receive Communion. This is true, and opponents of the kind of practice advocated by the bishops of Malta and Buenos Aires should avoid saying either that all divorced and remarried Catholics are barred from Communion, or that priests should refuse Communion to those the priest judges to be in a state of mortal sin.

The discipline of the Church is different. Canon 915 says that those 'obstinately persevering in manifest grave sin are not to be admitted to holy communion.'

Those not known to be obstinately persevering in grave sin - i.e. those not doing so 'manifestly' - are not to be refused Communion. The discipline is helpful to public-manifest-grave sinners, and is fitting in terms of the nature of the Blessed Sacrament, because it prevents a sacrilege. But the reason they are refused and others are not is because of scandal to the congregation. 

Ivereigh's suggestion is that what has changed a little in how divorced and remarried couples are treated (e.g. not insisting they live separately) could change some more. But although the argument of scandal may seem weak to modern eyes, it goes back to the discipline of the early Church and the words of St Paul. Here is the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, in the year 2000.
The prohibition found in the cited canon [915], by its nature, is derived from divine law and transcends the domain of positive ecclesiastical laws: the latter cannot introduce legislative changes which would oppose the doctrine of the Church. The scriptural text on which the ecclesial tradition has always relied is that of St. Paul: "This means that whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily sins against the body and blood of the Lord. A man should examine himself first only then should he eat of the bread and drink of the cup. He who eats and drinks without recognizing the body eats and drinks a judgment on himself.


Opus Dei leader says Filial Correction signers ‘attack the pope’
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/opus-dei-leader-says-filial-correction-signers-attack-the-pope 
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, October 4, 2017
An Opus Dei leader has denounced the signatories of a recently-published “filial correction” of Pope Francis regarding “heresies” propagated by the pontiff.  

The order’s Vicar General, its second-ranked prelate, accused the more than two hundred scholars and clergy who have signed the Correction of “attack[ing] the pope” and airing the Church’s dirty laundry in public. 

“Lamentably this isn’t the first time in the history of the Church in recent years in which there are groups of people that attack the pope, some of whom, I imagine, with good intention,” Monsenor Mariano Fazio told the Argentinean daily La Nacion in an interview published on September 29.

“It seems to me that, on one hand, that it’s an example of the freedom of opinion that exists in the Church and that the pope respects,” added Fazio. “It seems to me on the other hand that it’s a completely erroneous method because, if we’re talking about a filial relationship, a child doesn’t ‘correct’ his father in public.”

“Any member of the faithful, bishop, cardinal, or layman, has the right to tell the Pope what he thinks for the good of the Church, but it seems to me that he doesn’t have the right to do so publicly, and to scandalize the whole Church with these manifestations of disunity,” Fazio said.

Opus Dei, meaning “work of God,” is an organization recognized by the Catholic Church that teaches that the ordinary life is a path to sanctity. It was founded in Spain in 1928 by priest and Saint Josemaría Escrivá.

Asked about the adherence to the Correction of the Italian Opus Dei supernumerary Ettore Gotte Tedeschi, who formerly led the Vatican Bank, Fazio said, “I regard him also as having made a mistake, like the rest of those who have signed.”

Fazio also expressed his desire that members of the Roman Curia “have a greater spirit of collaboration and service with the reform that the pope wants to carry out,” and claimed there is only “a small group that resists the pope,” which he characterized as a “noisy minority.”

Fazio’s rejection of public acts of correction contrasts sharply with the words of the Filial Correction, which cites  the public rebuke of St. Peter by St. Paul recounted in the latter’s Epistle to the Galatians, and adds, “Thomas Aquinas notes that this public rebuke from a subject to a superior was licit on account of the imminent danger of scandal concerning the faith (Summa Theologiae 2a 2ae, 33, 4 ad 2), and ‘the gloss of St Augustine’ adds that on this occasion, “Peter gave an example to superiors, that if at any time they should happen to stray from the straight path, they should not disdain to be reproved by their subjects” 

Correction continues to gain support
The Filial Correction was submitted privately to the pope in August and made public on September 23. It was initially endorsed by 62 scholars and clergy, but the number has since grown to 216, with new signatures being added daily. 
The Correction states that Pope Francis has “effectively upheld” seven heretical propositions regarding the sinfulness of adultery, binding nature of moral law, and the reception of the sacraments of the Catholic Church, although it does not judge him personally guilty of the sin of heresy.

The document is written in a respectful but firm tone, expressing “profound grief” at the necessity of correcting the pope, “on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness.”

Critics of the Correction have responded with a barrage of mudslinging but have said little about the substance of the document. The Vatican’s Secretary of State, Cardinal Pietro Parolin, has called for dialog with the signers.

Filial Correction an act of loyalty to Pope: organizer responds to Opus Dei leader

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/filial-correction-an-act-of-loyalty-to-pope-organizer-responds-to-opus-dei 
By Diane Montagna, Rome, October 4, 2017
The number of signatories of the “filial correction,” charging Pope Francis with permitting the spread of seven heresies, at least by omission, has risen to 216. That is up from 40 when the letter was delivered to the Pope’s residence at Santa Marta on August 11, and 62 when the document was made public on September 24.

But the Correction has also met with criticism, including from a high-ranking priest of Opus Dei.

On September 30, the Vicar General of the Prelature, Msgr. Mariano Fazio of Argentina, accused the authors in an interview with La Nación of attacking the pope, sowing disunity and using the “totally wrong method.”

“If it is a filial relation, a son does not ‘correct’ his father in public,” Msgr. Fazio said.

The second in command of Opus Dei continued: “Any faithful, bishop, cardinal, lay person has the right to tell the pope what he sees fit for the good of the Church. But it seems to me that he has no right to do so publicly and to scandalize the whole Church with these manifestations of disunity.”

We spoke to Joseph Shaw, Fellow and Tutor in Philosophy at St. Benet’s Hall, Oxford University. Professor Shaw, who serves as spokesman for the filial correction authors, responded to charges that he and the other signatories are airing the Church’s dirty laundry in public. We also discussed why it was necessary to make the Correction public, and in what sense Catholics are called to always “be with the Pope.”

LifeSite: Professor Shaw, Msgr. Fazio has accused the authors and signatories of the “filial correction” — particularly those who are members of Opus Dei — of attacking the Pope and scandalizing the whole Church, saying that “a son should not ‘correct’ his father in public.” In Genesis 9:23, we read about Noah’s sons (Shem and Japheth) “covering the nakedness of their father” out of respect for him, and this was in a private setting. Does Msgr. Fazio have a point? Are the authors and organizers of the “filial correction” scandalizing the Church?
Dr. Shaw: Scandal is a complex concept which should be used with care. Scandal is given when a person’s words or actions cause others to sin. It can be deliberate—‘formal scandal’—or inadvertent—‘material scandal.’ It is also possible for people to ‘take scandal’ without justification, such as the Pharisees who accused Our Lord of blaspheming, when in reality he merely spoke the truth.

As far as ordinary Catholics are concerned, when we see something which is apparently bad happening within the Church, we must be aware that knowledge of this bad thing by a wider audience may cause people to sin: it may undermine their faith, cause them to neglect their religious duties, or, if not Catholic, harden them to the truths of the Gospel. For this reason we can say not only that it is a scandal if, say, a priest is too fond of drink, but also that a person revealing such a thing causes scandal.

However, the situation is complicated by the fact that revealing a private vice is also wrong because it is detraction: it endangers the priest’s good name, which is a very serious matter.

When the bad things happening in the Church are not so much private failings as serious injustices to others, and especially when they begin to be reported, there is an instinct to seek to protect the Church’s reputation by denial, by seeking to explain them away, or by covering them up. What has become very evident in recent decades, however, is that, understandable as this instinct is, it should be resisted. First and foremost, it works against justice. Secondly, it actually causes scandal, because those who become aware of the reality of the situation and of Catholics’ reactions to it are put off the Church because of our apparent indifference to justice. Thirdly, even in the narrowest terms of dealing with bad publicity, it is very often counter-productive, especially in the longer term.

These are hard-learnt lessons of the clerical sex-abuse crisis, perhaps the most expensive education Catholics have had in history.

Non-Catholics, especially serious-minded non-Catholic Christians suspicious of the role of the Pope in the Church, will be scandalised very deeply by the impression that, when a Pope speaks and writes in ways apparently at variance with the Church’s earlier teaching, faithful Catholics remain silent. It will confirm for them the caricature of Catholics as brain-washed slaves of the Pope.

Catholics with respect for the Papal office are vulnerable in a different way, since when they see what appears to be a Pope offering a way out from difficult moral teachings, they will be tempted to ignore those teachings in their own lives: often, indeed, tempted to go much further than anything directly justified by the Pope’s words. These Catholics’ scandal will be deepened by the silence of faithful Catholics, especially pastors and academics known for their earlier defence of these teachings.

There is no question, in this situation, of the signatories ‘revealing their father’s nakedness’: the fact to which they draw attention is evident to all. Indeed, the appearance of a discrepancy between Pope Francis’ indications about the correct interpretation of Amoris laetitia, and the teaching of Pope St. John Paul II and the tradition in general, is something emphasized above all by those who present themselves as supporters of Pope Francis. The only question which remains is whether Catholic pastors and academics would give the impression, in turn, of acting like weather-vanes, and simply change their beliefs to suit the prevailing officially-sanctioned view: keeping ready to change back again under the next pope as necessary. It would certainly cause a scandal if no Catholics were prepared at least to ask some insistent questions about what is going on.

Perhaps critics of the signatories mean, however, that the Correctio causes scandal by revealing divisions in the Church, which would better be covered up. Again, however, these divisions have been emphasised by the Pope’s supposed partisans, who have criticised those still basing their views on the teaching of Pope St John Paul II when, according to them, it has been overturned. What is needed, where there are divisions, is respectful dialogue and a resolution of differences.

If we are to speak of filial obligations, we should remember that the Father to whom ultimate loyalty is due is our heavenly Father. When it comes to popes, we also owe loyalty not only to the current holder of the papal office, but to all the popes who have carried out their office of teaching the faith given to them by that Heavenly Father. The Correctio is an act of loyalty and duty towards our Heavenly Father and our human fathers in the faith, most especially those popes who have transmitted the teaching on marriage and the Eucharist given by Jesus Christ Himself in obedience to His Father.

The “filial correction” has drawn considerable attention in both Catholic and secular media. Why did the authors and organizers of the correction go public with it? And why is it not a “display of disunity,” as the Argentinian Vicar General of Opus Dei suggests? 
Those Catholics concerned about the direction of the debate about remarriage and Communion, and related issues, have made repeated attempts to express these concerns in ways which would not create a public impression of opposition to the person of the Pope. The ‘Filial Appeal’, signed by 800,000 people, was part of a debate called for by Pope Francis before he had composed Amoris. The letter of the ‘13 Cardinals’ and the ‘45 academics and pastors’ appeal to Cardinals’ were, alike, not intended to be public documents. Obviously, in this way these initiatives observed both the letter and the spirit of Matthew 18:15-17 on speaking first to one’s brother in private.

The ‘dubia’ of the four cardinals, like the Correction, was only made public when Pope Francis declined to discuss the matter with the cardinals in any way. This is not the history of a group of Catholics who wish to attack either the person of the present Pope or the Papal office.

It should also be emphasised that Canon 212 permits and encourages lay Catholics not only to manifest their concerns to their superiors, but also to each other. The latter is necessary where there is a danger to the Faith and of scandal to ordinary Catholics which is not being addressed by the proper authorities: in this case, the Holy Father. This is clearly the case where the authorities have declined to respond to a non-public appeal.
Disunity is being displayed in a very public way by Bishops’ Conferences, such as those of Germany and Poland, issuing contrasting guidelines for the application of Amoris, not by those who, concerned about this disunity, appeal for an act of the Magisterium which would bring it to an end.

It is true that the Correction is more strongly worded than previous initiatives: this reflects the escalating seriousness of the situation, and the absence of a response from Pope Francis to the earlier documents.

Can you point to a passage in Scripture, a Doctor or Father of the Church, or perhaps even a famous piece of Literature, that illustrates your point?
Both Testaments of Scripture are replete with examples of subordinates criticising superiors in public. The criticism of the leaders of Israel by prophets and priests, from the public humiliation of King Saul by Samuel, the denunciation of King Ahab by Elijah, and the attack on Herod the Tetrarch by St John the Baptist, are in general the criticism of official, and usually divinely sanctioned, authority, by persons who may have been inspired by God, but who lacked institutional standing. This pattern is taken to its logical extreme by the condemnation of the Elders by the prophet Daniel when only a child (Dan 13:45ff). Our Lord made the situation clear when, while eviscerating the Chief Priests, Scribes, and Pharisees, he acknowledged nonetheless that they held ‘the seat of Moses’, a position which meant that people should listen to them as speaking with authority, despite all their shortcomings (Matthew 23:2-3).  

Private remonstrations also take place, a notable example being the prophet Nathan’s criticism of King David, but even this was not intended as a way to hush things up. Nathan speaks of God’s coming punishment of David: ‘For thou didst it secretly: but I will do this thing in the sight of all Israel, and in the sight of the sun.’ (2 Sam 12:12). In the other cases, it is fair to assume that the prophets realised that the time for private discussion had passed (Matthew 18:15-17). We may take it that this was also so in the famous confrontation of St Peter by St Paul (Gal 2:11).

Commenting on that last passage, St Thomas Aquinas wrote: ‘Where there is a proximate danger to the faith, prelates must be rebuked, even publicly, by subjects. Thus, St. Paul, who was subject to St. Peter, rebuked him publicly.’ (Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians 2:14)

It should be emphasised that when an inferior criticises a superior, he takes a great risk, as demonstrated in a number of the cases mentioned. He does this not only out of zeal for justice, but out of love of the superior. This is a theme particularly developed by Shakespeare, in the Winter’s Tale, and even more famously in King Lear. In the latter Lear banishes Cordelia and the Duke of Kent for speaking of truth and justice when he wanted flattery. They alone, however, are later revealed as loyal subjects.

It is not criticism which is most to be feared by those in positions of authority, but flattery. As Pope Francis expressed it: ‘The hypocrite is capable of destroying a community. While speaking gently, he ruinously judges a person. He is a killer.’

Again: ‘The hypocrite always uses language to flatter,’ ‘feeding into one’s vanity.’

Msgr. Fazio has said that Opus Dei, like all Catholics, “is always with the Pope.” Do you agree that it is always important to “be with the Pope”?
Of course I agree that we Catholics must always be with the Pope. But we must understand correctly what “to be with the Pope” really means. “To be with,” understood in a correct sense, means to love: that, of course, also implies to help and support, provided that our help and support are in favour of words and actions that are true and just. Now, not all words and actions that come from a Pope are necessarily and absolutely true and just. So, in case they aren’t, true love may justly express itself in the form of a correction. To correct someone who is wrong is a necessary part of human love. To omit a correction when it is necessary would indeed be a grave sin. We know that, under certain conditions, the Pope is infallible (this is noted in the Correction). But it is clear on a number of grounds that we are not dealing with infallible teaching in Amoris Ch. 8, and indeed, early in Amoris Pope Francis distances what he is doing from a contribution to the Magisterium, writing (section 3):

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.

Commemorantes tempus superius esse quam spatium, confirmare volumus non cunctas doctrinales, morales vel pastorales disputationes per magisterii declarationes esse absolvendas.
So it states says that not only these questions are now not addressed with a magisterial kind of statement on the doctrinal level, but also on the moral and pastoral level. It is clear, then, that we have here, properly speaking, no new magisterium, neither doctrinal nor pastoral. It follows, then, that we must go on giving our full assent and support, in these matters, to the really existing Magisterium, settled by the previous Popes, and contrast any kind of opposition to it, whether it comes from theologians or from the Pope himself as a private doctor. It is not enough to say that his opinions are formally contained in a document of the magisterium, when the document itself states explicitly that it is renouncing to make magisterial statements both on a doctrinal and pastoral level.

Is there anything else you would like to add?
Something profoundly worrying about criticisms of the signatories of the Correction specifically for speaking out about problems which every informed Catholic already knows about, is the mindset it reveals, one focused not on the truth, but on appearances. It is strongly reminiscent of the mindset at work in abusive families, where children are taught to pretend things are all right, when they are not: certain topics are not to be broached, certain facts are not to be referred to. This attitude can be enforced not by the abusive parent directly, but by other family members who are trying to keep up appearances and hold the family together. It is nevertheless profoundly unhealthy, and indeed is linked to psychological disorders in the children.
We should fear any such attitude, however well-intentioned, invading the Church. If there are problems, we should talk about them, and not pretend they do not exist.

4 of 33 readers’ comments
1. If anybody is helping to hurt the Church - it's those who are attacking the authors of the filial correction - including the Opus Dei number 2, Msgr. Mariano Fazio of Argentina
2. Those who decry any public correction (or even a dubia) seem to have little or no concern for the countless souls that could be led astray by erroneous or unclear teaching. When souls are in danger, charity demands a sense of urgency to act.

Anyone who has been paying attention knows in their heart that Pope Francis had no intention to respond to the dubia. Good people cannot in good conscience remain silent and allow deadly poison to spread.

3. I get the impression that they simply do not believe that there are any souls in danger. And if you take the belief in God's Mercy to the extreme, no souls are, because it wouldn't be "fair" to have anyone go to Hel for and eternity just for a short term lapse / life of sin.

They may believe Hel exists as a theoretical/theological concept, but either no human soul inhabits it, or human souls "pass through" as an additional cleansing step. All are saved, and Hel is purgatory.

Even if God WANTS all to be saved, of course this negates human free will and makes our life of struggle meaningless with regard to our final destination. That really would be cruel, wouldn't it? We have the illusion of freedom, but we are really just toys, firmly pre-destined.

4. I commend Dr. Shaw for clearly answering the critics of the Filial Correction once again.

I am struck by the following words of Mons. Fazio:
"If it is a filial relation, a son does not ‘correct’ his father in public”.

It seems that Mons. Fazio forgets that the correction was not made public immediately. Indeed, his focus on the duty of a son (i.e. that a son should not correct his father in public) is very telling, for in doing so, he completely neglects the duties of a father towards his son. The duties of a father are, among other things, to provide a good example to his children, to teach them what is good and true, to be loving, to be faithful and steadfast. Mons. Fazio evidently does not believe that the Holy Father has been at all deficient in his duties to his sons.

He then goes on to talk about scandal. Who gives the greater scandal: a son who acts like a son ought to act or the father who does not act as a father should by ignoring the pleas of his children? Surely Mons. Fazio, the answer is obvious.

“The correctio? The method is incorrect: they do not discuss, they condemn”
http://www.lastampa.it/2017/10/04/vaticaninsider/eng/inquiries-and-interviews/the-correctio-the-method-is-incorrect-they-do-not-discuss-they-condemn-D7UTkUt9QdTbArDkCCZ4TN/pagina.html
By Andrea Tornielli, October 4, 2017
They judge and condemn. And moreover, they use "an incorrect method". Italian philosopher Rocco Buttiglione, a profound connoisseur of John Paul II's thought, in this long interview with Vatican Insider tackles all the accusations of heresy that the signatories of the recent "correctio filialis” have addressed to the current Pontiff.  
  

What do you think of the "correctio filialis" sent to the Pope and the fact that a group of scholars made such heavy statements about Peter's successor?   

"Jesus did not write a manual of metaphysics or theology. He entrusted himself to a group of men and then to one, Peter. He promised them the Holy Spirit’s assistance. Here a group of men stand as judges over the Pope. They do not raise objections, they do not argue. They judge and condemn. Who authorised them to judge the Pope?"  

  

Some signatories of the document, after its publication, claim that they had never said the Pope was heretical. But doesn’t this document entail this?   

"Let us read the text, "we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness". If this is not an accusation of heresy, then I do not know what it is. The signatories of the document who say that they did not call the Pope a heretic perhaps did not read the text they signed".  

  

Before going over the 7 heresies, I would like to take a minute on the language used: the authors include certain affirmations (propositions) suggesting that the Pope wrote, said or supported them: actually, none of these were affirmed by Francis. Is this a correct method?   

"No, it is not a correct method. The propositions do not correctly summarize the Pope's thought. Let's take an example: in their second proposition they attribute to the Pope the affirmation that the divorced/remarried person who chooses to remain in this state with full knowledge of the nature of their act and full consent of the will to that act, is in God's grace. The Pope says another thing: in some cases, a divorced/remarried person who remains in that state without full knowledge and full consent can be in God's grace ".  

  

Why is this example significant?   

"Critics began by arguing that under no circumstances can remarried-and-divorced be in God's grace. 
Then someone (I, for example) reminded them that to have a mortal sin is necessary not only to have a grave matter (and adultery is certainly a grave matter of sin) but also to have full knowledge and full consent of the will to that act. Now they seem to be going backwards: they have also understood that in some cases the remarried-and-divorced may be guilty due to subjective extenuating factors (lack of full knowledge and full consent of the will to that act). And what do they do to cover up their retreat? They attribute to the Pope the affirmation that the divorced/remarried person who remains in his situation with full knowledge and full consent of the will to that act is nevertheless in a state of grace. This falsification of the Pope's position to which they are forced to, tells us how desperate their situation is from a logical point of view. They implicitly admit that there are some situations in which the divorced/remarried person can receive Communion, however, all the revolt against Amoris laetitia arose from the visceral refusal of this possibility ".  

  

When the Church condemned propositions judged heretical, it was always precise in establishing what had been said along with the intention of the one who had said it. In this case, this has not been done...

The “Correctors” like to take up a position as, let's say, the new Inquisition, but they obviously do not know the procedures..."  

  

About the 7 "heresies" attributed to the Pontiff, we can see that they all revolve around the issue of communion with the remarried-and-divorced. Are they justified in your view?   

"The first correction attributes to the Pope the affirmation that grace is not sufficient to allow man to avoid all sins. The Pope clearly says something else: man's cooperation with grace is often insufficient and partial. For this reason, he cannot avoid all sins. Cooperation with grace also takes place over time. When man begins to move towards salvation, he often carries with him a load of sins, which he will be freed from only a little at a time. For this reason, a person who still cannot carry out entirely the works of law, can be in God's grace. It’s the notion of venial sins".  

   

We have already spoken about the second, what about the third correction?   

"The third correction attributes to the Pope the affirmation that it is possible to know God's commandment and violate it, despite remaining in God's grace. Here too, the Pope clearly says something else: it is possible to know the words of the commandment and not understand them or not recognize them in their true meaning. Cardinal Newman distinguished between a notional assent (I understood the verbal meaning of a proposition) and real consent (I understood what it means for my life). Saint Thomas says also something similar when he speaks of error made in good faith ".  

  

The fourth censorship attributes to the Pope the affirmation that a sin can be committed by obeying the will of God.   

"Probably the authors of the censorship have in mind a passage by Amoris laetitia in which the Pope says that when a couple of remarried-and-divorced decide to live together as a brother and sister (i.e. to act according to the law of the Lord) it may happen that they end up having sexual relations with third parties and destroying the nest they had created and in which their children found the right environment for their growth. The Pope does not draw conclusions from this empirical statement. However, if conclusions are to be drawn, a great deal of malice and prejudice is needed to draw the same conclusion proposed by the censors. The most obvious conclusion is: the confessor recommends the couple to interrupt sexual intercourse but seriously considers their fear of not making it and of moving from sin (the adultery) to a worse sin (the adultery + the betrayal of the second relationship). The confessor accompanies the couple until their inner maturity allows them to take the step required by moral law."  

  

The fifth proposition attributes to the Pope the affirmation that the sexual acts of divorced-and-remarried together can be good and pleasing to God.   

"Here probably the author has in mind a passage from AL where the Pope says that "Yet 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, and come to see with a certain moral security that it is what God himself is asking amid the concrete complexity of one’s limits, while yet not fully the objective ideal". The Pope does not say that God is happy with the fact that remarried-and-divorced continue to have sexual intercourse with each other. Consciousness recognizes that it is not in conformity with the law. However, consciousness also knows that it has begun a journey of conversion. One still sleeps with a woman who is not his wife but has stopped taking drugs and going with prostitutes, found a job and takes care of his children. He has the right to think that God is happy with him, at least in part (Saint Thomas would say: secundum quid). God is not happy with the sins he continues to do. He is happy with the virtues that he has begun to practice and of course he expects him to take other steps forward the next day ".  

  

Can you give another example of this situation?  

"Imagine a father who has a sick son and the child improves. He still has fever but has stopped vomiting, the child manages to keep in his stomach what he eats and has started a therapy that seems to work. The father is happy. Is he happy about the fact that the child is sick? No, he is pleased that his son gives symptoms of improvement and healing. Think for a moment of the widow of the Gospel who offers two small copper coins to the treasure of the Temple. Jesus comments: this woman has given much more than the rich and powerful who have poured tons of gold and silver coins. 
Those have given what they had of superfluous, she gave everything she had. In the same way God perhaps rejoices more for an uncertain step towards the good made by one who was born in a divided family, was baptized but never truly evangelized, never had before the eyes an example of true love between a man and a woman, grew up within the dominant ideology for which sex is real and love does not exist, rather than a flawless observance of the law by someone who had good parents, good examples, good teachers, a good parish priest and (perhaps more important than everything) a good wife."  

  

Let us come to the sixth censorship, which makes the Pope say: there are no intrinsically bad acts but, depending on the circumstances, every human act can be good or bad.   

"Here they want to flatten the Pope on the so-called "ethics of the situation". Once again Amoris laetitia says another thing, which is absolutely traditional, something we have all studied as children in the catechism of the Catholic Church, not only in the new catechism of Saint John Paul II but also in the old catechism of Saint Pius X. To have a mortal sin, three conditions are necessary: the grave matter (the adultery is always and without exception a grave matter of sin), the full knowledge (I know that what I am doing is evil) and full consent of the will to that act (I choose freely to do what I am doing). If there is no full knowledge and full consent, a mortal sin can become a venial sin. The Action is always wrong, but the person who does it does not always bear the entire responsibility. As in criminal law: murder is always a serious crime. The penalty, however, can be very different: you drive according to all the rules and a drunk driver throws himself under the wheels of your car. Maybe you will be acquitted or you will get away with a small penalty. You do not respect the rules of the code, drive under the influence of alcohol or drugs and kill someone. You will have a severe sentence. You use the car as a weapon to kill a person you hate. You deserve life imprisonment."  

  

In the seventh and final "filial correction” of the document, the Pope is accused of wanting to give communion to the divorced-and-remarried "who do not express contrition for their state of life and a firm purpose of amendment with regard to it".   

"The Pope wants to accompany the divorced who have contrition for their state of life and the firm intention to amend themselves. He doesn't say that we must give them Eucharist always and in any case. He says, however, that they must be accompanied in the concrete situation in which they find themselves and that their level of subjective responsibility must also be assessed. The end point of the journey is (if reconciliation with the true spouse is not possible) the renunciation of sexual intercourse. There are, however, many stages along the way. There may be cases where a person can be in God's grace because of subjective extenuating factors (lack of full knowledge and full consent) even if he continues to have sexual relations with his partner. Think of a woman who would like to make this choice of chastity but the man does not, and if she were to impose it on him, he would feel betrayed and would destroy the bond of love in which their children are growing up. Who would refuse subjective extenuating circumstances to a woman who continues to have sexual intercourse with her man while, on the other hand, she persists in her attempt to persuade him to make a choice of chastity? In the canonical discipline that does not admit divorced-and-remarried to the sacraments, we must distinguish two elements or, if you like, two different reasons. The first is a reason that derives from moral theology. Adultery is intrinsically bad and can never be justified. However, this does not prevent the person from not being entirely responsible for that transgression due to subjective extenuating circumstances. There is an absolute impossibility of giving Eucharist to those who are in mortal sin (and this rule is of Divine law and therefore imperative) but if, due to the lack of full knowledge and full consent, there is no mortal sin, communion can be given, from the point of view of moral theology, also to a remarried-and-divorced. There is also another prohibition, not moral but legal. Extra-marital coexistence clearly contradicts the law of God and generates scandal. In order to protect the faith of the people and strengthen the conscience of the indissolubility of marriage, legitimate authority may decide not to give communion to remarried-and-divorced even if they are not in mortal sin. However, this rule is a human law and the legitimate authority can allow exceptions for good reason."  

  

Does it seem to you that the signatories of the correction take into account possible mitigating circumstances?   

"If we compare this last document with the previous ones, it is not difficult to see the traces of a certain embarrassment. Previous documents completely ignored the issue of attenuating circumstances. Now they are trying to take that into account. To do this, they must pretend not to understand what the Pope truly said. More importantly, if the logical consequences of their assertions are drawn, even critics now admit that in some cases remarried-and-divorced may be free from grave fault due to subjective extenuating factors and may therefore receive communion. Which from the very beginning, has been the real object of the dispute".  

  

In your opinion, are the statements of the current Pontiff the true objective of the criticism or, is the Magisterium of the last Popes in general and, ultimately, that of the post-conciliar Church in question?   

"I do not know all the signatories to the correctio. Of those I know, some are Lefebvrians. They were against the Council, against Paul VI, against John Paul II, against Benedict XVI and now they are against Pope Francis. Others are close to the Tradição, Familia and Propriedade movement, which supported the military regime in Brazil. Someone publicly states that the Church's deviation begins with Leo XIII and the encyclical Au milieu des sollicitudes with which Leo XIII betrayed the covenant of the throne and the altar and renounced the principle of the divine right of kings... They are trying to isolate Pope Francis by opposing him to his predecessors, but these opponents are also the opponents of his predecessors. 
I do not see many cardinals among the signatories (rather, I do not see anyone), I do not see many bishops (one only, he is ninety-four years old), I do not see many ordinary professors of theology or philosophy (though there is Antonio Livi, whom I esteem very much)."  

  

There is no doubt that the document has had a great echo on the media...   

"I see a very well-orchestrated opinion campaign to give the impression that "experts" are uprising - "so" expert that they can afford to give lessons to the Pope. That is clearly not the case. Finally, allow me to express my concern. I have the impression that some people think that the Church exists to defend a Tradition that precedes it, that opposes any historical change that is not Christian Tradition. The wise men, who are the custodians of this uncreated and eternal Tradition, have the right to judge the Church as well, should it fail to fulfil its task of combating modernity. Such a thought was strongly presented in the Action Française and was condemned by Pius XI. Following a thought of this kind, René Guenon passed from Catholicism to Islam, convinced that it offered a more effective defence of Tradition against modernity..." 

Correctio Filialis: a first appraisal
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2017/10/correctio-filialis-first-appraisal.html
By Roberto de Mattei, October 4, 2017

On September 25th, the day after the publication of the Correctio filialis to Pope Francis, Greg Burke, the spokesman for the Vatican Pressroom, with condescending irony, denied the news diffused by Ansa, which had reported that access to the site of the Correctio had been blocked by the Holy See: "Do you really think we would do this for a letter with 60 names?" The director of the Pressroom, who judges initiatives on the basis of the number of "followers", might be interested to know that www.correctiofilialis.org, eight days after being put online, had more than 180 thousand individual visitors and 330 thousand page visits. 

The visits come from 200 different countries of the five continents.  Italy and the United States lead the number of accesses. Further, the letter of correction addressed to Pope Francis by 62 scholars, was shared on October 3rd, by 216 theologians, priests, professors and scholars of all nationalities, whose signatures are visible on the site. Added to these, there are thousands of adherents, who put their signature on the official site or on other Catholic sites which actively support the initiative: onepeterfive.com, lifesitenews.com, katholisches.Info. Guido Mocellin, in Avvenire of September 27th, had to admit that in "the ecclesial blogosphere", thanks to a" modern website in six languages", "the posts on the Correctio filiale directed to Pope Francis "as a result of the propagation of heresies" have been the most present over the past few days: they constituted 30% of all those that I was able to consult between Saturday 24th and Monday 26th of September.
If we want to stay with the numbers, the number of cardinals, bishops and theologians who have risen up against the Correctio, in defence of Amoris laetitia, is irrelevant. Even the Cardinal closest to Pope Francis, the Secretary of State, Pietro Parolin, took a position of equidistance, declaring that "people who are not in agreement voice their dissent but these things have to be discussed, in an attempt to understand".

What is missing most of all, beyond the number, is substance in the argumentation of the efforts to reply to the Correctio. The greatest effort done, which nearly arrives at the acrobatics of the sophists, we owe to the Member of Parliament and philosopher Rocco Buttiglione on Vaticaninsider of October 3rd. The central passage of Amoris laetitia criticized by the signatories of the Correctio, according to Buttiglione, is "something absolutely traditional, which we all studied as children at Catechism in the Catholic Church, not only in the new one by St John Paul II, but also in the old one by Pius X". It's true – Buttiglione admits that there is "an absolute impossibility of giving Communion to those in a state of mortal sin (and this rule is of the Divine law and thus unbreakable) but if, as a result of lack of instruction or deliberate consent, there is no mortal sin and Communion may be given, from the point of view of moral theology, even to a divorced and remarried [person]."

For Buttiglione, like Pope Bergoglio's trusted theologian, Monsignor Victor Manuel Fernàndez, the basic problem would be that of the "imputability" of the acts. An imputability which would be absent in the great majority of more uxorio cohabitants, since the concrete situations they are living in, mitigate there awareness and, above all, for them, render it practically impossible to observe the law of the Lord. With this the Council of Trent is, without any qualms, contradicted; [the very Council] which anathematizes those who say "that the commandments of God are even for a man who is justified and confirmed in grace impossible" [Denz-H. n.1568). "God, in fact, does not command the impossible; but when He commands He admonishes us to do what is possible, ask what is not possible and He helps you to make it possible." (Denz-H, n. 1356).

On the other hand, the bishops who apply Pope Francis' teaching, are not inspired by Pius X's catechism, nor John Paul II's new one. In their dioceses, the divorced-remarried, perfectly aware of their situation, insist on Communion and according to Amoris laetitia, Communion is permitted to them, as a legitimate right. 

To justify this immoral practice, we have arrived at the falsification of St Thomas Aquinas' thought. However, a valiant Italian moralist who signed the Correctio, Don Alfredo Morselli, demonstrated, on Messainlatino blogspot, October 3rd, the impossibility of harmonizing Pope Francis' Exhortation with the doctrine of St. Thomas. Don Morselli refers to some unequivocal passages by the Angelic Doctor, which affirm the contrary of § 301 in Amoris laetitia:   "A good intention is not sufficient to determine the goodness of an act: since an act can be in itself bad, and in no way can it become good" (Super Sent., lib. 2 d. 40 q. 1 a. 2 co.). "There are some, (human actions) that have a deformity inseparably belonging to them, like fornication, adultery and other things of this kind, which cannot be considered morally good in any way whatsoever." (Quodlibet IX, q. 7 a. 2 co.).
In coherence with authentic Thomism, Monsignor Fernando Ocáriz, presently an Opus Dei prelate, at a convention promoted to celebrate the 20 years of Humanae Vitae, recalled that "the existence of particular norms of natural morals, having universal and unconditional value belong to Catholic doctrine, and actually is a truth of the faith" (Humanae Vitae, 20 years later, Edizioni Ares, Milan 1989, p. 129). Among these, the prohibition of contraception and the prohibition of adultery.  Has the teaching of the University of Santa Croce and Navarra (promoter of that convention along with the John Paul Institute) changed or will it change?   One wonders, after the interview of September 30th at Infovaticana.com, in which the present Vicar of Opus Dei, Mariano Fazio, censures other members of the prelature who signed the Correctio, accusing them of "scandalizing the entire Church".

The interview is strange: neither the Argentine Bishops nor the Maltese Bishops, who authorize adultery in their dioceses are guilty of scandalizing the Church, but those who protest against these scandals are. The Pope, according to Fazio, can be criticized, but in private circles, never publically. In the avalanche of contrary comments, which submerged the blog Infovaticana, there is one which hits the nail on the head: "What about St. Paul?" Wasn't it precisely St. Paul who corrected St. Peter publically?  (Gal. 2, 7-14) The apostolic candour of St. Paul and the humility of the Prince of the Apostles have remained, since then, the model of the correct relationship between those who exercise authority and those who obey them with filial respect but not without discernment.

One of the most influential signatories of the Correctio, the theologian and philosopher of Science, Don Alberto Strumia, prefers discernment. In an interview on September 30th to the daily, Il Giornale, he explained: "The doctrine of the Church was not invented by theologians and not even by Popes, but is founded in the Scriptures and rooted in the tradition of the Church. The Pope is at its service, as guardian and guarantor of this continuity and cannot break it not even covertly, implying, with ambiguous formulations, that today one might think of doing the opposite of what has been taught until now by the Magisterium, regarding essential questions such as the doctrine of the Sacraments and family morality, with the motivation that times have changed and the world demands some adjustment.  For this [reason] it is a duty of charity, which has the aim of "saving souls" as it was said in the past, the defense of the very dignity of the throne of Peter, and of the one who sits there, to highlight these ambiguities with the greatest respect." […] "To dare address a doctrinal correction to the Pope can be done and must be done only when the truth of the Faith is in danger and thus the salvation of the members of the people of God."

At a time when consciences are darkened, the Correctio filialis expresses the sensus fidei of tens of thousands of Catholics who remind their Supreme Pontiff with filial respect, that the salvation of souls is the greatest good and for no reason in the world can one do evil or make compromises with it.
On arguments that may be, and sometimes must be, made
http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/10/05/on-arguments-that-may-be-and-sometimes-must-be-made/
By Edward Peters, Canon Lawyer, October 5, 2017
To the extent that some qualified signatories and/or supporters of the Correctio have realized a duty (expressed in law) to address these matters, they are not simply acting under the protection of law (as are those exercising a right), they are acting in accord with its directives (as do those under an obligation).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

On the Moral Liceity of Publicly Correcting the Pope

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

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

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

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

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

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

– CIC, can. 212, § 3 (emphasis added)

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

One canonical argument that has surfaced recently in the Catholic press against the filial correction is that it serves to incite animosity or malice among the faithful against the Pope. Canon 1373 has been cited to this effect:

A person who publicly incites among subjects animosities or hatred against the Apostolic See or an ordinary because of some act of power or ecclesiastical ministry or provokes subjects to disobey them is to be punished by an interdict or other just penalties.

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

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

Some intelligent and faithful Catholics think that AL and the Holy Father do not propose this pastoral approach.  But others in the Church do, such as those bishops and episcopal conferences (such as Malta and Germany) who propose precisely this and who have the public support of the Pope.  The diocese of Rome itself has adopted this policy.  But if those who have publicly corrected the Pope are right, then the danger to the faith that this proposal presents is real and grave and thus their public correction is warranted.  On the other hand, if the writers and signers misunderstood the Holy Father, it should not be impossible to clear this up and the Holy Father, whose principal duty as holder of the petrine office is to secure the unity of the Church, ought to do so or explain why doing so is not necessary.  He is not bound to do so by any earthly authority since he holds supreme jurisdiction in the Church on earth.  Rather, the Lord Himself binds Peter and his successors to instruct the errant in matters of faith and morals as a matter of charity (John 21:15 ff., “Do you love me? 
…Feed my sheep”). It is hard to imagine a graver situation: to very many faithful Catholics it seems that we must choose to disregard either the Pope’s apparent directives in AL or those of Christ and St. Paul, consistently upheld by the Church’s magisterium up to the present.  Christ teaches that divorce and remarriage is adultery (Mt 5:32) and St. Paul teaches that receiving Communion unworthily is condemnable (1 Cor 11:29).  It is a matter of whether our Lord’s teaching and that of St. Paul and the Church in this regard is being respected or spurned.  The Holy Father seems to affirm Christ’s teaching on divorce in AL; but the apparent pastoral proposal seems to fall afoul of St. Paul’s teaching on worthy reception of Communion.  And this is not a matter of private judgment regarding Mt 5 and 1 Cor 11 since the Church has publicly and definitively affirmed the interpretation that divorce and unworthy reception of Communion is gravely sinful (e.g., Trent, Vatican II, Familiaris Consortio, etc.).

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

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

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

Going back a few articles to number 27 we read:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This is what is happening now.

2. Thank you for a very lucid and coherent piece, Dr. Sirilla. Having signed it, your defence of the moral liceity to do so leaves me feeling strangely "at peace with God." –Deacon Augustine
3. Wait, what? People are accusing that nice old man, Pope Francis, of "propagating heresy"? How can that be, since Cardinal Mueller (among others) has always insisted that Amoris laetitia hasn't changed anything, because nothing CAN be changed? If Amoris can be read in continuity with Tradition (and therefore MUST be read that way), what is there to disagree with in the first place? All these bishops who have been telling us that Pope Francis hasn't changed anything in the first place are now busy setting up programs aimed at implementing Amoris throughout their dioceses, but if everything is essentially the same, what would there be to implement? It is all so dreadfully confusing! Could somebody also explain to me about the sacred monkeys in the Vatican now, and about the horse that was made a cardinal by its owner, the pope?
A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law
http://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/10/06/a-corrective-to-some-of-prof-buttigliones-recent-assertions-about-canon-law/
By Edward Peters, Canon Lawyer, October 6, 2017
Buttiglione has misunderstood and/or misrepresented some important, if this time more subtle, canonical points in his recent critique of the Correctio Filialis.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

What a bunch of infantilizing clericalists these men are.

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

3. The Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts made a declaration in 2000:
“The prohibition found in the cited canon [canon 915], by its nature, is derived from divine law and transcends the domain of positive ecclesiastical laws: the latter cannot introduce legislative changes which would oppose the doctrine of the Church.”
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/intrptxt/documents/rc_pc_intrptxt_doc_20000706_declaration_en.html
This is in line with the 1994 John Paul II signed CDF letter stating:
“Members of the faithful who live together as husband and wife with persons other than their legitimate spouses may not receive Holy Communion. Should they judge it possible to do so, pastors and confessors, given the gravity of the matter and the spiritual good of these persons (10) as well as the common good of the Church, have the serious duty to admonish them that such a judgment of conscience openly contradicts the Church’s teaching [doctrinae in the Latin] (11). Pastors in their teaching must also remind the faithful entrusted to their care of this doctrine.”
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_14091994_rec-holy-comm-by-divorced_en.html
A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law –
A corrective to some of Prof. Buttiglione’s recent assertions about canon law - Catholic Crossing
The Correctio Filialis: A Tangential Observation

https://hughosb.com/2017/10/06/the-correctio-filialis-a-tangential-observation/ 

By Fr. Hugh, October 6, 2017
There is quite the barely-contained frenzy surrounding the Correctio filialis issued above the signatures of a number of clergy and laity, many of them eminent men and women of letters and learning. Soon after there was an invitation to those clergy and laity who had not been invited previously to sign the document to add their names to it. Looking at it today I see that there are now 233 signatories.

Yet is no less remarkable a document for who has not signed it. For some, no doubt, there is that fear that has been articulated by Fr Ray Blake and, more stridently, by Fr John Hunwicke, a fear of retaliatory ecclesiastical bullying. Fr Blake also raised the impression that might be conveyed by such popular initiatives, namely that their concerns belong only to those who have signed, whereas they are shared by many more. In other words, the correctio carries with it the danger of a sort of self-marginalisation. Which is why the loopier among conciliarista and neo-papalist theologians, such as Massimo Faggioli, can come out with such absurdities as this series of tweets (among the dizzyingly vast stream he puts out—is this all he does? can theology be adequately pursued by 140-character tweets?): [Click on the above link to view…]

Dr. Faggioli is trying to kill two birds with one stone, by identifying supporters of the Extraordinary Form with the correctio. As an aside, his breathtaking self-contradiction needs to be noted: accusing those who support the old Mass of being “rupturist”, he then says that what he labels an “extraordinary form of catholic theology” can have “no possible coexistence” with “an ordinary form of Catholic theology”. How can asserting that modern theological opinion cannot exist with doctrine established over the centuries be anything other than “rupturist”! He returned the next day to hammer home his ‘insight’: [Click on the above link to view…]

This self-referential set of tweets (he is conversing with himself, allowing us the dubious privilege of listening in) is, though it is not cool to say so, pure Modernism. This either/or approach to Church teaching—either you are modern or you are wrong—as well as his subtle and pernicious cooption of the name of Joseph Ratzinger in apparent support of his cause, is such atrocious theology that, quite apart from questions of orthodoxy, one wonders how he got a job as a theologian.

What Faggioli is doing, of course, is advancing the process of the very marginalisation that Fr Blake warned against.

Another reason for some, like me, to hold back from signing the correctio is a native and, I like to think, authentically Catholic reticence about any direct attack on a pope. He has not as yet, as far I know, articulated any positive heresy with regard to Amoris Laetitia and the inviolable sanctity of marriage. Of course, as Dr. Faggioli evidences, the pope is, perhaps unwittingly, fostering a new climate of dissent and doctrinal rupture. This certainly deserves to be raised with him, as the Second Vatican Council explicitly allows for.

This is why the dubia submitted by the Four Cardinals are far more compelling for me. The correctio is inevitably to be seen as a direct attack on the pope. The dubia do not constitute an attack on the pope. 
Rather they identify the climate of error that has arisen due to the confusion caused by some inconsistencies in Amoris Laetitia, and call on the pope to act papally to clarify Church teaching and put an end to the confusion, a confusion causing a great deal of pain to a great number of Catholics. Moreover, the dubia express a distinctly cardinalatial mission, that of advising the pope.

However, it must be granted that the pope’s unwillingness to answer the dubia has led directly to the phenomenon of the Correctio filialis.

It is a bitter irony that when Pope Paul VI issued Humanae vitae in 1968, scores of theologians dissented, and in England there was the infamous letter to The Times in which 56 clergy publicly dissented from the papal encyclical. They were considered heroes of conscience and entire bishops’ conferences instructed their clergy to absolve those married couples who used contraception “in good conscience”. Paul VI’s encyclical did nothing more than solemnly and clearly re-affirm established doctrine.

Contrast it to today when a pope has issued an apostolic exhortation (ie not of the same doctrinal weight as an encyclical) that contains such ambiguities and fudges that it gives succour to those who wish to oppose the established teaching of Christ. Moreover, we have even cardinals calling this papal document, which does so little to confirm the brethren in the truth (one of the papal missions), the voice of the Holy Spirit. But when some, in far more moderate and far less egoistical terms, dare to write to point out the obvious they become villains to those for whom, all of a sudden, it is convenient to support the pope with a sort of neo-ultramontanism.
Like Fr Blake, I am not signing the correctio, and am refraining for the same reasons he gives. Not that my signature matters much. As Dr. Gaillardetz of Boston College (never heard of him) asserted in a link above, the signatories “are really marginal figures” and my name would do nothing to counteract this impression.

For all that, I am one of the many non-signatories who share the same concerns and fears about the confusion Amoris Laetitia has enabled, and the shrilly-resurgent and brazen Modernism that struts like a strumpet across social media. The best we can do is to pray and to gently and respectfully bring to the pope’s attention that his actions, or rather his inaction, is fostering not the reform of the Church but its conformity to the world and its secular, selfish and aggressively un-Christian agenda.

The papal ear has always been besieged by voices seeking to advance their own agenda, sometimes for the good of the Church, sometimes for its harm. Let us pray that the pope hears more of the voice he truly needs to hear.
10 of 23 readers’ comments
1. So you’re not signing, despite agreeing with the content of the correctio, because you’re afraid of being marginalized? By the likes of M. Faggioli? Really? And so this article is … what?

2. So, did you read all the article? You know, the bit about why I think it is not quite the appropriate method? Why I do not agree with all the content (such as implying the pope is a heretic)? So the article is an affirmation of the fact that just because only a few have signed it does not mean that only a few agree that the problems it addresses need to be addressed. Why should Fr Blake stand alone in explaining this? -Fr. Hugh
3. “[Pope Francis] has not as yet, as far I know, articulated any positive heresy with regard to Amoris Laetitia and the inviolable sanctity of marriage.”

4. Father, you have my sympathy, but I cannot agree. PF has expressly, on the record, claimed to be ‘correct’ and ‘accurate’ those heretical interpretations of his document AL that were issued by conferences of bishops (Argentina, Malta, Germany), interpreting AL as supporting a relativistic view of sin: that is unadulterated heresy. That they claim it to be Catholic doctrine compounds the heresy.

The Pope has not only tacitly but also openly supported them, in word and action. He gives them platforms, he persecutes those who disagree with them.

(As Dame Edna Everage would say: ‘I’m sorry – but he does!’ 

And as for those ‘bishops’ conferences themselves – does their openly promulgated heresy not count? Does that not affect the millions of faithful in their countries, and harm the souls of those who believe their blithe, conscience-deadening assurances?

We all know this is going on. So of course does the Pope. There are moments when papal equivocation (not that PF has even left it as ambiguous as that!) is tantamount to extreme spiritual negligence, which is arguably much more perilous than heresy to the souls of the faithful.

The Devil is clearly rampant in the Church. The one good reason I can see against signing any letters of correction is that they are useless in dealing with the Devil. Perhaps we should all rather gather and pray, en masse.

5. Father, I don’t think that position on the dubia as a cardinalatial mission holds regarding its comparison to the recent correctio. It would if the dubia was not published. Both were sent and unanswered. Both were then published. I support both.

6. I would agree with you about the dubia if the Pope had not received any word of concern from the cardinals in private. It is hard to believe they did not try to get their concerns across to him privately in the first instance. If they didn’t then there would have been a good reason. By making public their questions, and remember they were merely asking clarification on five dubious conclusions drawn from AL, they engaged with the Pope in a forum the Pope likes to use. Moreover the Pope seems rather keen on Luther so he should recognise in the dubia’s publication something akin to Luther’s lifting his theses on the church for at Wittenberg, not itself a scandalous thing in its day. Ultimately, if the salvation of should if the ultimate priority, then one may have to push the envelope at some stage.

Anyway, I’m certainly not pretending any of this is easy! -Fr. Hugh
7. What about “Paglia’s Homoerotic Mural” – @OnePeterFive & lifesitenews.com, & his sex-ed programme for young children – The Vatican’s Depraved Sex-Ed Program

for Youth @traditioninaction that has been condemned by Catholic parents & the countless sodomite priests/prelates in prominent positions allowing them exposure for promulgating their ideologies with impunity e.g. Frs. Mauro Inzoli (Don Mercedes), James Martin, Timothy Radcliffe, Archbishop Paglia, Cardinal Coccopalmerio, Bishop Juan Barros, Msgr. Battista Ricca, Msgr. Luigi Capozzi & countless others? Such men are desecrating the CC & annulling two thousand years of continuity with Christ & the First Apostles, yet none of them have been publicly admonished or resignations requested. Every pope is required to uphold the Dogmas of the CC upon taking office. This one is publicly opposing them by supporting the interpretations of the Argentina & Maltese Bishops on Amoris Laetitia. His silence & contemptuous behaviour towards the Dubia Cardinals in not either answering the Dubia or granting them an Audience is not acceptable to faithful Catholics. Enough reasons for good people to sign the Correctio Filialis.

8. While I am far from unsympathetic to your concerns, a little perspective may help. This is hardly the first time the Church has been beset by immoral and heterodox clergy. I can think of no time when it has not been, to a greater or lesser extent. Probably most of them have worked their way through in this life, but judgment awaits us all. Indeed when identified such people, especially clergy, should be challenged and brought to repentance. In every age this has not always happened.

And let us not forget that some pretty unsavoury men have sat in Peter’s chair. This Pope seems to conceive of his role as purely pastoral, which seems to blind him to his magisterial role, to the detriment of his ministry.

That he had not intervened on some issues you lost may be in some cases at least due to his ignorance of them. After all, it is the local bishop’s duty to correct local error in the first place, even more so in this collegial age.

But failure to condemn error, while a serious dereliction, is not necessarily tantamount to material heresy. Thus a note of prudent, filial caution is not out of place.

It is sad indeed, it must be said, that we have to discuss such matters.

Let us pray for the Pope, that through the fun he hears what needs to hear.

9. In my own personal experience (45 years of professional life in many countries and with many organisations) I have yet to come across a single company, public entity, or political body that aims at completely honest and frank communications with its staff or customers. In most cases, the aim seems rather the opposite: a deliberate profit- and marketing-based obfuscation couched in bland ambiguity that makes actual intentions deniable, and that has become very much the Zeitgeist. In fact the degree of guileful corporate and government mendacity has definitely increased over the past 20 years or so.

PF has just used the tools of prevarication that are everywhere else available: something no previous Pope dared to do, or got away with.

10. Sadly, I find it hard to dispute anything you wrote. Peace. -Fr. Hugh
Friend of Pope Benedict XVI Gives Moral Support to Correctio Filialis

https://onepeterfive.com/friend-pope-benedict-xvi-gives-moral-support-correctio-filialis/ 
By Maike Hickson, October 6, 2017
A long-term friend of Pope emeritus Benedict XVI, Monsignor Nicola Bux, has been repeatedly raising his orthodox voice with regard to the current crisis in the Catholic Church. Only a few days ago, we reported on some of his recent statements concerning the situation in the Church. Now we can report on yet another set of statements he made in a 5 October interview conducted by the Italian website La Fede Quotidiana. Our gifted and tireless colleague in Germany, Giuseppe Nardi, has already translated the whole interview into German.
In this new interview, Don Bux – as he is called in Italy – comments on the recently published, but now quite harshly criticized Correctio Filialis, the filial correction of Pope Francis concerning some of his statements in the papal document Amoris Laetitia. For Don Bux, this filial document, “corresponds to the invitation to dialogue, as repeatedly invited by the pope himself.” The pope “has called for a loyal confrontation,” explains the priest and collaborator of Pope Benedict with regard to the Motu proprio Summorum Pontificum. Moreover, Don Bux stresses that “canon law recognizes that the faithful have the right – and sometimes even the duty – to express their thoughts to the shepherds, for the good of the Church.” The “shepherds themselves are not infallible,” he adds. The faithful are obliged to obey the pope when he teaches “in a ‘final’ manner a doctrine of Faith or morals,” says Don Bux. The same obligation applies to non-fallible documents, i.e., “to acts of the pope that are aimed at rendering with more clarity certain aspects of Faith and morals as revealed by God.” However, Bux adds, “one may not obey when the shepherds, and especially the pope, instead of strengthening [the Faith], weaken the Faith of the Christians with their thoughts, words, or deeds.” Here Don Bux seems to make an indirect reference to the filial correction which explicitly not only quotes Amoris Laetitia itself, but also cites other words and actions of the pope outside of that official document.

Don Bux then makes the very clear statement that, in such a case of the weakening of the Faith, the Christians do “have to express their opposition with due respect. The authority of the pope in the Church is not to be mistakenly confused with an absolute power over it.” The Italian priest hopes that both Cardinal Gerhard Müller’s and Cardinal Pietro Parolin’s separate proposals for a further discussion about these matters will be heeded.

While Don Bux himself is “not a moral theologian,” he also makes it clear that the numerous appeals, statements and dubia concerning Amoris Laetitia indicate that “a clarification is needed.” “There have been found not only theological errors and ambiguities, but also those of a philosophical and logical nature,” he explains. 
(Some of these philosophical and logical errors and ambiguities of Amoris Laetitia have been repeatedly, and very well, explained by Professor Josef Seifert.) Don Bux characterizes the adverse reaction to the criticism of Amoris Laetitia as “an impertinent debate, because one does not want to respond directly to the [presented and substantive] arguments.” Amoris Laetitia “is causing much confusion, with regard to its application, especially in the case of the remarried and divorced persons and their access to Holy Communion.”

For all to hear and read, Don Bux insists that the pope has “the duty to preserve the Faith as it has been entrusted to the Church” and that he has to “proclaim it, so that, also in our times, people can convert to Christ and thus not remain in disbelief. Thus, the pope may not revolutionize the Church.” Later in the interview, the Italian clergyman reminds us of the ultimate mission of the Catholic hierarchy, which lies not in solving “political problems,” but, rather, “in the proclaiming of the Gospel and in the administration of the Sacraments.” The Catholic prelate’s mission is “to honor God and to save people’s souls.” As Don Bux puts it, “Jesus Christ came into the world to rescue souls from sin and to lead them to God the Father.” Thus the Italian priest rejects the idea of a Church “in which everyone, without necessarily converting to Jesus Christ and independent from the Ten Commandments, continues to live just as he likes.”

Therefore, Don Bux admits that “the Church now finds itself in the state of a great confusion” and – in the words of Professor Ernesto Galli Della Loggia (we have already published an article about this same discussion here) – that it “enters into competition with the UN, the FAO [Food and Agricultural Organization]” which are not Catholic at all. Thus Don Bux concludes this excellent interview with the words: “Jesus said that it does not help a man to gain the whole world while at the same time losing his soul.”

1 of 56 readers’ comments
Don Nicola Bux is an excellent Priest of Jesus Christ and serves Him very well. That Amoris Laetitia, as well as many other statements and actions of the Pope and his benighted favorites, have caused great distress, scandal and confusion within the Church and to the whole world, is quite obvious via the unprecedented number of calls for clarity regarding the administration of the Sacraments and, indeed, even the very nature of Sin and Grace as well as the Nature of the Church and Her Mission.
One question: Did Don Bux actually say: "the Church now finds itself in the state of a great confusion"? Itself is an improper pronoun for the Church. Herself is the proper pronoun when referring to the Church and gender confusion of the Church should not be accepted for She is Mater et Magistra (a document worth rereading http://w2.vatican.va/conten... ) The Blessed Ever Virgin Mary (Our Holy Mother and Teacher) is the Archetype of the Church and She is not an It and neither is the Church, for She is the Virgin Bride of Christ.

I hate seeing or hearing the Church regarded as an IT. This is improper language regarding the Nature of the Church and is contra fides et ratio and, as an aside, that Document itself is worth a reread in these ridiculous times where Faith is being presented contra Reason. http://w2.vatican.va/conten...
PS: I realize that Don Bux may have misspoken regarding the nature of the Church as an IT, but I highly doubt that he personally regards Her as such. The confusion of language in our day gets the best of us from time to time.

PPS: When the then Fr. Barron, who is now Bishop, (may the Lord help him) first published his documentary on the Church, titled Catholicism, a friend of mine thought it was great and invited me to watch the first episode. I did, and responded to him by saying that anyone who continuously refers to the Church as it is bound to be prone to other serious errors in aspects of the Faith. I knew nothing of Fr. Barron at the time, but I now see that that assessment was correct. –Fr. RP
Coming Out From Under the Asphyxiating Rubble

https://onepeterfive.com/coming-asphyxiating-rubble/ 
By Maike Hickson, October 6, 2017
Since the publication of the Correctio Filialis, the public Filial Correction of Pope Francis, some things seem to be accelerating in the Catholic Church. As I dared to say on the night of the first breaking of the news – on the eve of the 24th of September – there was before our eyes a perceptible and great moment of Grace. Fully unexpected, this document, which then had been signed by 62 signatories (the number of signatures has now reached 233), was at once reported on a worldwide scale, at least within hours of time, for the whole world to read and to savor.
It is as if some of the asphyxiating rubble – under which we for too long now have had to live – is cracking, and ventilating, and breaking loose.

And this perceived loosening does not constrict itself only to the papacy of Pope Francis. On 5 October 2017, Professor Josef Seifert – who had published his second 2017 critique of Amoris Laetitia after having been punished for his first 2016 critique, demonstrating thereby his willingness to suffer for the truth – published an excellent article at First Things. In this article, Professor Seifert deals primarily with the fundamental problems of Amoris Laetitia with regard to Catholic moral teaching as well as the growing persecution of orthodoxy in the Church. He also makes, in passing, a noteworthy comment:

Moreover, the pope [Pope Francis] himself told the SSPX [Society of St. Pius X] that they did not—and Pope Francis acted quite rightly in this—have to subscribe to all non-dogmatic documents of the Second Vatican Council in order to be fully reintegrated in the Church. [Emphasis added]

While Professor Seifert makes a reference to the SSPX in order to point out that he himself is also thus permitted to make criticisms about a non-infallible document (i.e., Amoris Laetitia), his remark has an even greater meaning. With one stroke of a pen, he defends the SSPX from the denunciations and suspicions which have lain upon them for decades. 
And with it, he has also pointed to the freedom that should exist in Catholic discourse about many important matters of doctrine and morals with regard to the Second Vatican Council and its aftermath.

Josef Seifert is not the first in the recent past to have made this claim about being able to criticize certain documents of the Second Vatican Council. We remind our readers here of the important statements of Archbishop Guido Pozzo – Secretary of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei – and of Bishop Athanasius Schneider, as well as of Professor Roberto de Mattei, all three of whom have articulated the same principled guidance.

For example, Archbishop Pozzo said, in August of 2016, the following with regard to these Vatican documents: Nostra Aetate about interreligious dialogue; the decree Unitatis Redintegratio on ecumenism; and the Declaration Dignitatis Humanae on religious liberty:

They are not about doctrines or definitive statements, but, rather, about instructions and orienting guides for pastoral practice. One can continue to discuss these pastoral aspects after the canonical approval [of the SSPX], in order to lead us to further clarifications. [Emphasis added]

And in December of that same year, Bishop Schneider made similar comments about the SSPX and their reasoned objections against some of the documents of the Second Vatican Council:

If the Society [of St. Pius X] has difficulties in accepting certain documents of Vatican II, one has to place that into the context of the pastoral objective of the Council. The Dogma has not changed. We have the same Faith. Thus, there is no problem to integrate canonically the Society of St. Pius X. [Emphasis added]

Bishop Schneider also said that an agreement with the SSPX “would only be an act of rendering justice – quite belatedly – to the unjust suppression of the Society in 1975 on the part of the Holy See.” What Bishop Schneider shows here is that the SSPX has not objected to elements of the Church’s teaching that are infallible and binding upon the faithful, but only those that are parts of pastoral considerations that very well may be publicly criticized. The parallel to our current resistance against certain statements of Amoris Laetitia is based upon the same logical foundation. We, too, are not objecting to any infallible doctrines of the Church.

In February of 2017, Bishop Schneider further explained his position with regard to the Second Vatican Council. As we then reported, Bishop Schneider said the following:

When asked about the Second Vatican Council, Schneider showed that “the Council was primarily – as repeatedly stated even by Pope John XXIII and Pope Paul VI – a pastoral council; not a doctrinal or dogmatic council;” and he added “so it was the intention of the Church not to give with its documents a definitive teaching.” Schneider continues: “And so when there is no definitive teaching, there can be some development of these issues still, or even some corrections. And this is normal.” [My emphasis]

With his repeated comments, Bishop Schneider also invites a freer discourse about matters of moment for the Church which will have lasting effects on the very life of the Church. He continues, saying: “And so we should create an atmosphere of discussions even on the issues of Vatican II. It is not against the authority of the Magisterium [to do so].” [Emphasis added] In Schneider’s eyes, we have had, in the last 50 or 60 years, “a very unhealthy, extreme attitude to accept or to interpret and look at Vatican II and its documents almost as infallible, ex cathedra. And this is not true.” [My emphasis]

Last but not least, Professor Roberto de Mattei wrote in August of 2017 the following trenchant words about the Second Vatican Council, also in light of the message of Our Lady of Fatima:

On the historical level, however, Vatican II constitutes a non-decomposable block: It has its own unity, its essence, its nature. Considered in its origins, its implementation and consequences, it can be described as a Revolution in mentality and language, which has profoundly changed the life of the Church, initiating a moral and religious crisis without precedent. If the theological judgment may be vague and comprehensive, the judgment of history is merciless and without appeal. The Second Vatican Council was not only unsuccessful or a failure: it was a catastrophe for the Church. [Emphasis added]

So now that we have four eminent and loyal Catholics – two clergymen and two lay professors – speaking thus to us, let us open up a full and free debate about what in the recent teaching of the Catholic Church has brought good fruit and what has rendered the Catholic Faith hampered and more lifeless. Here we can even refer to Pope Benedict XVI, who, after his very controversial retirement, himself pointed to the consequences of some of the new teachings when he said, in March of 2016:

The missionaries of the 16th century were convinced that the unbaptized person is lost forever. After the [Second Vatican] Council, this conviction was definitely abandoned. The result was a two-sided, deep crisis. Without this attentiveness to the salvation, the Faith loses its foundation. [Emphasis added]

Pope Benedict – who had eight years’ time  in his papal office to correct all these deviations with authoritative force, but who also seems, at the same time, to have been himself a major figure during the conduct of that that consequential Vatican Council – adds that this “evolution of Dogma” (an impermissible thing in itself) has now manifestly led to a “loss of the missionary zeal” in the Catholic Church. And he then asked the piercing question: “Why should you try to convince the people to accept the Christian faith when they can be saved even without it?” [Emphasis added] But the pope does not stop after posing that question, and he even goes one step further, saying that when there are those people who are able to save their souls without the Christian belief, “why should the Christian be bound to the necessity of the Christian Faith and its morality?” [Emphasis added]

Here Pope Benedict, unfortunately, does not continue his candid path of speaking the truth, but he, rather, keeps this challenging discussion somewhat abstractly open to further reflection and dialogue, instead of forcefully calling and requiring the Church to return to her infallible doctrines, among them being that there is no salvation outside the Church. 
At the same time, he points to the moral consequences of an “ecumenism” of “openness” and “plurality” which have had adverse effects, not only with regard to the missionary zeal of the Church, but also with regard to the specific conduct of the Catholic faithful themselves. When a Protestant can save his soul even while his own denomination teaches him that one may break one’s marriage, why, then, should a Catholic hold himself to a higher standard? Thus, the doctrinal, historical, and cultural relativism with regard to ecumenism and ecclesiology has also had an effect upon the moral teaching of the Church.

As I wrote recently:

Here, I would like to add one last question. How is it that, in 2000, the Vatican would declare that the Protestant and Orthodox churches are still, somehow, members of the Catholic Church, while these same churches do not abide by Our Lord’s specific teaching on marriage? Neither its indissolubility nor its sacramentality, for instance?

Brother Andre Marie, M.I.C.M., recently made a similar point, putting it in much better words, in view of his own theological learning:

The attack on marriage and the family is a mystical unfolding of the attack on the exclusive relationship of fidelity between Jesus Christ and His Spouse, the Catholic Church.

Terrestrial marriage — even as a Christian Sacrament — is an image of this greater relationship between the Divine Bridegroom and his mystical Bride, as Saint Paul shows us (Eph. 5:22-33; cf. Also, Cant. 6:8 and the way this passage is employed by Pope Boniface VIII in Unam Sanctam).

When the faithful are lied to and assured that Jesus Christ can have “multiple wives” in all the heretical Christian sects (some of whose anniversary is wickedly being celebrated by Catholics now), and that even the unbaptized are “God’s children,” then it is logical and reasonable that Christian marriage cannot be long protected. [Emphasis added]

Brother Andre Marie points out here that the doctrinal crisis precedes the current moral crisis (the latter of which, as Josef Seifert highlights in his First Things article, also goes back now for some decades).

It is my experience in many conversations with well-meaning, courteous and generous high-ranking Catholics with influence over Catholic discourse – clergymen and laymen alike – that when one starts asking such questions to them as were put here above, they often softly agree or at least do not really know how to respond amply and honestly. It is a sign for me that they, too, have been caught in this sort of skewed or attenuated teaching that is not fully based on Catholic truth and reality. As with every ideology, however, it will not abide and persevere for long – as our friends and acquaintances from former communist countries can confirm – because an ideology is contradicted by reality and because Grace is not attached to it. (I for myself have experienced in my own lifetime the point where ideologies fell off my soul, as it were, as soon as I came in touch with grace-filled truth. That has occurred in many areas!)

I am thus encouraged also by OnePeterFive‘s 5 October 2017 article written by Aaron Seng about the parallels between Lumen Gentium and Amoris Laetitia. So many Catholics, from so many directions, are starting to ask clear questions, to express criticism and thus to contribute to an honest, loyal and well-reasoned discourse within the Faith. We may not fear that such discourse would undermine the Catholic Church’s authority. On the contrary, only if we return to the fullness of her teaching – as taught infallibly by many popes over the centuries (also in the form of the ordinary universal magisterium, as Father John Hardon, S.J., used to highlight*) – will we gratefully gain the fitting fruits and the fullness of the Faith and help increase the radiant life of the Faith.

This form of free and disciplined discourse should not shun someone’s speaking out about the recent popes and about some of their own confusing or erroneous statements. While I well understand that some conservative Catholics have considered it wrong in any way to criticize their popes publicly at a time of cultural upheaval, I do think that the same principle is to be applied to them as it is to be applied to Pope Francis: the truth, as well as our loyalty toward Christ’s teaching, comes first. The basis for unity is truth. It is, for example, in this context, to be discussed why certain progressivists who are now taking the lead under Pope Francis were ever made cardinals in the first place. Why did Walter Kasper and Karl Lehmann, for example, receive the “red hat” from Pope John Paul II in spite of their known and public heterodoxies?

There are so many aspects that could still be discussed. There are, indeed, so many elements to be re-discovered. I remember one priest – from a diocesan parish – who had finally turned to the traditional Latin Mass. He once gave my family and me a blessing, saying that ever since he discovered how highly the stigmatist Therese Neumann of Konnersreuth valued the blessing of a priest, he is much more inclined generously to give out those blessings. The Catholic Church has so many ways to extend blessings and Grace to mankind. May she soon more fully find her way back to her own old and enduring convictions that stem from Christ Himself (“I am the way, and the truth, and the life. No man cometh to the Father, but by Me.”) and may she soon give us back all the devotions, liturgies, blessings, prayers, words and silences that the world so direly needs.

Let us thus come out from under the stifling rubble and, on the way, also clear our minds of cant, often asphyxiating cant!

*I would now like to quote here, ten years before he died in late 2000, Father John A. Hardon’s own 1990 criticism of the final draft of the proposed Catechism of the Catholic Church, which he once also shared with my husband, Dr. Robert Hickson. In that commentary the Jesuit priest and teacher of dogmatic and moral theology said the following:

As already noted, the authors of the “Revised Draft” [of the Catechism of the Catholic Church] do indeed speak of “the infallibility of the apostolic magisterium.” But this minuscule statement not only fails to explain the infallibility of the ordinary universal magisterium. It ignores such infallibility with devastating consequences to a large part of the Church’s irreversible teaching, especially in the vast area of personal and social morality.

Most of the dissenters from the Church’s teachings in the twentieth century have rejected the infallibility of the ordinary universal magisterium. Every single moral law governing the fifth, sixth and ninth commandments has been called into question. Contraception and abortion, fornication and adultery, masturbation and homosexuality are being defended by nominally Catholic writers and educators. Why? Because it is claimed that the Church has never spoken infallibly on these matters.
The “Revised Draft” of the proposed Universal Catechism supports this view by its silence on the infallibility of the ordinary universal magisterium. [Even] The Second Vatican Council’s teaching on this crucial matter [in Lumen Gentium 25] is by-passed as though it did not exist.
(25-26) [Moreover,] The Church has the divine right to defend the unchangeable natural [moral] law, as Pope Paul VI declared in Humanae Vitae. It is irrelevant that so much of this doctrine has never been taught by the Church’s extraordinary magisterium. It has been taught infallibly by the Church’s ordinary universal magisterium. Yet the “Revised Draft” has chosen to ignore this indispensable truth of the Catholic faith. One plausible reason for this omission is to avoid taking a definite stand on such allegedly controversial matters as contraception and extramarital sexual relations. [Emphasis added]

1 of 40 readers’ comments
Yes. I preached today on the errors of Vatican II and asked the faithful if they could consider themselves good parents if they only proposed the 'good' without anathematizing the evil of man. What kind of parent refuses to rebuke their child in the face of evil? What kind of parent only loosens without binding? What kind of parent speaks ambiguously to their child regarding salvation? An evil, or sorely misguided one!
Fr. Hardon is a blessing for the Faithful and they should read his numerous and invaluable writings. I have posted your husbands correspondences with Fr. Hardon, and they are true food for the faithful.

Unfortunately, the listlessness of the Church, which Pope Benedict referenced on occasion, is no longer for her sails are filled with an evil wind which bloweth her to wreckage on a near and yet far more wicked shore.
The Modernists within the Church see Vatican II as the only Council of the Church, and even then, they only regard certain elements of that council as good, the majority of it is ignored or denied. And, to the detriment of salvation for many souls, the average Bishops is a benighted simpleton who only listens to the voice of modernity, not to mention the hordes of heterodox priests under their wretched tutelage.

May the Blessed Lord deliver us from these vile men and their unknowing idiot accomplices. –Fr. RP
Opus Deo Number Two denounces “Filial Correction” Signatories
http://www.thetablet.co.uk/news/7885/0/opus-dei-number-two-denounces-filial-correction-signatories
By James Roberts, October 9, 2017
An Opus Dei leader has denounced the signatories of a recently-published “filial correction” of Pope Francis regarding “heresies” allegedly propagated by the Pope.
According to LifeSiteNews the order’s Vicar General, its second-ranked prelate, accused the more than 200 scholars and clergy who have signed the Correction so far as “attack[ing] the Pope” and airing the Church’s dirty laundry in public. “It seems to me that, on one hand, it’s an example of the freedom of opinion that exists in the Church and that the Pope respects,” Mgr. Mariano Fazio told the Argentinean daily 'La Nacion' in an interview published on 29 September. “It seems to me on the other hand that it’s a completely erroneous method because, if we’re talking about a filial relationship, a child doesn’t ‘correct’ his father in public.” The Correction states that Pope Francis has “effectively upheld” seven heretical propositions regarding the sinfulness of adultery, binding nature of moral law, and the reception of the sacraments.

Joseph Shaw, Fellow and Tutor in Philosophy at St. Benet’s Hall, Oxford University, who serves as spokesman for the filial correction authors, defended the Correction. “When the bad things happening in the Church are serious injustices to others, and especially when they begin to be reported, there is an instinct to seek to protect the Church’s reputation by denial. What has become very evident in recent decades, however, is that … this instinct is should be resisted. First, it works against justice. Secondly, it actually causes scandal, because those who become aware of the reality of the situation are put off the Church because of our apparent indifference to justice. These are hard-learned lessons of the clerical sex-abuse crisis, perhaps the most expensive education Catholics have had in history.”

The number of signatories of the “filial correction” had risen last week to 216, up from 40 when the letter was delivered to the Pope’s residence at Santa Marta on 11 August, and 62 when the document was made public on 24 September.

Why I Signed the Filial Correction

https://onepeterfive.com/signed-filial-correction/
By Eric Sammons, October 9, 2017
By now most Catholics have heard of the “Filial Correction” issued by a group of 62 clergy and scholars and addressed to Pope Francis. In essence, the Filial Correction argues that by his words, deeds, and omissions, Pope Francis has allowed a number of heretical opinions regarding marriage, the moral life, and the reception of the sacraments to spread in the Church. I encourage you to read the Filial Correction in its entirety.
Since the Filial Correction’s release, other signatories have been added, and my name was added on October 5. I’d like to explain here why, after much prayer and consideration, I added my name to this Filial Correction.

Souls Are at Stake
A common narrative associated with the Filial Correction is that there are two sides of the battle: those who care about individuals facing real-world difficult situations; and those who only care about doctrine, with little thought of actual people. Those in the former group are “pastoral”; those in the latter group are “doctrinaire.” These labels give a clear indication of which group is supposedly more compassionate and caring. However, it is precisely because of real individuals in real-life situations that I decided to sign the Filial Correction.

For over twenty years I’ve been involved in evangelization efforts at the parish and diocesan levels. In that time I’ve talked to hundreds of Catholics about their “real-world” situations: from divorce and remarriage to homosexuality to fallen-away children to everything else you can imagine. As one might guess based on the current state of the Church, a large portion of the Catholics I’ve encountered have a faulty understanding of Catholicism and Church teaching. Some of their errors are slight and easily corrected; other times they represent heretical beliefs—in some cases the faulty belief system amounts to, in essence, an altogether different religion. However, it is only in recent years, specifically since the election of Pope Francis, that I have seen these Catholics emboldened in their errors and hardened in their heresies.

For years, when I was discussing a “controversial” topic with a Catholic, I would argue from Scripture, Tradition, and reason for the Catholic position. I would also bolster my argument with the writings of the current Holy Father, whether that was John Paul II or Benedict XVI. However, in recent years when I outlined the Catholic position I would quickly hear, “But Pope Francis says…” followed by an erroneous understanding of Church teaching. Never did I experience the previous two pontiffs used in such a manner. These were not just theoretical or hypothetical arguments either; they were real-world Catholics justifying real-world sins by virtue of the teachings of the current Vicar of Christ.

A few examples are in order. I know a Catholic woman who attends Mass regularly and whose son has been a practicing homosexual for many years. She supports his lifestyle, claiming that he was born that way and that he is unable to live chastely. I first met her when Pope Benedict XVI was reigning as pope. She was frustrated at the Church’s position on homosexuality (she knew it was against her own position), and she longed for the Church to change. I explained to her that would not happen, and was impossible in fact. Then Pope Francis was elected, and in less than a year she was crowing that the Church was, in fact, in the process of changing its position and “accepting her son.” No matter how much I tried to convince her that the Church did not—and would not—change its teaching in this regard, and that her son’s lifestyle was harmful to him, she went to sleep each night convinced that she had been vindicated by Pope Francis.

Another example. A woman I know had a sister who was divorced and remarried (without an annulment). Her sister was a Mass-going and Communion-receiving Catholic. This had gone on for a number of years, and my friend was uncomfortable with her sister’s practice, but didn’t say anything to her about it. Then this issue catapulted to the forefront of the Church due to Pope Francis. My friend followed the stories of the Synods and then Amoris Laetitia with much interest, and she eventually concluded that her sister was doing nothing wrong, and in fact she could and should receive Communion even though she was living in what the Church had since the time of Christ considered an adulterous union.

So in the first example, a young man is living a dangerous and destructive lifestyle—one that harms him physically, emotionally, and spiritually—and his mother fully endorses that lifestyle, believing that she has the backing of the Vicar of Christ. In the second example, a couple engages in sexual union outside the bounds of matrimony, yet receives communion, thus fulfilling the words of St. Paul, “anyone who eats and drinks without discerning the body eats and drinks judgment upon himself” (1 Corinthians 11:29). Yet no one challenges or confronts them on the wayward path they are following.

Now contrast these stories with two others from my experience, both from before the time of Pope Francis. I have a friend who lived a promiscuous homosexual lifestyle for years. He was miserable, and he makes clear today that this lifestyle, no matter how much the media promotes it as natural and joyful, is destructive to the human person. About fifteen years ago he heard the message of the Church regarding homosexuality, came into contact with the apostolate Courage, and left his sinful lifestyle. He is now living chastely and is more happy and joyful than he’s ever been before. All because he was presented with the beautiful truths of the Faith regarding human sexuality.

I am also good friends with a Catholic woman who years ago married a Protestant in a Protestant ceremony (i.e., outside the Church). She attended Mass regularly, receiving Communion without any qualms. One day she heard a homily in which the priest lamented the number of Catholics who are in invalid marriages and who receive Communion. She realized that day that she was one of those Catholics. She met with the priest, who charitably but firmly told her that she needed to go to Confession and validate her marriage before she could receive Communion. She followed his advice and was reconciled to the Church. Her husband, inspired partly by the Church’s strong stance on the sanctity of marriage, eventually converted to Catholicism. Because this priest clearly articulated the Church’s teaching on marriage, a family that was at one time outside the Church is now a practicing Catholic family.

These are the people I think about when I hear calls for a softening of the Church’s teachings on human sexuality and marriage. Yes, I believe it is important for the Church to defend strongly its doctrine, but, contrary to popular belief, this defense is not at the expense of people, but instead for their happiness and salvation.

Squaring the Circle
Initially, many argued that there were orthodox interpretations of Amoris Laetitia and the many statements and actions of Pope Francis related to the issues surrounding divorce and remarriage. Initially I too thought that was possible. I argued at first that the media was misinterpreting his words. Then I believed he was a poor communicator. But over time I realized that the evidence is simply too overwhelming (and the Filial Correction documents much of that evidence). I no longer had a good response to “But Pope Francis says…”
Sadly, in many quarters there is no longer even an attempt to square the circle; instead, the heretical interpretations of Amoris Laetitia have become accepted and promoted as orthodox. Catholic leaders are embracing the core practice at hand—communion for those who are divorced and remarried without an annulment—because they are accepting the heretical presuppositions behind it.

For example, Cardinal Ouillet, prefect of the Congregation of Bishops, explicitly called for those who are in such irregular unions to be able to receive communion. On a lower level, well-known Catholic apologist Tim Staples also promoted the idea that adultery shouldn’t preclude someone from receiving communion, arguing that sexual relations between two people not married to each other is not always a mortal sin. Note in both cases, these are not “liberal” Catholics who have previously advocated for heretical positions; they have been up to now rock-solid orthodox Catholics. Yet they believe that Pope Francis (and Amoris Laetitia) calls for a practice that is clearly contrary to Church doctrine dating to the time of Christ himself.

Can a Catholic “Correct” the Pope?
I realize that even those who agree with the content of the Filial Correction might be uncomfortable with the idea of “correcting” the pope. After all, isn’t he the Vicar of Christ? Doesn’t canon law state that “the First See is judged by no one” (Can. 1404)? I’m not going to argue this point here, as others have ably done so.

However, I do want to make one point in this regard. Often when people defend Pope Francis, they fall into the error of believing everything a pope teaches is infallible and thus cannot be disputed. Even when they acknowledge that the Church does not teach that every utterance of the pope is infallible, they still act as if they are. For example, in a recent La Stampa article, the author notes:

This false accusation railed against Pope Francis, claiming that he is teaching or prompting heresy in part of his Ordinary Magisterium is in effect a denial of the one of the essential truths behind the teaching authority of the Roman Pontiff, who is granted Divine assistance which prevents him from erring in matters of faith and morals, even when teaching non-infallibly.

Note what is being said: the pope is prevented from teaching error, even when teaching non-infallibly. Yet that is a logical contradiction: if he is prevented from teaching error, he is by definition teaching infallibly; if he is teaching non-infallibly, it is by definition possible for him to err. Either he cannot teach non-infallibly (which contracts Catholic belief), or he can err. Such illogical thought has unfortunately become all-too-common in the Church today.

Devotion to the Papacy
Ultimately, I signed the Filial Correction because of my deep love and devotion to the papacy, and because of my desire for the salvation of souls. I also signed it with deep sadness and grief. My saintly father-in-law, who mercifully passed away before the pontificate of Francis, taught his children a simple rule: follow the pope. He knew, as Catholics should instinctively know, that one will be spiritually safe if he remains united to the pope. But this union is not one of blind, unthinking obedience; it is part of a devotion to the Church, her Lord, and the totality of her Tradition. As St. Paul demonstrated in the first days of the Church, love and devotion to the papacy does not preclude filial correction, because souls are at stake. It is my hope and prayer that this Filial Correction will be a step towards a papacy which gives a full-throated, robust defense of Catholicism to a world that desperately needs it.

9 of 186 readers’ comments
1. Yes, it is really quite disgusting. Papolatry is every bit as sinful as forging a golden image of Apis and worshipping it. –Deacon Augustine
2. One word in defense of Tim Staples--and I guess I shouldn't say "defense" because he should defend the faith but perhaps a word of empathy--consider where the CA apostolate is located and whose the bishop. They are undoubtedly in a diocese in which heresy and heterodoxy from the left are fine but standing up for tradition could lead to unfortunate consequences.
3. Empathy would be warranted if he defended Truth and got fired for it. What he has taught and promoted is appalling coming from an apologist. I can no longer refer people to CA website because they totally tanked on this whole concept of culpability. St Thomas Aquinas states clearly elsewhere in his writings that there are sins which can NEVER be committed for any good whatsoever and fornication and adultery are on that list. AL cherry picks and twists St Thomas to deceive souls. If Tim Staples is right, then Jesus Christ and the Church He founded had it wrong for 2000 years and we are apparently just figuring this out now. Makes you wonder what else the Church got wrong ...... not!
4. I still believe CA is helpful (disclaimer: they published my last book, so of course I think that!). They are not perfect, but no organization is. I also don't think Mr. Staples is saying that "good" is committed when someone commits adultery or fornication. He is simply saying it is not always a mortal sin.
His argument is based on the fact that committing a grave matter is not always a mortal sin. This is true. For example, if a young girl is pressured/coerced by her parents to get an abortion, she has committed a grave matter, but it is not necessarily a mortal sin for her (it would still at least be venial), as she might not have given full consent of her will.

However, Mr. Staples's argument falls apart when applying it to divorced/remarried couples, due to the continued nature of the sin. If, for the sake of argument, their sexual relationship is not a mortal sin for them (let's say they were unaware that their divorce was not recognized by the Church), it still does not follow that they should be told they can receive communion. Instead they should be informed of the gravity of their situation and told they need to either dissolve their relationship or live as brother/sister. If they do not, then I can't see how it would not now be a mortal sin for them to continue their sexual relations.
There is no situation, therefore, in which a couple that continues to commit the grave matter of sex outside a valid marriage bond should be advised to receive communion. –Eric Sammons
5. It is correct to say that grave matter is not always a mortal sin and the example you give is an appropriate demonstration of the fact.
But where Staples and others have gone wrong with respect to the D&R is that they have swallowed the false premise on which AL and the debate surrounding it has been built i.e. that the D&R are excluded from Holy Communion primarily because of their personal state of mortal sin.

The state of mortal sin or lack of it in the case of the D&R is a sideshow which has been put forward in AL to distract from the main reason why they are treated differently from other adulterers in Canon Law. Namely, as people who are "public permanent adulterers" (CCC 2384) they are living permanently in a state which is objectively sinful, irrespective of the personal guilt imputed to them , and as such they are a counter-witness to the Gospel. Consequently the Church denies them Holy Communion on the basis that they are "obstinately persevering in MANIFEST grave sin" as defined in Canon 915. The consequence of admitting them to Holy Communion would amount to the personal sin of scandal on their behalf, and the institutional sin of scandal on behalf of the ministers who communicated them. Canon 915 is derived from Divine Law in order to protect the people of God from the sin of scandal. Because the sin of scandal is greater when it is committed by the ministers of the Church, this law is as much about protecting the faithful from evil clergy as it is about protecting them from the counter-witness of those who choose to live in states which are incompatible with the Gospel. This is why even those D&R who live as brother and sister must only receive Holy Communion in places where they are not known, because their objective state of life is still a potential cause of scandal to the faithful, even though they are not in a personal state of mortal sin.

None of this is even touched upon in Amoris laetitia, let alone adequately addressed by it. It has simply been ignored with the result that everybody is clucking around discussing the D&R in terms of their personal state of sin or lack of it. I hope to God that Cardinal Burke does address this issue with a formal correction - as a senior Canon Lawyer he is the best placed man to do it at this hour.

This was the only area that I felt was sorely lacking in the Filial Correction, but I signed it anyway for many of the reasons you highlight above.

Thank you for signing and giving your "testimony" as to the reasons why you did so. It is always important to do what is right - whatever the cost. 
My signature is listed on 2nd October (although submitted somewhat earlier). -Deacon Augustine
6. I am not defending Tim Staples. But as a man with four mouths to feed, yes, I can empathize with how difficult it must be to do what one should. Sitting here, I think I would because I do not value THIS life: for myself and my family, I am focused on the next life. But wouldn't we all rather die comfortably in a warm bed in a warm home with sustenance then cold and hungry in a gutter? To those who say no, then, the next question is why you are on a device which enables you to access the Internet when you should be renouncing all of your possessions and creature comforts and embracing poverty!

7. I'm still shocked Tim Staples still doesn't see the contention between AL and Church doctrine. I love Tim and owe him much gratitude...but this is not a matter of prudential judgement.
8. Really saddened to see Tim Staples jump off this cliff. It underlines just how disastrous the present situation really is.

9. From Tim Staples link:
"... (citing CCC 1735) ... (citing CCC 2352) ... a negative judgment about an objective situation does not imply a judgment about the imputability or culpability of the person. This is indisputable Catholic teaching, folks." 
WOW - so, Staples uses the argument of adolescent habitual/anxious/hormonal masturbation as Rome's defense for adultery in a 2nd marriage.
http://ccc.usccb.org/flipbo...
Who wants to engage that argument? I'm embarrassed enough to just post it – ughh.

Amoris Laetitia is ‘ambiguous,’ ‘not a Thomistic document’: Filial Correction signatory

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/amoris-laetitia-is-ambiguous-not-a-thomistic-document-filial-correction-sig 
By Dorothy Cummings McLean, England, October 11, 2017

Father Thomas Crean, O.P., one of the first signers of the Filial Correction, has had a thorough grounding in the philosophy and theology of fellow Dominican St. Thomas Aquinas.

After earning a B.A. in Philosophy and Theology at Oxford University, Crean took a Lectorate at Blackfriars, Oxford’s Dominican college; an S.T.L. from the St. Thomas Aquinas Institute in Toulouse, France; and a Doctorate in Sacred Theology from the International Theological Institute in Austria.

LifeSiteNews contacted Fr. Crean to settle a burning question: Is Amoris Laetitia, as Cardinal Christoph Schönborn has assured us, Thomistic?

LifeSiteNews: First, what school of Thomas do you follow?
Crean: I would sympathize most with what is called half-humorously and half-seriously "Thomism of the Strict Observance," which emphasizes the tradition of the commentators, especially Cajetan and John of St. Thomas, as further mediated and developed in the 20th century by men like Gredt, Garrigou-Lagrange, Maritain, and Grenier. Maritain, especially at the end of his life, was closely connected with the Toulouse Dominicans.
LifeSiteNews: In what ways could Amoris Laetitia be interpreted as Thomistic? That is, why might Cardinal Schönborn think so?  
Crean: Two things come to mind. One is that it presents the moral or spiritual life as primarily a growth in virtue, by which we gradually respond less imperfectly to God’s invitation to life and happiness with Him, rather than as primarily conformity to commandments and the avoidance of sin.

The other, which is an aspect of the first, is that it speaks of the need for the virtue of prudence ("discernment"), in consequence of the infinite variety of situations in which human beings find themselves, a variety which means that a necessarily finite code of rules will never be sufficient for good action.

Apart from that, it also quotes St. Thomas on … 14 or 15 occasions, including some works less often cited, such as the commentary on Aristotle’s Ethics.

LifeSiteNews: In what ways could Amoris Laetitia be interpreted as not Thomistic?
Crean: Some of the quotations from Aquinas used in Amoris Laetitia are cut short in such a way as not to give a well-rounded view of his thought on a given subject or, more seriously, quoted out of context so as to give an impression that he thought the opposite of how he really did. Sometimes he is quoted when his words are only slightly relevant to the matter of hand, as if just to increase the number of times his name appears in the footnotes.

LifeSiteNews: What is your “Respondeo” (i.e. answer) to the question “Is Amoris Laetitia Thomistic?”
Crean: If by "Thomistic" one means a document written in the style of St. Thomas himself, or in the style of someone who has taken St. Thomas for his guide in theology, then Amoris Laetitia is not a Thomistic document.

St. Thomas’ work is characterized by conciseness and clarity, whereas Amoris Laetitia is expansive, and, on certain key points, ambiguous – at least if we are to judge by the conflicting interpretations it has received. Again, a phrase such as "time is greater than space" is reminiscent not of St. Thomas but of a certain gnomic, metaphorical style of writing which St. Thomas criticized in the works of Plato.

More important than style is content. Here we could consider either the content of Amoris Laetitia as a whole, or those places in it where St. Thomas is explicitly quoted, or at least referenced.
A grave danger to faith and morals

On the first point, I was one of 45 signatories of a letter about Amoris Laetitia sent last year to all the cardinals and Eastern patriarchs of the Church. … This letter said: “When it comes to (Amoris Laetitia) itself … there is no doubt that it constitutes a grave danger to Catholic faith and morals. It contains many statements whose vagueness or ambiguity permit interpretations that are contrary to faith or morals, or that suggest a claim that is contrary to faith and morals without actually stating it. It also contains statements whose natural meaning would seem to be contrary to faith or morals.”

This letter listed 19 passages of Amoris Laetitia (saying) either that they suggested heresies and other grave errors, or else that their natural (obvious) meaning … was heretical or gravely erroneous. Hence, given that St. Thomas has been declared the Common doctor of the church and presented as a model for theologians … I should not consider Amoris Laetitia to be a Thomistic document.

When it comes to the explicit use made of St. Thomas, we should look at the individual passages. Certain passages quote him accurately and aptly in support of themes in the exhortation. Paragraphs 102, 120, 123, 126-7, and 134 fall into this category. For example, they quote his remarks that marriage is the greatest of friendships, that there need be no limit to the growth of charity in this life, and that friendship involves considering another person as a being of great worth.  

At other times, Amoris Laetitia quotes St. Thomas accurately, (but) less aptly or even misleadingly. Thus Paragraph 146 cites (him) in connection with the statement that: “A family is mature when the emotional life of its members becomes a form of sensitivity that neither stifles nor obscures great decisions and values, but rather follows each one’s freedom.”

The reference is not apt, since in the passage cited, St. Thomas is not talking about families or great decisions, or even values or freedom. He is simply discussing whether the virtues co-exist with the moral virtues, and explaining that they sometime do and sometime don’t.  

Minor and major misuses of St. Thomas

In regard to misleading uses of St. Thomas, there are minor and major examples.

A minor example occurs in paragraph 99. Talking about family life, Amoris Laetitia quotes these words from the Summa: “Every human being is bound to live agreeably with those around him.” However, it omits the second half of the sentence, which is nisi propter aliquam causam necesse sit aliquando alios utiliter contristare (“unless it should be necessary for him for some reason to cause them profitable sadness at some time”).

Another example occurs in paragraph 148. This first cites Aquinas in support of the statement that excessive seeking of some pleasure can weaken that same pleasure, and also alludes to his teaching that pleasure in the marital act is compatible with observing the "mean" of virtue.

The references here are accurate, but one has the distinct impression in this section that St. Thomas is being pressed into support a more “optimistic” view of human sexuality than he in fact upheld. For example, he taught that the conjugal act in fallen human beings tends, even when legitimately exercised, to weaken the impulse of charity toward God (2a 2ae 186, 4). He also held that for a spouse to ask for the paying of the marital debt without the desire for procreation is always at least a venial fault (Supplement, 49, 5).
Seriously misleading passages

I come now to what I should respectfully consider to be more seriously misleading passages.

(The English version of) paragraph 145 (of Amoris Laetitia) states: “Experiencing an emotion is not, in itself, morally good or evil. The stirring of desire or repugnance is neither sinful nor blameworthy. What is morally good or evil is what we do on the basis of, or under the influence of, a given passion.” It footnotes the Summa, 1a 2ae 24, 1.

But what St. Thomas says here is that no emotion, abstractly considered, is either good or bad. Even hatred is not bad as such: it is good to hate sin. However, every actually existing emotion will always be either good or bad. This is true, independently of any actions to which they may give rise.

St. Thomas says: ipsae passiones, secundum quod sunt voluntariae, possunt dici bonae vel malae moraliter. Dicuntur autem voluntariae vel ex eo quod a voluntate imperantur, vel ex eo quod a voluntate non prohibentur (“The emotions themselves, inasmuch as they are voluntary, can be called morally good or bad. And they are said to be voluntary inasmuch as they are commanded by the will, or else because they are not checked by the will.”) There is a serious mistake in the text of Amoris Laetitia here, since certain emotions can rise by themselves to the level of mortal sin, for example, certain kinds of deliberate anger and sexual desire. It is dangerous to give the impression that only outward acts can be morally good or evil.

The Latin text of paragraph 145 is slightly different, but the net result is the same. On the one hand, it changes “the stirring of desire or repugnance is neither sinful nor blameworthy” to “perceiving a desire or repugnance beginning is neither harmful nor blameworthy,” which strictly speaking is true, since the perception itself would not be a sin. However, it retains the claim that moral good and evil lie only in outward action. And, bizarrely, it also quotes one of the objections in the Summa as if it were St. Thomas’ own teaching!

Next, paragraph 301. Here Amoris Laetitia states that people … can be living in irregular (e.g. adulterous) situations and may know the Church’s teaching on ‘the rule’, and yet may be unable to see the value of “the rule.” These people, Amoris Laetitia says, may possess sanctifying grace and may be unable to obey the rule without sinning.

It goes on: “St. Thomas Aquinas himself recognized that someone may possess grace and charity, yet not be able to exercise any one of the virtues well.” As Dr. Joseph Shaw has pointed out, this quotation is irrelevant to the question of whether one can be excused from obeying the divine law by an ability to see its value, or whether one can be obliged to disobey it to avoid some other sin. St. Thomas is simply talking of people who have repented of past sins, and who now live virtuously, but do so with some difficulty because of the effect that those past sins have left behind.

Hence Dr. Shaw wrote: “Aquinas is simply pointing out that impediments are more likely when the virtue has not been acquired by a process of training and habituation over time, but by an infusion of grace from God. This abstruse issue is completely irrelevant to the matter at hand, and makes me wonder about the intellectual integrity of the people advising Pope Francis at this point in the document.” A more relevant passage from the Summa would have been found in 1a 2ae 19, 6: “If erring reason tell a man that he should go to another man's wife, the will that abides by that erring reason is evil; since this error arises from ignorance of the Divine Law, which he is bound to know.”

More serious because more plausible misuse

A more serious, because superficially more plausible, misrepresentation of the angelic doctor is found in paragraph 304. Amoris Laetitia is discussing the question of universal moral laws, in the context, of course, of invalid second marriages and the conferral of the sacraments, and it quotes a passage from 1a 2a 94, 4: “Practical reason deals with contingent things, upon which human activity bears, and so although there is necessity in the general principles, the more we descend to matters of detail, the more frequently we encounter defects …  In matters of action, truth or practical rectitude is not the same for all, as to matters of detail, but only as to the general principles.”

Although the argument at this point in Amoris Laetitia seems designed to be hard to follow, the impression is very strongly given that St. Thomas would have said that either sexual activity within a marriage not recognized by the Church as valid, or else giving Holy Communion to those who engage in such activity, cannot be objects of a universal prohibition. There can be, the text implies, only a defeasible presumption against such things. In fact, St. Thomas teaches, with the whole tradition of the Church, that there are indeed such things as intrinsically bad actions which generate universal prohibitions.

Thomas would have been horrified

On the question of the reception of the sacraments, Amoris Laetitia can hardly be considered Thomistic, (because) it does not quote the relevant text from the Summa: "Holy Communion ought not to be given to open sinners when they ask for it" (3a 80), or the identical teaching in the Scriptum (Super Sent., lib. 4 d. 9 q. 1 a. 5 qc. 1 co).

What then was the meaning of the passage from Aquinas quoted in Amoris Laetitia 304?

St. Thomas there spoke of certain “general principles” that are the same for all. These include the commandments of the decalogue and any other precepts of divine law. In addition to these, there are “matters of detail,” i.e. certain rules of good action which human reason can work out for itself, such as “keep your promises” (and) “obey the law of the land”...

But these, though generally applicable, may in certain circumstances not serve as reliable guides to good action, because human reason cannot foresee all cases. For example, it may be necessary to break a promise to meet someone in order to deal with a medical urgency, or to break a speed limit to drive someone to hospital. It is fair to say that St. Thomas would have been horrified to think that any bishop would one day use this common-sense teaching in order to authorize Holy Communion for those publicly committed to illicit unions.
Finally, in a footnote to the same paragraph, Amoris Laetitia says: "In another text, referring to the general knowledge of the rule and the particular knowledge of practical discernment, St. Thomas states that 'if only one of the two is present, it is preferable that it be the knowledge of the particular reality, which is closer to the act.’" It refers us to his commentary on the Nicomachaean ethics, Book 6, lecture 6, section 11. 

Again, it misrepresents Aquinas’ teaching, with potentially seriously consequences. St. Thomas is not here contrasting rules and ‘discernment’ but rather universal truths and more particular truths. He gives the example of one man who knows that ‘light flesh’ is healthy to eat, but not what counts as light flesh, and another man who doesn’t know the general principle about ‘light flesh’, but does know that the flesh of birds is healthy to eat. The latter person is a better guide about how to eat.

Hence, St. Thomas is not saying that a priest who thinks he can discern the presence of the Holy Spirit in Mr. Smith’s soul despite Mr. Smith’s invalid second marriage but has never heard about the principle of not giving Holy Communion to those in adultery is in a better position to judge what to do at the altar rails than a priest who knows the principle but can’t discern the Holy Spirit in Mr Smith’s soul. Rather, he is saying that a priest who knows the truth that one should not give Holy Communion to those in public adultery, but doesn’t know the more universal truth that one should not give it to those in public sin, is in a better position to decide what to do than one who knows that one should not give it to those in public sin, but who does not know that a second marriage counts as public sin.

Conclusion

In conclusion, although many and various passages from St. Thomas’ works are quoted in Amoris Laetitia, I cannot say that I believe that they give, as some readers might suppose ... a reliable account of the angelic doctor’s teaching on married love, the emotions, universal moral prohibitions or the reception of Holy Communion by public sinners. Hence, given also what was said above about the content of Amoris Laetitia as a whole, and about its style, I should not be able to say that I considered Amoris Laetitia a Thomist document.

5 of 12 readers’ comments
1. An analysis that goes to the heart of the matter.

The principal impression one takes away from it is that the author of AL lacks integrity, i.e. AL is a consciously dishonest document that tries to bend authorities like St Thomas to its own ends by half quotes or quotes out of context.

2. Yes, I am afraid that is it exactly.

What comes from this analysis and others is that the Pope of the Catholic Church is not a bungler, nor even a misguided but intentionally good-hearted fellow, but rather an intentional liar, a knowledgeable and coherent heretic, a deviant from Christ who seeks to mislead and thereby lead souls to hell.

That is a grave thought.

3. To be fair, the Pope is a good-hearted man - in his own way.

I understand his thinking. Essentially what he has done is reinterpret the goodness of God in purely human terms.

When we humans are good to each other we don't inflict excessive suffering and we don't impose intolerable obligations. The Pope applies this to God. If moral obligations become humanly impossible to keep (or are presumed to be humanly impossible to keep) then in his optic they no longer oblige. So a remarried divorcee who lacks the moral courage to change the situation and abstain from sexual relations is, quite simply, free to continue with them.

This principle logically extends far beyond remarriage and it won't be long before we see it applied in every field of Catholic morality, with homosexual and lesbian couples next in the queue.

All that is required to be in God's good grace is remorse. Pope Francis recently gave a sermon where he called remorse 'the sign of salvation'. But remorse is nothing of the kind. Every soul in hell feels remorse. However the bit about us humans not inflicting excessive suffering on others makes it impossible for the Pope to believe in hell. He can't, not in his system.

What Pope Francis doesn't understand is that God's goodness is quite capable of putting humans through the meat grinder in order to spiritually cleanse and strengthen them. The simple truth is that sometimes a very great deal of suffering is necessary for a soul to make progress. It's just the way the things are, the way we are built. We can't wish it away as the Pope is doing. We just have to accept it.

4. "Good-hearted" men are not bullies who create a climate of fear, constantly berate, harshly belittle good people, destroy very good men and women and very faithful, rapidly growing religious orders and repeatedly invite some of the world's most evil influential persons to speak in the Vatican and advise the cardinals and bishops with their extreme secular poison. –Steve Jalsevac, LSN
5. The good Father Crean is all too polite.

"Thomistic" does not mean simply "quoting Thomas Aquinas" (otherwise, even a feminist text that lambasts the Angelic Doctor could be called "Thomistic") or even "quoting him directly" (otherwise, a science textbook that takes issue with the Angelic Doctor's notions on the generation of male and female infants could be called "Thomistic"), but must be (a) consistent with St. Thomas' philosophy and teaching, (b) written in the logical style that is evident from even a casual glance at the Summa, and (c) obedient to the universal and timeless teaching of the Church (which St. Thomas truly was: near the end of his life, he admitted with great humility that his work, as good as it was, was "straw").

Instead, Amoris is a strange "neither fish nor fowl" document. Is it a set of guidelines for priests (like the "Vademecum for Confessors")? Is it a self-help book for married couples? What does it finally conclude, and how does it address objections against the positions that can logically be raised against it? We have no good answer to these questions, because Amoris is not Thomistic; it is a piece of Jesuitic "laxism", of the sort that had St. Alphonsus Liguori up in arms.

Scholars’ critiques of Filial Correction misread and distort the Church’s magisterial teaching

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

By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, October 12, 2017

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

Does the Filial Correction contradict the instruction Donum veritatis?

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

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

Moreover, as signatory Joseph Shaw observed, the Filial Correction doesn’t seek to correct the pope’s authentic magisterium, because it doesn’t even regard Amoris laetitia itself as a legitimate magisterial act but rather one that contradicts and undermines the Magisterium as a whole. This claim is well-founded. Not only does Amoris laetitia strongly appear to deny infallibly-defined dogmas of the Church – disqualifying it as a part of the authentic papal magisterium – but the document itself clearly implies that it does not intend to exercise magisterial authority. The document states: “not all discussions of doctrinal, moral or pastoral issues need to be settled by interventions of the magisterium. Unity of teaching and practice is certainly necessary in the Church, but this does not preclude various ways of interpreting some aspects of that teaching or drawing certain consequences from it.”

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

Even more strangely, the duo then goes on to commit the same error they impute to the Fraternal Correction. They imply that Francis’ January 2016 address to the Roman Rota, in which he said the essential elements of marriage “can be lived out by all the faithful,” somehow overrides the many statements he later made in Amoris laetitia and other documents that strongly indicate the opposite. If we are to assume that Amoris laetitia qualifies as an authentic magisterial document, how is a mere allocution, made prior to Amoris laetitia and addressed only to cardinals, to override a later apostolic exhortation addressed to the whole Church?

O’Regan joins Fastiggi and Goldstein to point out that Donum veritatis requires those who have difficulties with non-infallible declarations of the Catholic Church’s Magisterium to make their concerns known to the responsible authority in a private way, rather than launching media campaigns. Donum veritatis does indeed urge theologians to act in such a way, and in fact the document envisions the possibility of dissenting theologians suffering “in silence and in prayers” should their arguments not be accepted. However, Fastiggi, Goldstein, and O’Regan again misapply Donum veritatis because they fail to understand the whole nature of the dispute in question, which is not a dissent against the Church’s Magisterium but a critique of expressions that strongly appear to contradict it.

Are theologians prohibited from publicly correcting the pope?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

*The La Stampa article was corrected at Dr. Fastiggi's request sometime after October 11. We thank Dr. Fastiggi for making this correction.
Update: This article previously stated that Dr. Fastiggi had not responded to LifeSite's email to him. However, he had responded to it and the email was missed. The article has been corrected to reflect this.
12 of 22 readers’ comments
1. Dear Matthew,

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

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

Dear Steve,

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

I did not know your e-mail or any other e-mails of those who managed your site. Otherwise, I would have contacted you or someone else.

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

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

Happy feast of St. Francis,

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

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

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

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

2. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Oremus pro invicem, Robert Fastiggi

4. Dear Dr. Fastiggi,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As I wrote above, an error in faith is not heresy, but it isn't orthodox doctrine either. It's unorthodox because it denies a de fide doctrine, albeit one that hasn't been defined as such. Please address what I wrote. Thank you. 
I should add that when you quote the phrase "Joannis Papae mentem semper bonam et Catholicam fuisse" you leave out the beginning of the sentence, which says "Haec retractatio aperte docet..." The retractatio is the retraction Bellarmine has just discussed that is contained in an account of John XXII's death, and it is a retraction John XXII made of his errors in faith.

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

I'll repeat what I noted already.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

11. Dear Matthew,

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

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

If you say John XXII's statement wasn't an error at all because it wasn't a heresy, I can't see how that's consistent with the traditional censures of dogmatic theology. Your syllogism, if valid, would read "All errors are heresies, John XXII's opinion was not a heresy. Therefore, John XXII's opinion was not an error. With all due respect to you, dogmatic theology manuals hold that your major premise is false. All errors are not heresies. Errors in faith exist, which are errors but not heresies. John XXII, culpably or not, affirmed a statement that was erroneous in faith. Do you not affirm this? -Matthew Cullinan Hoffman 

*
Bishops, theologians counter Filial Correction with statement of ‘full support’ for Pope Francis
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/dissenting-bishops-sign-vague-declaration-supporting-pope-francis 
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, October 18, 2017
A group of mostly German-speaking Catholic clerics and scholars, including several dissenting bishops, have signed a vague statement expressing support for Pope Francis and his “pastoral initiatives” in the face of a “vehement attack” against them.

“Pro Pope Francis,” which was published on a special website October 17, appears designed to counteract the “Filial Correction” of Pope Francis, which was published in late September and currently includes the signatures of 245 Catholic clergy and scholars.

Addressed to “highly esteemed Pope Francis,” the declaration seeks to “express our gratitude for your courageous and theologically sound papal leadership.”
Although the declaration decries a “vehement attack” against the pope, it enters into no specifics and answers none of the arguments that have been made against the orthodoxy of Pope Francis’ controversial apostolic exhortation Amoris Laetitia, such as those contained in the Filial Correction.

Instead, “Pro Pope Francis” offers a vague series of catch-phrases often used by Pope Francis and his supporters to justify the pontiff’s novelties. “Wounded people and wounded nature go straight to your heart,” the statement says, addressing itself to the pope. “You see the church as a field hospital on the margins of life. Your concern is every single person loved by God. When encountering others, compassion and not the law shall have the last word. God and God’s mercy characterize the pastoral culture that you expect from the church. You dream of a ‘church as mother and shepherdess.’ We share your dream.”

The document closes by expressing its hope that “you would not veer from the path you have taken” and promises “our full support and constant prayer.”

Signatories include a number of dissenters against traditional magisterial teaching, including Kevin Dowling, Bishop of Rustenberg, South Africa, who denies the binding nature of the ordinary papal magisterium, and advocates ordaining women and abolishing priestly celibacy. His speech decrying the “conservatism” of the papacies of John Paul II and Benedict XVI was published by the dissident National Catholic Reporter in 2010.

Others include Miklos Beer, Bishop of Vac, Hungary, who is lobbying Pope Francis to ordain married men to the priesthood, and Paul Iby, Bishop Emeritus of Eisenstadt, Austria, an advocate for giving Holy Communion to divorced and invalidly remarried couples since at least 2010, and who also advocates abolishing priestly celibacy, ordaining married men, and “considering” ordaining women in the future.

Several other bishops, some auxiliaries and others retired, also signed the statement, as well as a number of scholars and Catholic organization heads. The majority of signers are Austrians, followed by Germans, Czechs, Poles, and Hungarians, and a small number of people from other countries. The organizers of the declaration are Paul Zulehner, an Austrian “religious sociologist” and theologian, and Tomas Halik, a Czech theologian. Both are priests.

Joseph Shaw, an organizer and signer of the Filial Correction, told LifeSite that it is “commendable to support the Holy Father in carrying out his unique and difficult ministry, both spiritually (in prayer) and in practical ways.

"What would not be supporting the Pope, of course, would be instrumentalizing the confusion caused by some of his recent writings, in order to press forward an agenda which is in conflict with the teaching of the Church.”

“The context and the signatories of this initiative suggest, as Cardinal (Gerhard) Muller recently noted, that some long-term dissidents against Papal authority are merely making use of the present crisis to promote things which they wanted anyway,” added Shaw. “Catholics should pray for the Pope, as the prayer authorized by the Bishops of England and Wales in 1953 expresses it, ‘that he may desire by thy grace those things which are pleasing to thee, and perform them with all his strength.’”

2 of 13 readers’ comments
1. I certainly do not doubt their intent to do good, but it's like pumping someone with antibiotics against bacteria when someone is suffering from viral disease. It makes matters worse.

2. I do doubt their intent to do good.
Priest who signed Filial Correction: It was ‘the Catholic thing to do’

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/priest-who-signed-the-filial-correction-it-was-the-catholic-thing-to-do  
By Diane Montagna, Buckfast Abbey, England, October 18, 2017
The number of signatories of the Filial Correction charging Pope Francis with spreading seven heresies, at least by omission, has now risen to 245 professors and clergy. That is up from 62 at the time of its publication on September 24, and 40 when it was delivered to Pope Francis on August 11 at his Santa Marta residence.

Critics of the Filial Correction have accused the signatories of standing as “judges over the Pope,” of using the “wrong method,” and of contravening a Vatican instruction for theologians.  Most recently, a group of predominantly German-speaking critics have set up an alternative website in an attempt to counteract the Correctio’s worldwide media impact.

But one American Catholic priest and canon lawyer who signed the Filial Correction says his decision was “the Catholic thing to do.”

LifeSite sat down with Cleveland-raised Fr. Anthony Pillari, who serves as the chaplain for the Extraordinary Form and the Promoter of Justice in the Diocese of Plymouth, England. While attending the 2017 Fatima Centennial Conference held at Buckfast Abbey in Devon, he shared his reasons for putting his name to the Filial Correction.

LifeSite: Fr. Pillari, what led you personally as a Catholic priest to take the step of signing the Filial Correction?
Fr. Pillari: For me, as a Catholic priest and as a canon lawyer, I took this step of signing the Correction out of love for Our Holy Father and out of love for the Church. It’s a very painful step to take for any Catholic priest, but our Catholic Faith tells us that this is the step we need to take out of love for the Holy Father and the Church. And really I would say, it’s the Catholic thing to do.

What do you mean in saying that “it’s the Catholic thing to do”? Some have criticized the Filial Correction signatories as using “the wrong method” and have characterized it as an attack against the Pope.
Well, simply because Sacred Scripture and the Doctors of the Church indicate that this is the Catholic approach. It’s true that many Catholics mistakenly think that to be a good Catholic means that no matter what happens, you should never publicly in any way disagree with the Pope, or criticize him or, in the words of St. Thomas Aquinas, publicly “rebuke” the Pope.

A good Catholic — if we listen to Sacred Scripture and to Doctors of the Church like St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas — realizes that we need to show any authority in the Church great respect, great love, and great obedience, but that that respect and love at times can call us even to, in the words of St. Thomas Aquinas, publicly rebuke our prelate, publicly rebuke the one in authority over us. We have the great example of St. Paul in Galatians. St. Paul says that he withstood Peter, opposed him to his face, because Peter stood condemned. So Paul gives us this example of having to oppose even the first pope to his face because he stood condemned.

St. Augustine comments that St. Paul’s opposition to Peter was given as an example for authorities in the Church, that authorities in the Church should be willing to receive, should not despise but be willing to receive these types of comments if they’ve gone astray.

After him, St. Thomas Aquinas, who is the great Common Doctor of the Church, gives what is perhaps the clearest exposition when he says: “If the faith were endangered, then a subject should rebuke his prelate even publicly.” Aquinas says this was the example given to us by St. Paul and St. Peter where, because of the imminent danger of scandal concerning the faith, Paul rebuked St. Peter publicly. And so St. Thomas Aquinas is telling us, every Catholic, that though it’s a very painful thing to do it’s not simply an option; it can even be a duty.

Is the faith really endangered to the point where a rebuke was necessary?
Yes, I would say that the faith really is endangered.

Someone might raise the question: is this simply an academic matter for theologians to work out the details of? But in fact it’s not uncommon for priests to experience people coming to them and saying: “Well, Father, even though I’m not married to the one I’m living with, now the Church has said this is okay; now I can receive Communion.”

There is tremendous confusion among Catholics at the very ordinary level, and even among bishops. You have bishops in one diocese in the US who will say receiving Communion, if you’re living with someone you’re not married to and living as husband and wife, would be a mortal sin. You have other dioceses where bishops are saying that’s not the case. You have different countries where bishops’ conferences are giving different interpretations. And so these are very serious matters, because our mission as priests is to help everyone reach heaven, and that means passing on faithfully what Jesus taught in the Gospel.

There’s confusion over a very basic point that He was very clear on — that any man who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery. When asked the path to heaven, He said: If you want to go to heaven, keep the commandments — the Ten Commandments. So these are very important matters that have to be clarified and that did call for this type of a public step.

You mentioned St. Thomas Aquinas’ statement about the conditions under which a subject might have to correct a prelate even publicly. Has anyone else spoken in similar terms?
Yes, there are a number of authors. Of course, Scripture itself, St. Augustine, St. Gregory the Great, Isidore of Seville, the great canonist Gracian, but also St. Robert Bellarmine.  In fact, Bellarmine gives an interesting analogy. He is also a Doctor of the Church and a great guide, and he wrote a treatise on the papacy with great respect and love, really trying to defend the papacy. But in his treatise on the papacy he also clarifies the question of whether there could be a situation where someone would be called even to “resist” — those are his words — to “resist” the Pope.

Bellarmine says that just as it would be permissible to “resist” if a Pope were to attack a person physically, in the same way if a Pope’s actions or words were risking to harm the faith, then it would be permissible, in Bellarmine’s words, to “resist” him and even to frustrate his work from being carried out.

I think perhaps Aquinas is clearer, but you certainly have a number of other examples in the Church saying that this really is simply the Catholic attitude, a very sad step to have to take, but it’s our duty as Catholics to take this step when that situation arises. In such a situation, I would say that it is simply the Catholic thing to do. 

1 of 10 readers’ comments
"Critics of the Filial Correction have accused the signatories of standing as “judges over the Pope.”

That says it all! Too many of these liberal thinkers in the Church and in the world at large who say people shouldn't make judgments, when what we're not supposed to do is judge the soul. Judging actions must be done...that's why we have the judicial system (and there is even the book of [are you ready for it?] JUDGES in the Bible!

The Pope's action (or non-action in this case) can be judged as wrong, because it is. He has caused a lot of confusion in the Church, and Christ's Church is not supposed to be a Church of confusion. Christ left the Church so we wouldn't be confused...so we would know what to do to be in communion with Him.

All of you people always and everywhere screaming "don't judge!"...PLEASE get a grip!!!

The Correctio filialis and the Laudatio of Pope Francis

https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2017/10/de-mattei-correctio-filialis-and.html
https://rorate-caeli.blogspot.in/2017/10/de-mattei-correctio-filialis-and.html 

By Roberto de Mattei, October 18, 2017
After three weeks the first organized response to the Correctio filialis has appeared: a Laudatio published on the web, signed by a group of priests and intellectuals prevalently from the Austrian-German domain. (http://www.pro-pope-francis.com/).
Who are the signatories of the Laudatio? One of them, the German Monsignor Fritz Lobinger, Bishop emeritus of Aliwal (South Africa), is the “father” of the expression “community priesthood” which he explained in the book Team of Elders. Moving beyond Viri probati (2007), wherein he hopes for an introduction in the Church of two types of priests, diocesan priests and those of the community; the former full-time celibates and the latter, married with a family, at the disposition of the community where they live and work.

Another signatory, Father Paul Zulehner, a disciple of Karl Rahner, is known in turn for his fanciful “pastoral futurology” (Pastorale Futurologie, 1990). In 2011, he supported the “appeal to disobedience” launched by 329 Austrian priests, favouring married priests, priestly ordination for women, the right for Protestants and the divorced and remarried to receive Communion and for the laity to preach and lead parishes.
Matin Lintner, is a Servite religious from Bolzano, teacher at Bressanone and President of Insect (International Network of Societies for Catholic Theology). He is famous for his book The Rediscovery of Eros. The Church, Sexuality and Human Relations (2015), in which he is open to homosexuality, pre-matrimonial relations, and his enthusiastic response to Amoris Laetitia, which, in his opinion is “a point of no return” in the Church. In fact, “we can no longer say that today there is a categorical exclusion from receiving the Sacraments of the Eucharist and Reconciliation for those in a new union, who don’t abstain from sexual relations. Of this there is no doubt, on the basis of the text of A.L. itself” (www.settimananews.it, December 5th 2016).

It is clear at this point that the deep division running through the Church is not between the detractors and fans of Pope Francis. The breaking line runs between those who are faithful to the immutable Teaching of Popes and those who are complaining to Pope Bergoglio for pursuing the “dream” of a new church, different from the One founded by Our Lord Jesus Christ.
You don’t need to be a historian to understand that we are experiencing a completely new phase in the life of the Church. We are not at the end of the world, but with regard to our age, we can apply the words of Our Lord, when He spoke of His return at the end of time, saying with sadness: “But yet the Son of Man when He cometh, shall He find, think you, faith on earth?” (Luke 18, 8).

The loss of faith, even on the part of men of the Church, is now quite evident. On January 27th 2012, addressing the Plenary Assembly of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Pope Benedict XVI affirmed: “We are faced with a deep crisis of faith; a loss of the religious sense which constitutes the greatest challenge for the Church today. The renewal of the faith must therefore be the priority in the undertakings of the entire Church in our times.” This loss of faith, has today, the characteristics of a general apostasy.
Cardinal Robert Sarah, intervening at a meeting of the European Episcopal Conferences held in Trieste on November 4th 2013, affirmed that “even among the baptized and the disciples of Christ there is today a sort of “silent apostasy”; a rejection of God and the Christian Faith in politics, the economy, in the ethical and moral dimension and in post-modern Western culture.”

Cardinal Raymond Burke, for his part, in a homily delivered on October 13th 2017 at Buckfast Abbey, recalled how the message of Fatima “deals with the diabolical forces let loose in our time upon the world, entering the very life of the Church, leading souls away from the truth of the Faith and, thus, from Divine love, which flows from the Glorious, Pierced Heart of Jesus.”
Souls are being lost because language is ambiguous and deceiving, and errors and heresies are being disseminated every day among the faithful. Pope Francis’ Pontificate represents the result and the peak of a process of the Church’s self-demolition which has remote origins but today has reached a dizzying speed.

The Correctio filialis of October 24th 2017 has been like a ray of light piercing the darkness of the night in which souls are immersed. The denunciation of the heresies sustained and propagated by Pope Francis has resounded from one end of the planet to the other, spreading through to the Media and becoming the dominant theme of private conversations among many Catholics. In these conversations few deny the truth of the facts denounced in the Correctio. Divergences regard rather, “the what to do” faced with a situation which has no historical precedents.
There are no lack of those who practice the double-truth: they criticize in private but render homage in public to those who are leading the Church towards disaster. This behavior was defined “nicodemite” by Calvin to indicate those Protestants who concealed their doctrine, by rendering public homage to the faith and rites of Catholics. Yet the Catholic Church too has always condemned dissimulation, indicating as a model of life, the public confession of the faith, even unto martyrdom. 

Confessing the faith means denouncing the errors that oppose it, even if proposed by bishops, and a Pope, as happened to Honorius I (625-638). It is not important to know whether Honorius was a heretic or favens haeresim. The fact that he was solemnly condemned by the VI Council of Constantinople (681), presided by Pope Leo II, and his condemnation was confirmed by two successive Ecumenical Councils demonstrates that the possibility of a heretic Pope (admitted by all the medieval canon lawyers) is possible, independently of the fact that it has been verified historically. 
Who has the authority, however, to resist and correct a Pope? First of all, this duty belongs to the cardinals who are the Pope’s advisors in the governing of the Church; then the Bishops, who constitute, in union with the Pope, the teaching Church; and lastly, the ordinary faithful, priests, monks and sisters, even lay, who, being baptized, have that absolutely certain sensus fidei which allows them to discern the true faith from heresy.

Eusebius, before becoming Bishop of Dorylaeum, was a lawyer from Constantinople. In 429, he publically interrupted a homily by the priest Nestorius who was placing the Divine Maternity of Mary in doubt. Eusebius would have done the same thing if it had been the Patriarch or the Pope himself speaking that day. His Catholic spirit would not tolerate the Blessed Virgin being insulted in front of the Catholic faithful.
Today the Church has no need of nicodemìtes, but confessors of the faith, with the temperament of a Eusebius or Maximus the Confessor, a simple monk who did not hesitate in challenging the Patriarch of Constantinople and the Byzantine Emperors. To those who wanted to oblige communicating with the heretic Monothelites, he replied: “Even if the entire universe communicates with you, I alone will not”. At the age of 80, after three trials, as a result of his fidelity, he was condemned to having his tongue and right hand mutilated, the two body parts through which his words and writings had fought errors and heresies.

He would have been able to repeat the words of St. Paul: “At my first answer no man stood with me, but all forsook me: may it not be laid to their charge. But the Lord stood by me, and strengthened me, that by me the preaching may be accomplished, and that all the Gentiles may hear: and I was delivered out of the mouth of the lion”. (2 Timothy 4, 16-17).

The fact of being just a few - misunderstood and persecuted - is permitted by Divine Providence in order to increase the merits of the witnesses to the Faith and render their behavior not only right and proper, but also holy and heroic. What else is the exercise of heroic virtue but the accomplishing of one’s duty in exceptional circumstances, not counting on our own strength, but on the help of God?

Correction Reactions: Chronicling the Chaos following the Correctio Filialis
https://novusordowatch.org/2017/10/filial-correction-reactions/
October 25, 2017

The Background
Remember the “Synod on the Family” in 2014? That’s when all the talk about “communion for the divorced-and-remarried” started. At the time, there was no end to hearing about the “October Synod”. When the first synod document was released, the so-called Relatio Post Disceptationem (“Report after Discussions”), all hell broke loose, although the usual Novus Ordo apologists were still trying to save the baby. Mr. John Zuhlsdorf (“Fr. Z”), for example, told his readers to beware of media distortions, warning of a “Synod of the Media”.

But truth is stranger than fiction, and the media could never come up with the kind of nonsense Novus Ordo bishops are capable of devising: It was at the October 2014 Synod that the course was set to adopt the Vatican II “ecclesial elements” heresy and apply it to morality. From now on, “virtuous elements” were to be identified in immoral sexual relationships, just as Vatican II had found “ecclesial elements” in false religions. For the final document, Francis directly intervened to ensure it would contain passages discussing the reception of “Communion” by adulterers and the “pastoral accompaniment” of sodomites, even though the synod fathers had rejected inclusion of these paragraphs in the final vote.

Then we were told there would be another synod a year later to complete the work of the 2014 gathering. And so it happened: The October 2015 Synod arrived and took almost three weeks to complete. Everyone was excitedly waiting to see what decision Francis would render at the end: Would he side with the liberals or the conservatives? But Francis being Francis, he avoided making a clear pronouncement so that both liberals and conservatives were able to claim victory — sound familiar?

Then everyone was waiting for the post-synodal “Apostolic Exhortation” that Francis was going to issue. Surely Francis would make a decision then: “Communion” for unrepentant adulterers — yes or no? When it finally arrived, it was called Amoris Laetitia, and we’re still living that nightmare today. In an effort to once again pacify his panicking readers, Mr. Zuhlsdorf had declared prematurely that “we have dodged a bullet”, revealing what his expert analysis is really worth. The teaching of the Bergoglian exhortation is so ridiculous that the best way to summarize it is to look at these hilarious memes illustrating its absurdity.

Amoris Laetitia has set a new standard in post-conciliar Novus Ordo drama. Approximately three months after the infernal exhortation’s publication, 45 Novus Ordo scholars wrote an open letter to the college of “cardinals”, including a theological refutation of as many as 19 heresies and other errors found in Francis’ Amoris Laetitia — predictably, with no effect whatsoever. The same result was achieved by the 30-minute Plea to the Pope video issued by numerous life and family leaders a short time thereafter.

On Sep. 19, 2016, four Novus Ordo cardinals submitted five precise questions (“dubia“) to Francis that demand a clear “yes” or “no” answer from the “Supreme Pontiff”. When it became clear that Francis had not the slightest interest in answering them, the “cardinals” made their dubia public. This is when everything irrevocably hit the fan.
Since the public release of the dubia, things have been happening in rapid succession. Support for and criticism of the dubia was accompanied by endless discussions about what Francis did and didn’t say, did and didn’t mean, will or won’t do. Various reports about Francis from “behind the scenes” (such as this one and that one) have fanned the flames further.

Interestingly enough, some bloggers and journalists even began to drop their reluctance to using the word “schism” in connection with the drama about Francis and Amoris Laetitia. In fact, a report appeared according to which Francis allegedly said: “It’s not impossible that I will go down in history as the one who split the Catholic Church”. And while the Kazakh “Bishop” Athanasius Schneider introduced an entirely novel concept of “schism”, one which he said he sees already realized in the [Novus Ordo] Church, a Colombian academic, politician, and television personality publicly denounced Francis as a heretical Antipope.
Towards the end of 2016, “Cardinal” Raymond Burke rocked the boat when he announced that if Francis doesn’t answer the dubia, then there will be a “formal act of correction”. To this day, we’re still waiting for that very thing.

In June of 2017, it was revealed that one of the four authors of the dubia, “Cardinal” Carlo Caffarra, had had his request for an audience effectively denied — an audience in which he wanted to discuss the concerns regarding Amoris Laetitia. Francis’ refusal to grant the audience was only consistent, since he had been going out of his way to avoid giving the “cardinals” any opportunity to confront him on the issue.

Aug. 11, 2017, marked another milestone in the drama: 62 Novus Ordo scholars issued a 25-page Filial Correction concerning Propagated Heresies (“Correctio Filialis De Haeresibus Propagatis”) against Francis, accusing the papal pretender of seven heresies found in Amoris Laetitia. Naturally, Bergoglio’s response has been to continue his deafening silence, with a slight exception when speaking to Jesuits during his trip to Colombia. Due to Francis’ continued silence, the “filial correctors” decided to release the full text of the Correctio to the public, which they did on Sep. 23.

What follows now is a chronicle of the reactions to this initiative.

Initial Reactions to the Correctio Filialis
One of the very first reactions to the Correctio Filialis came from the retired Novus Ordo bishop Rene Henry Gracida, who on Sep. 24 asked that his name be added to the list of signatories, throwing his full support behind the document. This made Gracida the first — and, as of the time of this writing, the only— “bishop” in the Vatican II Sect to officially accuse Francis of heresy (more on that here).

Francis admirer Stephen Walford wasted no time in accusing the filial correctors of “hypocrisy” for mimicking Martin Luther by rejecting magisterial teaching while at the same time accusing Francis of Lutheranism. A few days later, he followed up with another, more elaborate article, in which he argues that the correctors themselves do not adhere to all pre-Francis teaching and have, in a quote from Vatican I’s dogmatic constitution Pastor Aeternus, strategically omitted a crucial portion that contradicts their position. Protestants, of course, are having a field day with this because they see their own positions vindicated as Novus Ordos try to make sense of the Francis “papacy”.

At Medias-Presse.info, Christian Lassale warned that the Correctio is an “antidote injected by an infected syringe”, whereas the Resignationist blogger Louie Verrecchio pointed to a curiosity: Several of the Correctio signatories now accusing Francis of heresy had claimed earlier in the year that despite all its flaws, Amoris Laetitia did not contain any denial of dogma; in particular: “Fr.” John Hunwicke, “Fr.” Linus Clovis, and Dr. Claudio Pierantoni. In contrast to these individuals, The Remnant editor Michael Matt finds himself still unable to accuse Francis of denying dogma in Amoris Laetitia, even after 62 filial correctors, including his own columnist Chris Ferrara, have identified as many as seven “heresies and errors which an unbiased reader, attempting to read Amoris laetitia in its natural and obvious sense, would plausibly take to be affirmed, suggested or favoured by this document” (Correctio Filialis de Haeresibus Propagatis, p. 9).

On Sep. 25, reports started surfacing that the Vatican had blocked its computers from accessing the web page that allows one to add one’s signature to the Filial Correction, something promptly denied by the Vatican. Indeed it would not make much sense for the Unholy See to block that one page while allowing access to the text of the Correctio. In any case, the kerfuffle over the Vatican computer block ended up benefiting the filial correctors since it drew additional attention to the initiative.

The same day, Vaticanist Marco Tosatti observed that the initial reactions had been of two kinds (1) those that belittle, label, and marginalize; and (2) no reaction at all — silence. A day later, the heretical “Cardinal” Müller suggested that Francis appoint a group of “cardinals” to begin a “theological disputation” with the filial correctors, something seconded by the Secretary of State, “Cardinal” Pietro Parolin. Should Francis take up this suggestion, which we are very certain he will not do, then it is to be expected that any such debates will go where the Vatican’s talks with the Society of St. Pius X have gone: exactly nowhere.

Speaking of the SSPX, it was surprising to see that the head of the Lefebvrists, Bp. Bernard Fellay, also signed his name to the Filial Correction, a move he explains here. Fellay, whose second 12-year term as Superior General ends next year, after what may perhaps be called an initial indiscretion has kept relatively quiet about the never-ending heresies, outrages, blasphemies, and impieties perpetrated by the “Pope.” At the Sodalitium Pianum blog, Sean Johnson provides his own hypothesis on why Bp. Fellay has decided to join the other signatories in accusing the “Pope” of heresy.

As far as mainstream coverage of the whole initiative goes, Filial Correction spokesman Dr. Joseph Shaw expressed his happy surprise at the positive and fair journalism he experienced.

Mudslinging, Translation Issues, and more Confusion

The first high-profile defense of Francis against the Correctio came from the infamous “Archbishop” Bruno Forte, who played a prominent role at the 2014/2015 Synods on the Family and is one of the very few “bishops” once invalidly consecrated by none other than Joseph Ratzinger. Not surprisingly, Forte’s defense was filled with rhetoric but entirely devoid of theological substance. Another Roman pseudo-theologian accused the correctors of “anti-papal manipulation” and complained that their understanding of grace wasn’t “dynamic” enough, while a Modernist professor from Salzburg accused the correctors of “dirty campaigning.”
Dr. Robert Fastiggi (who once debated a sedevacantist bishop) and Dr. Dawn Eden Goldstein attempted to blame it all on a mistranslation of the official Latin text. How convincing that argument is, people can evaluate for themselves in light of this reply, this one, this one, and that one. But of course Fastiggi countered with a rejoinder to these arguments. Some other attempts to refute the theses of the Filial Correction on theological grounds were downright idiotic, such as the one by David Mills of Ethika Politika.
Dr. Jeffrey Mirus mistook the Filial Correction of the (supposed) papal Magisterium with the fraternal correction of personal papal behavior given by St. Paul in Gal 2:11-15, a very common error refuted here (scroll down to “Appendix”). The same mistake was made by Dr. Michael Sirilla of Franciscan University of Steubenville, who argued for the moral permissibility of issuing the Filial Correction. Of course the case of Pope John XXII is frequently invoked by many as supposedly providing historical precedent, but this is something we have succinctly debunked here.

Then there was a big fuss over names showing up as signatories to the Correctio without people’s knowledge or consent, in an apparent attempt to discredit the initiative.

On Sep. 28, the official spokesman for the Filial Correction appeared on EWTN’s flagship program The World Over with Raymond Arroyo. The video is available here:

https://youtu.be/Hchf186SrOI 23:04
The same day, an extensive interview with “Cardinal” Muller was published, in which the former head of the Novus Ordo “Holy Office” weighed in on Amoris Laetitia, the dubia, and related issues. Robert Moynihan of Inside the Vatican summarized the ten most salient points in a newsletter he emailed out a day later.
Then, the news broke that Francis himself had reacted to the Filial Correction: The apostate Jesuit rag La Civiltà Cattolica published a transcript of Francis’ meeting with fellow-Jesuits when he visited Cartagena in Colombia back in August. During this conversation, he brought up some people’s criticism of Amoris Laetitia. The essence of his “response” was that the document needs to be read from beginning to end and that it’s Thomistic. That solves it! We mopped the floor with Francis’ remarks here.

A Cacophony of Corrections and Correctors

Of course, just as a public correction like the Correctio Filialis triggers counter-corrections, so counter-corrections engender further rejoinders by the original objectors, and this is exactly what we got. On Sep. 29, Dr. Shaw published a brief rejoinder to Stephen Walford, Robert Fastiggi, Dawn Eden Goldstein, and Jacob Wood, but this was only the beginning.

The same day, the Novus Ordo cult Opus Dei weighed in. The order’s Vicar General, “Mgr.” Mariano Fazio, said the correctors are “attack[ing] the Pope” and faulted them for voicing their disagreements in public, thus “scandalizing” others — something to which Dr. Shaw responded a few days later. It is unfortunate that Mr. Fazio did not comment on the fact that the first name on the list of the 62 original signatories is that of Dr. Gerard J. M. van den Aardweg, who is linked to Opus Dei.

After being fired from his teaching position in Granada, Spain for signing the Filial Correction, Austrian philosopher Dr. Josef Seifert complained of a “persecution of orthodoxy” under Francis — as though orthodoxy hadn’t already been under persecution since Vatican II. Resignationist Louie Verrecchio chimed in on this, commending Seifert for his desire to fight for truth and justice but urging him to please “identify the real enemy”. Another philosopher who contributed to the discussion over Amoris Laetitia, the Filial Correction, and Dr. Seifert’s firing is the German Dr. Robert Spaemann, who accused Francis of “splitting” the church with his “apostolic exhortation”.

The Italian philosopher Rocco Buttiglione, on the other hand, did not take kindly to the Correctio. In a lengthy interview given to La Stampa, Buttiglione responded to each of the seven accusations of heresy against Francis and accuses the correctors of “judging the Pope”. Not surprisingly, it did not take long for Buttiglione to find himself being corrected, by Novus Ordo canon lawyer Dr. Edward Peters, who contradicted him on several points. The Italian Vaticanist Sandro Magister observed that now “even the philosophers are ‘correcting’ each other”, referring to a “duel” between Buttiglione and Pierantoni.

On Oct. 1, Aaron Seng published a very readable post entitled, “Subsistit Ad Nauseam: ‘Full’ Church Heading for ‘Partial’ Marriage”, in which he argued that if we can, as Vatican II says, have “ecclesial elements” in other religions, why not have “matrimonial elements” in other relationships? This, of course, is exactly the argument that was proposed at the Synod in 2014, and was adopted by “Pope” Francis in Amoris Laetitia (n. 292). In the meantime “Cardinal” Francesco Coccopalmerio has even suggested applying the notion of elements to the validity of sacraments! Unfortunately, it must not have occurred to Seng that the true Roman Catholic Church cannot teach such nonsense. It is regrettable to see him simply declare that the Vatican II Sect is wrong, not just on ecclesiology but now also on marriage: “There is no partial marriage, because there is no partial Church.” Why anyone should take seriously — much less convert to or remain in — a church that cannot even get its own nature right, is not answered in the post.

Fastiggi and Goldstein returned a short while later to charge the filial correctors with failing to follow the guidelines for faithful theological discourse laid out in Donum Veritatis, the Vatican instruction “on the ecclesial vocation of the theologian” issued in 1990 by “Cardinal” Ratzinger, when he was head of the Congregation for the Destruction of the Faith. Fastiggi and Goldstein were not the only ones to make this argument. Dr. Shaw did not fail to respond, publishing “A Challenge for Fastiggi and Goldstein”. The two authors so challenged were happy to reply, and Dr. Shaw presented and evaluated their arguments in this post.

The Remnant‘s chief polemicist, Christopher Ferrara, decided to join the debate as well and took Fastiggi and Goldstein to task, not once but twice. When Fastiggi decided to respond to his critic, The Remnant published a third reply.

Additional Contributions to the Debate

Shortly after the release of the Filial Correction but independent of it, “Cardinal” Marc Ouellet, prefect of the Vatican’s Congregation of Bogus Bishops, gave a speech that found fault with both the “alarmist” and the “permissive” interpretation of Amoris Laetitia — a microcosm of the battle over Vatican II. 
Perhaps one day it will occur to these master interpreters that the perpetual wars over the “correct” interpretation of this or that “papal” document could be avoided altogether if the pretend-Pope in Rome could simply express himself in a clear and unambiguous way. “But let your speech be yea, yea: no, no: and that which is over and above these, is of evil” (Mt 5:37).

The infamous über-Modernist “Fr.” Thomas Reese, S.J., from 1998-2005 editor of the Jesuit rag America, happily welcomed the 62 signatories of the Correctio to the magisterial cafeteria: “The truth is all Catholics are cafeteria Catholics. Conservative Catholics were quite willing to ignore John Paul’s and Benedict’s strong statements on justice and peace, and progressive Catholics are happy to ignore Francis’ opposition to women priests.” This is the conundrum you eventually get when you accept manifestly heretical pretend-popes as Vicars of Christ, but that’s another subject.

In the battle over Amoris Laetitia and the Correctio Filialis, there were also a few contributions that can only be labeled “doozies” — one of a kind. Matthew Sewell published one such.

Blogger Steven O’Reilly saw the Filial Correction also as a challenge to Resignationists (those who believe Benedict XVI’s resignation was invalid and he is still Pope), whereas a blogger at Non Veni Pacem had a slightly different — but no less interesting — take.

Conservative Novus Ordo historian Roberto De Mattei provided an initial reflection on the significance and impact of the Correctio Filialis before offering “a first appraisal” of the reaction jungle on Oct. 4. Meanwhile, mainstream Novus Ordo web sites had begun cranking out posts of the “What is a Catholic to think of the Filial Correction?” type. Among them one by Matt Hadro and one by Jacob Wood.

By the way, Andrea Tornielli is one of the few people who remembered that a Novus Ordo “Pope” being accused of heresy is by no means a new phenomenon, although he forgot the most significant example of all: the Books of Accusation issued by Fr. Georges de Nantes (1924-2010), commonly known as the “Abbé de Nantes”. This French priest, who was not a sedevacantist, produced three thoroughly-documented Libri Accusationis: one against Paul VI, one against John Paul II, and one against the author of the 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church. And guess what: None of this accomplished a thing!

A “tangential observation” on the whole controversy was provided by “Fr.” Hugh, by the way, a Novus Ordo Benedictine.

Semi-Traditionalist Atila Sinke Guimarães contributed his two cents by making the apt observation that the Filial Correction is flawed at its root because, among other things, it “exonerates from blame both Vatican II and the five other conciliar Popes who should be included in the same accusation directed against Francis.”

Guimarães’ thesis was unwittingly underscored by Rorate Caeli, where someone had the glorious idea of digging up an old Ratzinger quote from the 1960s against the papal Magisterium, apparently oblivious to the fact that the man who later became “Pope” Benedict XVI is one of the greatest Modernists of all time and has denied, among other things, the Catholic dogma of Papal Primacy proclaimed at Vatican I.

Speaking of Benedict XVI, Sedevacantist Tom Droleskey noted that in three instances, the Correctio damns Ratzinger just as much as it does Francis, and pointed out in two follow-up articles that this Filial Correction itself stands in need of a correction (here and here).

What will happen if Francis doesn’t correct the errors that have now been pointed out to him so forcefully? “Schism” is the answer given by one of the signatories to the Correctio. Too bad that one professor of philosophy in Rome has now even raised his own dubia on the Filial Correction itself.

What a madhouse!
You ain’t seen nothin’ yet

It is important to understand that because of the false principles it contains in an inchoate manner, Amoris Laetitia will wreak havoc on “Catholic” theology for generations to come. It provides the putatively magisterial foundation for the Novus Ordo version of situation ethics and will inevitably lead to the utter breakdown of what is left of Catholic morality in the Vatican II Sect. So, fasten your seatbelts, because “you ain’t seen nothin’ yet”!

Already Francis’ mouthpiece and fellow-Jesuit apostate “Fr.” Antonio Spadaro is arguing that we can no longer hold everybody to the same moral standard: “It is no longer possible to judge people on the basis of a norm that stands above all”, he said at a conference in Boston. In other words, whether or not people are permitted to commit adultery now depends. We suspect, however, that when it comes to issues that are truly dear to their Modernist hearts — such as recycling, racism, and capital punishment –, these people will quickly remember the absoluteness of moral laws. No “accompaniment” there!
The Filial Correctors: Even if they win, they lose

Back in August, sedevacantist Bp. Donald Sanborn had pointed out that the idea of a formal “act of correction” of the Pope, as “Cardinal” Burke envisions it, would be contrary to Catholic teaching and, if successful, would make matters worse rather than better. On Oct. 18, Bp. Sanborn published his reaction to the Filial Correction and hit the nail on the head:

A “correction” implies two obvious problems: (1) that we cannot trust the teaching of the pope; (2) that we should trust the teaching of the correctors.
What is the purpose of a pope if he is subject to correction by a self-appointed Board of Correctors? Who assists the Board of Correctors? The Holy Ghost? Where in Sacred Scripture or Tradition is a Board of Correctors mentioned?

…

To set up a system of “correction” of heretical “popes,” done by self-appointed “correctors,” implies that it is quite possible that a Catholic pope promulgate heresy to the entire Church, and quite normal that self-appointed “correctors” come to the rescue.

It means that the infallibility of the Church rests with a board of self-appointed correctors.

In such a case, why do we need a pope? Why not just have the Board of Correctors?

(Bp. Donald Sanborn, “Correctio Filialis”, In Veritate, Oct. 18, 2017)

The theological freak show about Amoris Laetitia we are now witnessing is the natural result of two sides that are diametrically opposed to one another but united in the same error: the idea that Jorge Mario Bergoglio is the Pope of the Catholic Church. That is the linchpin that holds the entire madhouse together.
Remove it, and everything will fall into place.
The mainstream media on the Correctio Filialis
https://lms.org.uk/feeditem/mainstream-media-correctio-filialis
The Latin Mass Society of England and Wales, Undated

I agreed to be spokesman or media contact for the Correctio Filialis I didn't realise quite was I was letting myself in for. I've now lost count of the number of telephone and email mini-interviews I've done, and I don't have time to keep track on the number of reports online which have resulted from these.

This could have been a nightmare, but it's not at all. The journalists have been polite and professional. (Associated Press was a teeny bit naughty breaking the media embargo, but it was only by an hour or two.) And all things considered, we are getting amazingly favourable coverage in Catholic and non-Catholic sources.
The New York Times (link is external) and the Daily Mail (link is external), which both picked up the AP material, took the fairly obvious (to them) line that the Pope was being nice to people and that we want to take the sweeties away from the children - or something like that. (A Guardian (link is external) comment piece says the same thing.) They paid us the incomparable compliment, however, of reporting us, and indeed of doing so at some length and with a degree of prominence, and the articles are hardly hatchet-jobs. The story of the 'Pope vs. conservative critics' has become part of the media narrative about Pope Francis, so it goes down without obstruction. But critical distance between the liberal media and what we might call the 'reforming agenda' in the Church seems to have opened up nevertheless, thanks no doubt to stories such as about Professor Seifert (link is external) losing his job over criticisms Amoris laetitia. The liberals in the Church are less and less recognisable as such; the conservatives are clearly now the underdogs.

So now we have a story from CNN (link is external) which is really very balanced, even favourable to us.

In the meantime, Catholic outlets seem to be divided between those who want to report the story in an objective or favourable way, who find themselves doing multiple stories as the news develops (Catholic Herald here (link is external) and here (link is external), LifeSiteNews here (link is external), here (link is external), here (link is external), etc.), and those who wish to play it down or ignore it completely. The problem for the latter is that it is too late: the mainstream media have already picked it up.

It's no fun ignoring something on one's own. And it doesn't have the desired effect, either.
A recall. Some excerpts from

CORRECTIO FILIALIS DE HAERESIBUS PROPAGATIS-ON THE PROPAGATION OF HERESIES BY POPE FRANCIS
http://www.correctiofilialis.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Correctio-filialis_English_1.pdf
Most Holy Father,

With profound grief, but moved by fidelity to our Lord Jesus Christ, by love for the Church and for the papacy, and by filial devotion toward yourself, we are compelled to address a correction to Your Holiness on account of the propagation of heresies effected by the apostolic exhortation Amoris laetitia and by other words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness…

Scandal concerning faith and morals has been given to the Church and to the world by the publication of Amoris laetitia and by other acts through which Your Holiness has sufficiently made clear the scope and purpose of this document. Heresies and other errors have in consequence spread through the Church; for while some bishops and cardinals have continued to defend the divinely revealed truths about marriage, the moral law, and the reception of the sacraments, others have denied these truths, and have received from Your Holiness not rebuke but favour…

Most Holy Father, the Petrine ministry has not been entrusted to you that you might impose strange doctrines on the faithful, but so that you may, as a faithful steward, guard the deposit against the day of the Lord’s return (Lk. 12; 1 Tim. 6:20). We adhere wholeheartedly to the doctrine of papal infallibility as defined by the First Vatican Council, and therefore we adhere to the explanation which that same council gave of this charism, which includes this declaration: “The Holy Spirit was not promised to the successors of Peter that they might, by His revelation, make known some new doctrine, but that, by His assistance, they might religiously guard and faithfully expound the revelation or deposit of faith transmitted by the apostles” (Pastor aeternus, cap. 4)…

Those Catholics, however, who do not clearly grasp the limits of papal infallibility are liable to be led by the words and actions of Your Holiness into one of two disastrous errors: either they will come to embrace the heresies which are now being propagated, or, aware that these doctrines are contrary to the word of God, they will doubt or deny the prerogatives of the popes. Others again of the faithful are led to put in doubt the validity of the renunciation of the papacy by Pope Emeritus Benedict XVI. Thus, the Petrine office, bestowed upon the Church by our Lord Jesus Christ for the sake of unity and faith, is so used that a way is opened for heresy and for schism.

Further, noting that practices now encouraged by Your Holiness’s words and actions are contrary not only to the perennial faith and discipline of the Church but also to the magisterial statements of Your predecessors, the faithful reflect that Your Holiness’s own statements can enjoy no greater authority than that of former popes; and thus the authentic papal magisterium suffers a wound of which it may not soon be healed…
In order to elucidate our Correctio, and to put forward a firmer defence against the spread of errors, we wish to draw attention to two general sources of error which appear to us to be fostering the heresies that we have listed. 
We speak, firstly, of that false understanding of divine revelation which generally receives the name of Modernism, and secondly, of the teachings of Martin Luther…
The above descriptions of the personal sin of heresy and of the canonical crime of heresy are given solely in order to be able to exclude them from the subject of our protest. We are only concerned with heretical propositions propagated by the words, deeds and omissions of Your Holiness. We do not have the competence or the intention to address the canonical issue of heresy…
In the second place, we feel compelled by conscience to advert to Your Holiness’s unprecedented sympathy for Martin Luther, and to the affinity between Luther’s ideas on law, justification, and marriage, and those taught or favoured by Your Holiness in Amoris laetitia and elsewhere.
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QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 39-SILENT ON ISLAMIST TERRORISM CONCEDING TO ISLAM 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_39-SILENT_ON_ISLAMIST_TERRORISM_CONCEDING_TO_ISLAM.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 40-THE PURGE OF THE CONGREGATION FOR DIVINE WORSHIP 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_40-THE_PURGE_OF_THE_CONGREGATION_FOR_DIVINE_WORSHIP.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 41-LIBERATION THEOLOGIAN BANNED EX-PRIEST BOFF SAYS FRANCIS IS ONE OF US 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_41-LIBERATION_THEOLOGIAN_BANNED_EX-PRIEST_BOFF_SAYS_FRANCIS_IS_ONE_OF_US.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 42-PRO-SOCIALISM, ANTI-CAPITALISM  

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_42-PRO-SOCIALISM_ANTI-CAPITALISM.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 43-FIRST-EVER ANGLICAN SERVICE IN VATICANS ST PETERS BASILICA
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_43-FIRST-EVER_ANGLICAN_SERVICE_IN_VATICANS_ST_PETERS_BASILICA.doc 

QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 44-ARE THESE RUMOURS OR ARE INTERRELIGIOUS MASSES NEXT 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_44-ARE_THESE_RUMOURS_OR_ARE_INTERRELIGIOUS_MASSES_NEXT.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 45-CRITICISM OF TRADITIONAL RELIGIOUS ORDERS AND THE TRIDENTINE MASS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_45-CRITICISM_OF_TRADITIONAL_RELIGIOUS_ORDERS_AND_THE_TRIDENTINE_MASS.doc 
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 46-CLIMATE OF FEAR IN THE VATICAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_46-CLIMATE_OF_FEAR_IN_THE_VATICAN.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 47-CRASS COMMENTS AND AD HOMINEM ATTACKS ON FAITHFUL CATHOLICS 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_47-CRASS_COMMENTS_AND_AD_HOMINEM_ATTACKS_ON_FAITHFUL_CATHOLICS.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 48-THE DESECRATION OF SACRED SPACES IN ROME 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_48-THE_DESECRATION_OF_SACRED_SPACES_IN_ROME.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 49-LITTLE REVERENCE FOR THE BLESSED SACRAMENT 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_49-LITTLE_REVERENCE_FOR_THE_BLESSED_SACRAMENT.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 50-ABOLITION OF THE SOLEMN TRAPPINGS OF THE PONTIFICAL OFFICE
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_50-ABOLITION_OF_THE_SOLEMN_TRAPPINGS_OF_THE_PONTIFICAL_OFFICE.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 51-I AM THE POPE-I DO NOT NEED TO GIVE REASONS FOR ANY OF MY DECISIONS 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_51-I_AM_THE_POPE-I_DO_NOT_NEED_TO_GIVE_REASONS_FOR_ANY_OF_MY_DECISIONS.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 52-STRIPPING THE CHURCH-THE CATHOLIC FUNERAL OF THE FUTURE  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_52-STRIPPING_THE_CHURCH-THE_CATHOLIC_FUNERAL_OF_THE_FUTURE.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 53-POLICE BUST DRUG AND GAY-SEX ORGY IN VATICAN APARTMENT  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_53-POLICE_BUST_DRUG_AND_GAY-SEX_ORGY_IN_VATICAN_APARTMENT.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 54-PRESBYTERIAN PASTOR MADE DIRECTOR OF L’OSSERVATORE ROMANO ARGENTINA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_54-PRESBYTERIAN_PASTOR_MADE_DIRECTOR_OF_L’OSSERVATORE_ROMANO_ARGENTINA.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 55-BRUTAL DISMISSAL OF CARDINAL MULLER AS PREFECT OF THE CDF 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_55-BRUTAL_DISMISSAL_OF_CARDINAL_MULLER_AS_PREFECT_OF_THE_CDF.doc 

QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 56-HELL BENT ON THE DESTRUCTION OF CHRISTIANITY (POLITICISATION/ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION)
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_56-HELL_BENT_ON_THE_DESTRUCTION_OF_CHRISTIANITY.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 57-MORE NON-CATHOLIC EXPERTS ENTER THE VATICAN UNDER ARCHBISHOP PAGLIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_57-MORE_NON-CATHOLIC_EXPERTS_ENTER_THE_VATICAN_UNDER_ARCHBISHOP_PAGLIA.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 58-HIS NEW PONTIFICAL ACADEMY FOR DEATH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_58-HIS_NEW_PONTIFICAL_ACADEMY_FOR_DEATH.doc 
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 59-HERESY-GOD CANNOT BE GOD WITHOUT MAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_59-HERESY-GOD_CANNOT_BE_GOD_WITHOUT_MAN.doc  
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 60-RESHAPING THE COLLEGE OF CARDINALS TO INFLUENCE THE FUTURE OF THE CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_60-RESHAPING_THE_COLLEGE_OF_CARDINALS_TO_INFLUENCE_THE_FUTURE_OF_THE-CHURCH.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 61-CURIAL CARDINAL QUESTIONS POPE LEO XIII DECLARATION ON NULLITY OF ANGLICAN ORDERS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_61-CURIAL_CARDINAL_QUESTIONS_POPE_LEO_XIII_DECLARATION_ON_NULLITY_OF_ANGLICAN_ORDERS.doc
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 62-CALLS HOMOEOPATHY A SCIENCE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_62-CALLS_HOMOEOPATHY_A_SCIENCE.doc
INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE, COUNCILS, PAPAL AND VATICAN DOCUMENTS

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INFALLIBILITY_OF_THE_POPE_COUNCILS_PAPAL_AND_VATICAN_DOCUMENTS.doc
INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE COUNCILS PAPAL AND VATICAN DOCUMENTS 02 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INFALLIBILITY_OF_THE_POPE_COUNCILS_PAPAL_AND_VATICAN_DOCUMENTS_02.doc
OBEDIENCE TO THE BISHOPS-RON SMITH 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/OBEDIENCE_TO_THE_BISHOPS-RON_SMITH.doc
CAN A CATHOLIC CRITICIZE THE POPE? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CAN_A_CATHOLIC_CRITICIZE_THE_POPE.doc
2016-THE YEAR POPE FRANCIS FINALLY SHOWED HIS HAND

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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_OPEN_LETTER_ON_THE_CRISIS_IN_THE_CHURCH-ARCHBISHOP_PAWEL.doc 

AN OPEN LETTER TO POPE FRANCIS-FR GEORGE DAVID BYERS 

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

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

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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_OPPOSITION_TO_POPE_FRANCIS_GROWING.doc
HOMOSEXUALITY INSIDE THE VATICAN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOMOSEXUALITY_INSIDE_THE_VATICAN.doc
INTERVIEW WITH JOHN VENNARI ON AMORIS LAETITIA AND SEX EDUCATION-RANDY ENGEL http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INTERVIEW_WITH_JOHN_VENNARI_ON_AMORIS_LAETITIA_AND_SEX_EDUCATION-RANDY_ENGEL.doc
IS POPE FRANCIS UNDERGOING TREATMENT WITH NEW AGE ALTERNATIVE THERAPIES? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_UNDERGOING_TREATMENT_WITH_NEW_AGE_ALTERNATIVE_THERAPIES.doc
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH UNDER POPE FRANCIS IN SCHISM 

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

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


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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/UNEDIFYING_IMAGES_OF_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
IS POPE FRANCIS A HERETIC? 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_A_HERETIC.doc
PUTTING POPE FRANCIS INTO PERSPECTIVE 2013-2017 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PUTTING_POPE_FRANCIS_INTO_PERSPECTIVE_2013-2017.doc
IS POPE FRANCIS THE FALSE PROPHET OF THE BIBLE? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_POPE_FRANCIS_THE_FALSE_PROPHET_OF_THE_BIBLE.doc
SATAN MUST REIGN IN THE VATICAN-THE POPE MUST BE HIS SLAVE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SATAN_MUST_REIGN_IN_THE_VATICAN-THE_POPE_MUST_BE_HIS_SLAVE.doc
INDIAN PRIEST IN ITALY CRITICIZES POPE FRANCIS CONGREGATION STORMS OUT 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INDIAN_PRIEST_IN_ITALY_CRITICIZES_POPE_FRANCIS_CONGREGATION_STORMS_OUT.doc
POPE EMERITUS BENEDICT XVI BREAKS HIS SILENCE FOR A FIFTH TIME-CHURCH ON THE VERGE OF CAPSIZING 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_EMERITUS_BENEDICT_XVI_BREAKS_HIS_SILENCE_FOR_A_FIFTH_TIME-CHURCH_ON_THE_VERGE_OF_CAPSIZING.doc
POPE FRANCIS CONFIDANTE JESUIT FR ANTONIO SPADARO ATTACKS CATHOLIC MINISTRY 

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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_AMBIGUOUS_WORDS_AND_ACTS_HAVE_CAUSED_APOSTASY.doc
UNDER POPE FRANCIS HOMOSEXUALISTS ARE NOW IN CONTROL OF THE VATICAN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/UNDER_POPE_FRANCIS_HOMOSEXUALISTS_ARE_NOW_IN_CONTROL_OF_THE_VATICAN.doc
POPE FRANCIS-APPOINTED PRO-GAY JESUIT FR JAMES MARTIN 

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

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

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

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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BUILDUP_OF_RESISTANCE_TO_POPE_FRANCIS.doc
AMORIS LAETITIA AND THE CURRENT CRISIS IN THE CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AMORIS_LAETITIA_AND_THE_CURRENT_CRISIS_IN_THE_CHURCH.doc 

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

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AMORIS_LAETITIA-THE_SSPX_ANALYSIS_AND_CRITICISM.doc
THE DUBIA OR DOUBTS ABOUT AMORIS LAETITIA-FOUR CARDINALS ASK FIVE QUESTIONS
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_DUBIA_OR_DOUBTS_ABOUT_AMORIS_LAETITIA-FOUR_CARDINALS_ASK_FIVE_QUESTIONS.doc 

POPE FRANCIS APOSTOLIC EXHORTATION AMORIS LAETITIA ACCUSED OF HERESY BY 45 THEOLOGIANS

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_APOSTOLIC_EXHORTATION_AMORIS_LAETITIA_ACCUSED_OF_HERESY_BY_45_THEOLOGIANS.doc
POPE FRANCIS HIMSELF QUESTIONED ORTHODOXY OF AMORIS LAETITIA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/POPE_FRANCIS_HIMSELF_QUESTIONED_ORTHODOXY_OF_AMORIS_LAETITIA.doc
