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An unofficial SSPX newsletter, fighting a 
guerrilla war for the soul of Tradition! 

 

Dear Reader, 
 

I promise not to bore you to tears with more discussion of the fake coronavirus scamdemic, 
nor the latest antics of óBlack Lies Marxismô - allow me instead to draw your attention to 
some good news for a change. As mentioned last issue, Fr. Vargas joins the Resistance: the 
reader will find an interview with him on p.50. Please remember him in your prayers. There 
is some more good news in that some of the SSPX appear to have broken ranks on the 

Scamdemic lockdown issue and on the Vigano 
letters too. Hats off to them. The fact that so 
many of their confreres, including so much of 
the SSPXôs hierarchy, appear to have promoted 
the former and ignored the latter is still cause 
for serious concern, but as always, let us try to 
give credit where it is due. Not all of them are 
actively helping to bring in the New World  
Order, it seems. Fr. Robert Brucciani for one 
ought probably to watch his step from now on: 
Julyôs Ite Missa Est must surely have provoked 
the ire of the anti-Conspiracy-Theory crusaders 
in the SSPX. ñSinister orchestrationò indeed! 
And I thought only crazy people like us talked 
like that! Clearly he must have turned into one 
of those people about whom Fr. Paul Robinson 
warned us all, the ones who spend their time 
bitterly joining dots and strings and are unable 
to accept that this is the will of God!  

Inside: 
 

¶ Fr. Pfeifferôs scandalous 
ñconsecrationò by a  
Feeneyite, Sedevacantist 
ógarage bishopô 

 

¶ Statements by Fr. Hewko, 
Fr. Ruiz & Fr. Rafael OSB 

 

¶ ñWho was Abp. Ngo-Dinh 
Thuc?ò (reprint)  

 

¶ Interview with Fr. Arturo 
Vargas 

ñAnd so, what do they tell us? It is not a matter of Faith itôs a matter of prudence. 
And this is a lie. é Therefore, it is a grave theological, supernatural and spiritual 
grave error against the Faith, when we find priests and bishops telling us that the 
practical matters by which we deal with the Romans ï or with anyone else who  
is an enemy of God, including also His friends ï that these interactions with men 
should be done on a basis of so-called prudence. And what is this so-called pru-
dence? The superior knows best. He weighs all the things in the balance. He even 
decides what the wisest and best thing to do is. That is his prudence. It is a false 
prudence. We follow the Faith. We stick with the Faith only.ò   
 

      - Fr. Joseph Pfeiffer,  25th May, 2014 - Denver, CO  
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As you may have guessed, we are still not without criticism for Fr. Brucciani. This (https://
fsspx.uk/en/news-events/news/not-enough-room-inn-go-ss-joseph-padarn-london-1230pm-
mass-59294 ) little announcement, that ñalternate benches have been cordoned offò and that 
ñregrettably, once the chapel is full, we will have to turn faithful awayò is un-Catholic and, 
worse, it turns out, unnecessary. Perhaps somebody ought to draw his attention to the website 
ñLaw or Fiction,ò run by lawyers who are against the ólockdownô regulations, which has the 
following to say concerning the requirement to implement so-called ósocial distancingô 
measures: 
 

ñFiction:   Health and safety obligations require social distancing measures to be       
imposed in the workplace and businesses generally. 
 

Law:   Guidance is generally unenforceable but, as a matter of legal obligation,         
employers and controllers of premises are required to undertake evidence-based health 
and safety risk assessments. If there is no evidence of a significant danger, no mitigation 
is required.ò 
(See: www.laworfiction.com/2020/07/risk-assessments-an-important-chink-in-the-lockdown-armour/ ) 

 

Besides which, even if there were a law which made it illegal for more than a certain small 
number of people to attend Mass at a given time, surely that is a law worth breaking? Yes I 
know, that is easy to say - but that doesnôt make it any the less true. By contrast, Fr. Rafael  
recently offered Mass in a chapel located in what was once the living room of a terraced 
house in South West London. Itôs remarkable how small a space twenty people will fit into! 
No ósocial distancingô going on there!  
 

Supporting Vigano 
 

Across the pond in the USA, the SSPX took a certain amount of (justified) criticism for their 
non-reaction to the letters written against Vatican II by Mgr. Vigano, the first bishop to see 
through the conciliar church since Bishops Lazo and Manat at the end of the 1990s. Over 
here, the SSPX in Great Britain seems once again to have distinguished itself from its coun-
terparts overseas. The July/August district newsletter, in addition to its decidedly ótinfoil-hatô 
editorial,  devotes a lot of space in particular the 9th June letter about Vatican II, where 
Vigano disagrees with Schneider that the Council can be, as it were, ófixed.ô We reproduced 
that letter in full and unedited, last issue. The SSPX of Great Britain reproduce it, in their own 
words, ñslightly abridged and with titles added.ò The titles are a good idea, they break it up 
and make it easier to read. The ñslightò abridgement interests us more.  
 

For the sake of diligence, let us have a look at what these omissions, sorry ñabridgementsò 
amount to. Perhaps they are just harmless repetitions? On p.15 of Ite Missa Est (p.25 of Julyôs 
Recusant), following ñ...reducing the primacy of the Pope to a mere ministerial function.ò the 
following has been omitted: 
 

ñRe-reading the acts of that Synod leaves us amazed at the literal formulation of the same 
errors that we find later, in increased form, in the Council presided over by John XXIII and 
Paul VI. On the other hand, just as the Truth comes from God, so error is fed by and feeds on 
the Adversary, who hates the Church of Christ and her heart: the Holy Mass and the Most 
Holy Eucharist.ò 

 

These words clearly compare the Second Vatican Council to the heretical and anti-Catholic 
pseudo synod of Pistoia, a ñrobber Council,ò which is how many would describe Vatican II 
itself. The SSPX these days seems to be OK with criticising the Council, but stops short of 
rejecting it completely. Are these words a refection of that? Might that, perhaps, be the reason 
why they were omitted? Or am being paranoid and seeing motives where they do not exist?  
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Then there is the following, missing from p.17 of Ite Missa Est (and found on p.26 of the 
previous Recusant): 
 

ñSome may remember that the first ecumenical gatherings were held with the schismatics of 
the East, and very prudently with other Protestant sects. Apart from Germany, Holland, and 
Switzerland, in the beginning the countries of Catholic tradition did not welcome mixed  
celebrations with Protestant pastors and Catholic priests together. I recall that at the time 
there was talk of removing the penultimate doxology from the Veni Creator so as not to  
offend the Orthodox, who do not accept the Filioque. Today we hear the surahs of the Koran 
recited from the pulpits of our churches, we see an idol of wood adored by religious sisters 
and brothers, we hear Bishops disavow what up until yesterday seemed to us to be the most 
plausible excuses of so many extremisms.ò 

 

Vigano is here giving examples of how something which might have looked innocent enough 
to deceive men of good will turned into something obviously wrong. Perhaps this is a genu-
inely innocent redaction and has been omitted only because the details it contains were felt to 
be somewhat superfluous and not essential to his argument? 
 

Omitted from p.18 (found on p.27, Recusant 52) is the following. After talking about how 
modern day problems and scandals can be traced directly back to the Council (ñIf Pachama-
ma could be adored in a church, we owe it to Dignitatis Humanaeò), Vigano then says: 
 

ñThe Prelates who sent the dubia to Francis, in my opinion, demonstrated the same pious 
ingenuousness: thinking that Bergoglio, when confronted with the reasonably argued contes-
tation of the error, would understand, correct the heterodox points, and ask for forgiveness.ò 

 

He is right inasmuch as it was always extremely unlikely that anything would ever come of 
sending dubia to Francis (and where are all those people now?). There is a certain type of 
Catholic who laments the far-too-modernist ñexcessesò of Pope Francis and longs to return to 
the golden, halcyon era of Benedict XVI or John Paul II, whereas in reality, those two Popes 
taught the most horrible heresies too, they just werenôt as ñembarrassingò to conservative 
Novus Ordo Catholics as Francis is. Some readers may recall that the ñFilial Correctionò sent 
to Pope Francis back in 2017, signed mostly by conservative Novus Ordo and Indulty types, 
was also signed by Bishop Bernard Fellay, the then- Superior General of the SSPX and by Fr. 
Robert Brucciani, District Superior of Great Britain. That, of course, may be just a coinci-
dence and may have nothing at all to do with thisé  
 

So not perfect, but still a good deal better than the total, craven surrender which one observes 
in the SSPX elsewhere. With the Scamdemic, the SSPX over here might not be standing up 
against it, but at least they are not wholeheartedly cheer-leading it like the SSPX in the USA. 
I wonder whether Louie Verrecchio will have anything to say about that? Hm. We applaud 
Fr. Brucciani for spotting the óNew World Orderô aspect of the Scamdemic, even if it did 
take him a few months to spot him. Well, each in his own time. Likewise with the Vigano 
letters - not perfect, but a good deal better than the radio silence from elsewhere. It is inter-
esting that the paragraph comparing the Council to the synod of Pistoia should have been left 
out, but perhaps that is just a coincidence too. In the end it all comes down to the Council: 
one can try to appear as óTraditionalô as possible, but if one accepts the Council, even in the 
most theoretical way, it all comes unstuck sooner or later.  
 

We will wait with interest to see if there is any sort of reaction from on high against Fr.  
Brucciani for that last newsletter. Perhaps there will be some sort of punishment on its way - 
unless I am mistaken, he only has one year left in the normal course of things, until he would 
need to be renewed or replaced as District Superior anyway. Perhaps with enough prayers 
and sacrifices, he will come to his senses and save his soul by labouring in the Resistance.  
 

Page 3 

www.TheRecusant.com 



 

Page 4 Editorial  

 

ñBishopò Joseph Pfeiffer  
 

There is also some very bad news (primarily for him, but still distressing for the rest of us 
who have to witness it) concerning Fr. Pfeiffer. At the end of July he was putatively 
ñconsecratedò bishop by a Feeneyite Sedevacantist ñThuc bishopò of questionable origin, by 
the name of Neal Webster.  
 

There are many problems and controversies involved in this, but I would refer the reader to 
the excellent sermon (see p.30) on the subject preached by Fr. Rafael during a recent visit to 
London, in which he says very clearly: 
 

ñThe issue here is not validity, we can speak about that in another sermon. The focus that 
Catholics are losing is that our fight is on the level of the Faith. If a bishop or a priest is not 
with the banner of the Faith, we donôt hear him, we donôt want him, even if he is validéò 

 

This is a sentiment expressed by Archbishop Lefebvre and is, it seems, extremely important 
to remember and to bear in mind, perhaps now more than ever. It needs to be repeated again 
and again: validity is not the main issue, we are not in a fight for validity, we are in a fight for 
the Faith!  
 

The first problem, then, is one of doctrine: Neal Webster is a Feeneyite and a sedevacantist. 
Sedevacantism is wrong, it is mistaken, it is at best a theory which, once raised to the level of 
a dogma seems always to lead to a loss of charity and a hardening of hearts. It has spawned 
many ñmovementsò each of which is a law unto itself, congregations, societies or groups of 
Catholics who refuse communion to anyone whom they discover has gone to the Mass of 
another group, or a Mass of which they disapprove, and who (paradoxically) seem often to 
take a surprisingly lax approach to morals, politics, Catholic Action and much else besides 
provided only that one ñgets is rightò on the question of there being no Pope. All of that being 
said, and mistaken and potentially dangerous though it may be, I donôt think anyone would 
claim that sedevacantism is itself a heresy or involves a direct denial of the Faith. Feeneyism 
however, is the denial of Baptism of Desire and Baptism of Blood. These things are not    
matters of mere opinion but are the teaching of the Church. Thus Fr. Pfeiffer has, it seems, 
publicly submitted to being consecrated by a man who denies the teaching of the Church. I 
have no doubt that he will have plenty of clever-sounding or superficially convincing        
arguments with which to sure up the flagging resolve of those around him and calm any 
qualms of conscience of the few who are determined to cling to his persona and follow his 
personality come what may. Yet the fact remains, this is a public compromise of the Catholic 
Faith, something which we ought to die rather than ever risk even appearing to do.  Let any-
one who doubts this bear in mind the axiom: ñThe end does not justify the means,ò or put 
slightly differently, ñone cannot do evil that good may come of it.ò Whatever supposed or 
debatable ñgoodò Fr. Pfeiffer thinks he has acquired by this action, the price to be paid is 
simply too high and cannot in any way be justified. 
 

A public sacrament such as Sunday Mass attendance or an episcopal consecration will always 
be taken as a public profession of Faith, as Archbishop Lefebvre used to say (ñNo, one cannot 
go to Indult Masses, first  because attendance at Mass is a public profession of the Faithéò 
and ñCertainly the question of the liturgy and the sacraments is very important, but it is not 
the most important. The most important is that of the Faith.ò - see p.33). It is no good saying   
afterwards, as Fr. Pfeiffer has done, that ñI told Bishop Webster that we disagree with him on 
the question of baptismò - that simply does not cut it! Actions speak louder than words! If 
your words (which, by the way, were only spoken a day or two after the ceremony, when 
Webster was no longer there, and not in front of him!) say one thing, but your actions say 
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another, which is the more powerful profession of Faith? A husband who moves in with    
another woman might assure his wife that there is no adultery taking place, but I doubt very 
much that she would find such a statement in any way reassuring. Actions speak louder than 
words, and we must profess Christ before men with both.  
 

In part I blame this on Bishop Williamson. Not only is his refusal of the sacraments to anyone 
not prepared to go along with his novel teaching - itself something spectacularly unjust,     
uncharitable and which goes totally contrary to canon law and the constant teaching and   
practice of the Church - itself perhaps to blame for creating the conditions in which Fr. 
Pfeiffer chose to take this abhorrent action, there is a wider point about the obsession with 
validity which so many Traditional Catholics seem to have today.  
 

Validity is something which only sedevacantists and Eastern Orthodox used to obsess about. 
It means that the sacrament happens, but no more than that. You can have all the valid sacra-
ments in the world and still go to hell. Indeed, as Fr. Rafael points out so well, receiving sac-
raments with the wrong disposition not only means not receiving grace from them, but can 
mean greater punishment and  condemnation, such as one who receives communion unworthi-
ly. From St. Paul onwards, the Saints, Fathers and Doctors have reminded us of this fact. And 
yet it seems to be lost on many today. I strongly suspect that the reason is, at least in part, the 
cack-handed attempt by Bishop Williamsonôs defenders to twist the teaching of the Council of 
Trent to defend their Great Leaderôs new teaching that anyone can obtain grace from the New 
Mass (see, for instance, Issue 36, p.40 ff.). The Council of Trent teaches that the sacraments 
do actually contain the grace they signify, and are not, as the Protestants claim, merely     
symbolic. That is what the Council of Trent teaches, but that is not what they have read into it. 
What they claim to see is the Council of Trent teaching that one always receives graces from a 
valid sacrament, provided only that it is valid. This is not what the Council of Trent says and  
is clearly not the case. If it were so, then we ought to go anywhere for the sacraments, even to 
the schismatic Orthodox or to the Novus Ordo Mass if that is all that is available to us. It 
would also mean that Archbishop Lefebvre was quite wrong to tell people to stay away even 
from Indult Masses (remember too that in the years 1988-1991, when he was saying that, 
there was little to no question of validity amongst Ecclesia Dei priests who were either former 
SSPX priest or otherwise ordained in the Traditional rite by pre-Vatican II bishops (likewise, 
many or most Indult priests in those days were old priests ordained before the Council). That 
valid sacraments ñcontain the graceò (per Trent) which they signify still does not change the 
fact that you will not necessarily receive any grace.  
 

And it is not only at the Eastern Orthodox that one can have a sacrament but not gain by it in 
terms of grace. The confusion of these misreaders of Trent is that the objective reality of the 
sacrament does not mean that the subjective disposition of the one receiving it cannot greatly 
hinder the graces which ought to be received from it. That is why it is possible for a Catholic 
to go to Mass and communion every week, even in the days before the Council, and still not 
show any conversion of life or any fruits at all. The same applies to the sacrament of confes-
sion: if you rush it, if you get in and out as fast as possible, you donôt do much by way of an 
examination of conscience, it may well be valid, but will it be fruitful? Probably not. Thus it is 
that all the validity in the world can still do us not one bit of good in the long run, if we do not 
value the Faith enough and strive at every moment to find out the will of God and do it. Cath-
olics get to heaven by finding out the will of God and doing it, not by collecting sacraments as 
though they were Starbucks loyalty points (100 points gets you a free coffee, 10,000 gets you 
a Ferrari, a million gets you into heaven..!). As Fr. Rafael says so well, it is through fidelity to 
God, especially in matters concerning doctrine and the Faith, that we get to heaven. There is 
no other way. ñBut without Faith it is impossible to please Godò (Heb.XI:6). Notice, not: 
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ñWithout valid sacraments...ò Likewise, in the ceremony of baptism, when asked by the priest 
what they want from the Church, the godparents answer ñFaithò (which, they go on to say, 
gives ñlife everlastingò). Faith. Not sacraments. Not validity. 
 

So the actions of Fr. Pfeiffer are a betrayal of Catholic doctrine, they are a betrayal of the 
Faith. And from now on, every time you witness him talk or preach about the Faith, standing 
for the Faith, spreading the Faith, every time he can be heard using the Faith as a justification 
for his actions, just remember that. Ask yourself: ñDoes this Faith you speak of include    
Baptism of Desire or Baptism of Blood, by any chance?ò Feeneyism, by denying Baptism of 
Desire and Baptism of Blood, is a denial of the Faith. How can it be right to compromise with 
a denial of the Faith in order to help spread the Faith? It is a nonsense.  
 

Webster: Validity? 
 

With that in mind, perhaps we ought to take a little look at the thorny question of validity. 
Validity is not the most important thing, it comes a long way second the public profession of 
the Catholic Faith, but that does not mean that it is a matter of no importance at all. It does 
matter, after all. There are at least two controversies wrapped up in this. The first is the   
question of ñBishopò Neal Websterôs own holy orders. The second is the question of whether 
he did, in fact pass on anything to Fr. Pfeiffer, even supposing he had any orders to pass on.  
Only a bishop can ordain priests or consecrate a new bishop - even if the correct form is   
followed, nothing happens if the one ordaining is himself not a valid bishop. The same is 
therefore automatically true if the one who had consecrated the ordaining bishop were himself 
not really a bishop, and the one who consecrated him in turn, and so on. A chain is only as 
strong as its weakest link, in other words. It is for this reason, for example, that Anglican  
orders have long been held by the Catholic Church to be invalid (because serious changes 
were made to the ritual in the consecration of ñArchbishopò Parker, the Protestant pretender 
to the See of Canterbury, in the mid-1500s).  
 

So, to the first question: does ñBishopò Neal Webster have episcopal holy orders to pass on to 
Fr. Pfeiffer? If he does, where did they come from? Neal Webster was consecrated by one 
ñBishopò Slupski, whose orders derive from the retired Vietnamese Archbishop Ngo-Dinh 
Thuc, via Guerard des Lauriers and Robert McKenna. Both the latter were Dominican priests 
from before the Council, and Thuc was a diocesan ordinary before the Council. For that    
reason, I suspect that most people would not have a problem presuming validity as far as the 
episcopal orders go. Even though there may have been irregularities and the ceremonies 
werenôt perhaps done perfectly (Guerard des Lauriers, for example, was consecrated in a tiny 
living room, with a telephone on the table which served as altar; it is also reported by those 
who were there that Thuc, continually forgetting that he was meant to be a sedevacantist, 
more than once invoked the name of John Paul II, with des Lauriers interrupting him to tell 
him off!) the proverbial óbarô for validity is a lot lower than for something ógoodô or ópleasing 
to Godô and the men involved ought to have been able to tell what a valid sacrament looked 
like and what an invalid one looked like. So most, I suspect, would say that that episcopal line 
is valid, or at any rate, likely to be so. But that is not where the problem with Webster lies. 
 

Who was this man whom Slupski thought he was consecrating? ñFatherò Neal Webster was 
ordained a priest by ñBishopò Timothy Hennebery who was himself consecrated by ñBishopò 
Maurice Terrasson. Whether or not Terrasson was himself a bishop or even a priest must  
surely be a matter of some serious doubt: he was, it seems, ñordainedò a priest by Jean            
Laborie in 1974 and later consecrated bishop by Clemente Dominguez y Gomez. Laborie 
was, it is said, a notorious homosexual, a travelling beer salesman and, moreover, not even a   
Catholic. By all accounts he lived and died outside the Catholic Church and was already    
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involved in schismatic sects well before Vatican II. He was putatively ñconsecratedò in 1966 
by a ñBishopò Jean Pierre Danyel  of the ñHoly Celtic Churchò and then again in 1968 by a 
ñBishopò Calvinet of the ñOld Catholic Church,ò which many readers will know to be a  
schismatic sect dating from c.1870 and whose members managed to obtain holy orders only 
from the  Jansenists, a sect which left the Church in the mid-1600s. In 1977, Jean Laborie was 
again conditionally ñconsecratedò (his third attempt!) by Archbishop Ngo-Dinh Thuc, the 
same Vietnamese bishop already mentioned above. The fact that he submitted to a third     
attempt at consecration must surely mean that he himself doubted whether the first two 
ñconsecrationsò were at all valid. Laborieôs ordination of Terrasson, however, took place three 
years prior to this third attempt to be consecrated validly, making Terrassonôs priestly ordina-
tion doubtful even in the eyes of the supposed ñbishopò who had ñordainedò him! Can a 
doubtful priest be made into a bishop without conditional re-ordination to the priesthood? 
Probably not, it seems. Therefore, if Terrasson was doubtfully a priest at the hands of Laborie, 
he will have been made doubtfully a bishop at the hands of Dominguez. 
 

As for Clemente Dominguez himself, by the time he supposedly ñconsecratedò Terrasson, he 
had  already for some time established himself as a ñseerò of fake ñapparitionsò and purveyor 
of bogus ñpropheciesò in a little place called Palmar de Troya, in Spain.  The ñapparitions,ò in 
fact seem to have begun with some children in 1968 but when word started to get about and 
people began to gather there, Clemente and his sidekick Maunuel Alonso Corral muscled their 
way in and by late 1969 had completely taken over the business, so to speak, with Clemente 
becoming the ñseerò. By the year we are interested in, he had been receiving a large number 
of terrifyingly apocalyptic ñmessages,ò ñrevelationsò and instructions for all true believers 
(ñhand over your money so we can build a basilicaò, being one of them!) for the best part of a 
decade already, and had by all accounts become rather like the Medjugorje of his day (only 
without the ecumenism!). Said by many to have been a notorious homosexual since even   
before this newfound career, he seems also to have given himself fake ñstigmataò and used 
animal blood and other such bogus devices for greater effect. My old friend Ronald Warwick 
knew people from the SSPX over here who travelled to Palmar in the early days to see for 
themselves if it was real - they came home convinced that it was fake, not least because they 
had discovered the ñseerò smoking a cigarette in the back during Mass! 
 

Not long after ñconsecratingò Terrasson, Clemente Dominguez announced that the Virgin 
Mary had made him Pope-elect directly from heaven, and upon the death of Paul VI (1978) he   
affirmed that heaven had decided to move the Church from Rome to Palmar de Troya and that 
henceforth it would be known as the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic and Palmarian Church. 
Since the Blessed Virgin Mary had appointed him Pope, he styled himself Gregory XVII (ñthe 
Very Greatò!). One of his first ñPapalò acts was to canonise ñSaint Paul VIò (who for years 
had been held prisoner drugged and in chains in the Vatican, you see?). There are plenty more 
ghastly details which one could add besides, but I think you get the idea. Itôs horrific and at 
the same time fascinating, like watching a motorway pileup: horrible, but one canôt look 
away! To say that anything originating with Palmar de Troya is very bad news, both from the 
point of view of the public profession of the Faith and from the point of view of sacramental 
validity, is something of a gross understatement. After a few years this new ñPopeò called his 
own ñCouncilò (ñThe First Palmarian Councilò) which, rather like itôs ñVaticanò archetype a 
few years earlier, abolished the Tridentine Mass and all traditional  Roman Rites, and invent-
ed new ñPalmarianò sacramental rites with which to replace them.  
 

How did the fake ñseerò and soon-to-be Pope, Clemente Dominguez, get to be a priest and 
bishop in the first place without ever having studied a single day for the priesthood? It was, 
once again, the very same Archbishop Ngo-Dinh Thuc, who in 1976 had ordained Clemente 

[Continued on p.10é] 
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ñThe Man Who Would Be Pope!ò 
 

A Fake ñSeerò in a Fake ñEcstasyò  - notice also the fake 
ñstigmata.ò Say what you like about Clemente, at least his 
ñprophecies,ò ñrevelationsò  and ñmessages from heavenò didnôt 
contain gross impurity or homo-erotica, his werenôt half as offensive 
as those of Maria Valtorta, they were ñonlyò self-serving liesé 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 11th Jan. 1976 - a mere ten days after  
his priestly ordination, ñFr.ò Clemente  
Dominguez Gomez (centre) would be 
consecrated bishop together with Manuel Alonso Corral and three  
others (Camilo Estevez, Michael Donnelly and Francis Sandler).  

 

...and the bishop who consecrated them - 
Abp. Pierre-Martin Ngo-Dinh Thuc. Culprit or 
victim? Ill-intentioned? óNot of Sound Mindô? At 
any rate, the ñPalmarian Churchò think otherwise! 
(See bottom of the opposite page...) 

 
 
 

 
 
 

   Jan. 1976 - Jan. 1978 
  Over the next two years, ñBishopò Dominguez, assisted by   
  Corral and Estevez, so as to populate the soon-to-be ñPalmarian 

Churchò creates at 
least seventy new     
bishops (that we 
know of!) includ-
ing, on 18th March 
1976, one ñFr.ò 
Raymond Maurice 
Terrasson, the 
man whose suc-
cessor ñordainedò 
Neal Webster to 
the priesthood. 

Three of the new ñThuc bishopsò 
 - 11th Jan., 1976 

The ñseerò vesting for his 
ordination - 1st January, 
1976 (after not one day spent 
in seminary or any other form 
of study for the priesthood)  

The Ceremony - 
Abp. Ngo-Dinh Thuc 
consecrates Clemente 
Dominguez y Gomez to 
the Catholic episcopate -  
11th January, 1976 
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May 1976 - only a few months after his episcopal consecration by 
Archbishop Thuc, in a somewhat poetic twist of Providence, the so-
called ñseerò who had told so many lies about ñvisionsò and led so 
many souls astray with tales of things he claimed to have seen, was 
deprived of his sight for the rest of his life, following a car accident. 
The loss of Clementeôs eyeballs, the only permanent injury sustained 

by anyone in that accident, left the ñseerò sightless, 
the ñvisionaryò deprived of his vision. Could this have 
been a sign, a warning from heaven to anyone tempted 
to become involved and thus be misled? Was it a warning to the bogus ñseerò himself 
perhaps, a last chance given to repent and mend his ways..?  
 

1978 - Undeterred, the now blind ñseerò (minus  
eyeballs, his eyelids remaining sewn shut for the  
remainder of his life) announces that the Virgin  
Mary has now appointed him Pope-elect directly  
from heaven (...nice work if you can get it!)  

 

August 1978 - Upon news of the death of 
Paul VI, Clemente Dominguez announces 
that he has been appointed Pope by heaven. 
He is crowned with a tiara by his followers, 
whom he in turn makes Cardinals. (Are they 
actually clapping for him? Thatôs so typically 
Spanish!) 
 

ñPope Gregory XVII, the Very Greatò then proceeds   
to create lots of new Saints. Some, Franco and Christopher 
Columbus for instance, were maybe not such a bad idea, but 

really, ñSaint Paul VIò..?!? At least Pope Francis would agree with him there, I suppose. He also 
taught bizarre sci-fi doctrines such as the existence of a ñPlanet Maryò and a ñPlanet Satanò as well as 
downright idiocies such as the ñreal presenceò of Mary and 
Joseph in the Eucharist (I promise, Iôm not making that up!). 
 

New Palmarian Rites were decreed to replace the boring 
old Roman ones and an enormous basilica built on the site of 
the original ñapparitionsò which still stands to this day, despite 
the Palmarian Church having almost no followers left. It was 
paid for by the then-faithful, following a message to the ñseerò 
that everyone had to hand over their hard-earned cash! 
 

ñSaintò Ngo-Dinh Thuc..?! 
https://www.palmarianchurch.org/important-persons-in-
palmarian-church-history/#  
 

  éñBishop and Doctor of 
the Churchò! 
 

Also interesting that they say 
that after priestly ordinations 
on 1st January, ñ...he left on a 
journey to obtain the Liber 
Pontificalis with the rite of episcopal consecration, returning to El Palmar de Troya on the 10th  
of January.ò  Aha! So thatôs why there was a ten day gap! He didnôt have the right book! Had it  
not been for that, presumably he would have consecrated Clemente and his friends right away?  

https://www.palmarianchurch.org/important-persons-in-palmarian-church-history/#
https://www.palmarianchurch.org/important-persons-in-palmarian-church-history/#
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Dominguez priest and consecrated him bishop all within a few short 
days, despite the manôs objectionable moral character, despite his obvious opportunism and 
status as a ñseerò of fake ñpropheciesò and leader of an already-emerging personality cult, and 
despite his complete lack of any kind of priestly training or seminary formation. In an ironic 
twist, Providence did not let this óvisionaryô go unpunished. A few months later he was in-
volved in a car accident and lost both his eyes, leaving the ñseerò blind for the rest of his life. 
(Despite ñpropheciesò to the contrary, he never regained his sight by the time of his death in 
2005, nor did he end up physically battling the anti-Christ; nor, come to think of it, did he die 
by being crucified in Jerusalemé itôs almost as though his ñpropheciesò werenôt true!) 
 

To make matters worse, after leaving Palmar de Troya following the consecrations in 1976, 
Thuc, not wishing to be declared ñexcommunicated latae sententiaeò (like Archbishop 
Lefebvre in 1988), promptly sought the forgiveness of Pope Paul VI, recanted what he had 
done and, it is said, even claimed that he had withheld his intention during the ceremony 
(which would mean that the consecration had been invalid and Clemente Gomez was really 
no bishop at all) - something extraordinary if true, for it would raise serious questions about 
the kind of man who is capable either of withholding his intention during public ordinations, 
simulating the sacrament (a very serious sin), deceiving all those present and sowing confu-
sion for years to come; or on the other hand, who is capable of lying about having done so! 
Either way, it does not exactly inspire confidence. At any rate, Pope Paul VI lifted his 
ñexcommunicationò after that and the Vietnamese Archbishop returned to being in good 
standing with the conciliar church - at least for the time being, for this was not to be his last 
episcopal ñadventure.ò  
 

Those who doubt every ñThuc bishopò and all their successors, including the more ñcleanò 
lineages (such as that of des Lauriers, already mentioned above, for example, or that of     
Caromona) may well be mistaken: after all, it is true that the Church always presumes validity 
all other things being equal. But I somehow cannot find it in my heart to condemn those who 
feel tempted to doubt the whole lot, even if it were to turn out that they are mistaken. There is 
after all something decidedly odd about Archbishop Ngo-Dinh Thuc: consistency seems not 
to have been his strong suit and the level of conviction one might expect to find seems to be 
alarmingly absent from his actions throughout. He seems not even to have been a convinced 
sedevacantist or even Traditionalist; he was not one of the few hundred bishops at the Council 
who belonged to the Coetus Internationalis Patrum, but on the contrary made a speech at the 
Council in favour of greater empowerment for women in the Church; in the midst of his vari-
ous ñadventuresò in the 1970s he concelebrated the New Mass with the local conciliar bishop 
in the cathedral, he argued in favour of liturgical ñinculturationò in his autobiography and in 
the 1980s he ended his days in a Vietnamese Novus Ordo religious house in the United 
States. However hard todayôs sedevacantists hagiographers may try to make him into some 
sort of proto-sedevacantist, Traditionalist hero by emphasising the ñgoodò he did and down-
playing the bad, the fact remains that he was no Lefebvre; not even close! The irony is that 
many of the same sedevacantist leading lights who have spent so much time and energy    
trying to build up the reputation of Ngo-Dinh Thuc have the sheer audacity to accuse 
Lefebvre of inconsistency and flip-flopping! Self-interested partisanship knows no shame! 
But we digress... 
 

Doubtfully a Priest, Doubtfully a Bishop 
 

If the whole history of Terrassonôs holy orders has made your head spin, fear not. The main 
point to take away from it is that he was (to put it mildly!) doubtfully a priest and bishop. And 
since he is, as it were, the father-but-one of Neal Websterôs priesthood, that must surely make 
Neal Websterôs priestly orders doubtful too.  
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But what about Websterôs episcopal conse-
cration by Slupski - the one concerning 
which such doubts do not exist - wouldnôt 
that supply for the defect? 
 

The answer, from what I can tell, is not 
necessarily. Which, in practice, means not 
at all, since what we are talking about is 
doubt vs. certainty. We find ourselves ask-
ing the same question which we already 
asked concerning Terrasson. Can a man 
who is not already a priest be made into a 
bishop through episcopal consecration 
alone, i.e. without being a priest first? And 
in the same way, can a doubtful priest be made into a certain bishop, through episcopal conse-
cration alone? The traditional teaching is that there are seven holy orders: Porter, Lector, Aco-
lyte, Exorcist, Subdeacon, Deacon and Priest. Notice that the episcopacy is not one of them.  
 

St. Thomas Aquinas dedicates an article to ñWhether the Episcopate is an Orderò and answers 
that, no, unlike priests, deacons and the rest, it isnôt. Therefore, says he, only a priest can   
become a bishop: 
 

ñOne Order does not depend on a preceding order as regards the validity of 
the sacrament. But the episcopal power depends on the priestly power, since no one 
can receive the episcopal power unless he have previously the priestly power.ò  
      (ST, Supplementum Tertiae Partis, Q.40, A.5, sed contra ff.) 

 

Now, it ought to be added in fairness that one does occasionally come across a differing   
opinion on this point. But that very fact alone ought to be acknowledged as grounds for doubt, 
even by someone who holds the view that episcopal consecration can potentially transform a 
non-priest into a bishop. Such a one  must surely admit that at best the matter is capable of 
question, and that the very uncertainty itself causes the matter to be grounds for doubt. I am 
not aware of the question being settled by the Church definitively, in the teaching of a    
Council, for instance, unless one wishes to accept the teaching contained in Lumen Gentium 
21 (see also footnote 8 of Bishop Fellayôs 2012 Doctrinal Declaration).  
 

Thus it follows that both Terrasson and Webster, being doubtfully priests are also doubtfully 
bishops. Fr. Pfeiffer may like to claim otherwise, and I have no doubt will try. But he is hardly 
a disinterested party in the case and will, I think, struggle to convince many, if any at all.  
 

Webster Bungles the Ceremony 
 

Most laity will rarely if ever witness a priestly ordination, let alone an episcopal consecration, 
the sacraments they witness will be mostly the other six, primarily Mass and Confession. Yet 
rarely will they ever see a sacrament bungled as badly as Webster managed to bungle this one. 
Were everything else in order, the video of the ceremony alone would be enough to cause 
anyone watching it to have serious doubts about the validity of the consecration. See for your-
self: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=428R9_MuTeE ) 
 

From the very start, it is clear that Webster is very infirm and even appears almost unable to 
walk, having to lean heavily on Fr. Poisson for support. At the very end of the ceremony, 
when he is about to descend the altar steps, he totters and almost looks as though he were 
about to fall sideways, and again manages to stay standing only thanks to being physically 
supported by Fr. Poisson.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=428R9_MuTeE
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Infirmity is one thing, but Websterôs obvious ignorance is another. He clearly has little or no 
clue as to what he is supposed to do or what is supposed to happen next, or how he is        
supposed to do it. He continually mispronounces the Latin in the way that one might   expect 
of someone who does not understand a word of it and has no familiarity with it. He twice 
(during the preface) appears to use both the singular and the plural form in succession,      
suggesting that he is unaware that they are alternatives and that one ought to use only one 

(depending on whether only one candidate is being consecrated or more 
than one). As with the sacrament of baptism, with which many laity will 
be familiar, the plural form is given in brackets after the singular form, as 
an alternative option, should the circumstances require it. How did    
Webster not realise this - has he never done a baptism? Has he never 
done a blessing from the Roman Ritual where a plural form appears in 
brackets next to the singular form? Since he is a ñgarage bishopò with 
who-knows-how-many faithful (if any at all!), it is of course perfectly 
possible that he never has. Either way, it bespeaks a scandalous igno-
rance - it would be scandalous in a priest or deacon, it is the more so in a 
supposed ñbishop.ò The whole video of the ceremony is more than two-
and-a-half hours long, but to give just one more example, at one point 
[1:13:20] Fr. Poisson can be seen having to intervene to physically 
demonstrate the correct way to bless the crozier and ring. Itôs all so    
embarrassing, one hardly knows where to look! 
 

If he were only unfamiliar with the rite of episcopal consecration, one 
could perhaps make some allowance (even though, one could argue, it is 
a ceremony which most normal bishops before the Council would per-
form rarely if ever, and yet they still managed not to bungle it!). But it is 
not just that he is ignorant of this particular ritual. The ignorance is much 
worse: he seems even to be ignorant of the Mass. At the consecration, for 
example, just before the consecration of the chalice [1:49:52], Webster 
he can be heard saying: ñAccipite et mand - et bibiteéò, he almost gets 
the words wrong in other words, and is corrected only by overhearing Fr. 
Pfeiffer who is right next to him. Is this infirmity, or is he unfamiliar 
with the canon of the Mass and the words of consecration? Again, at the 
end of Mass [2:15:05], he seems to be completely unfamiliar with giving 
the final blessing and does not remember to take hold of his own crozier 
or offer his ring to be kissed. It is only a small thing, but it is also some-
thing which ought to be relatively common and happens at the end of any  

Pontifical Mass, not just ordinations or episcopal consecrations. 
But then, who knows, perhaps Webster, being a garage bishop, 
never has Pontifical Mass? One internet user beneath the video 
commented that: ñThe sole consecratorôs  Latin seems to be quite 
rusty. And the rubrics aren't on point.ò But again, one suspects that 
it isnôt that his Latin is just ñrustyò - itôs that it was never there to 
begin with! And as to the rubrics, wellé no further comment.  
 

All of that would not matter so much, had Webster been capable of 
performing the essential form of the ritual correctly. Like the words 
which begin ñHoc est eniméò during Mass, the last sentence of 
the preface is what constitutes the essential form. Webster is stand-
ing throughout his recitation of the preface, which doubtless does 
not help his concentration. Nevertheless, what is clear is that he Fr. Poisson shows ñBishopò 

Webster how to do a blessing... 
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does not understand a word he is saying, and has a great deal of 
difficulty in even pronouncing the words out loud. He stumbles,   
he stammers and stutters, he repeats words unnecessarily and mis-
pronounces others so badly that they are unrecognisable. Fr.     
Pancras Rajaôs hand can be seen more than once pointing him to 
the right place in the book and at one point, right in the middle of 
the essential form, there is an excruciating five or six second pause, 
during which Fr. Poisson can be seen visibly to intervene, to point 
to the place in the book and to whisper the words to Webster. But it 
is no good. The sixteen words which form the last sentence of the     
preface and which constitute the essential form, the words which 
make the consecration happen or not happen, come out so hope-
lessly mangled and garbled that it is almost certain to have been 
invalid. Every sedevacantist who has seen it seems to think so,  
every Resistance Catholic that I am aware of, who has watched the 
video, thinks so too. Even Fr. Pfeiffer himself must surely think so, 
which would account for his assertion that they did the essential 
part of the ceremony again afterwards, something which is not  
permitted except in case of doubt.  

 

This is precisely why there are many who, rightly or 
wrongly, have doubts about the validity of óThuc    
bishopsô per se. As mentioned above, validity should be 
presumed all other things being equal. But when you 
have ignorant men with no training and knowledge or 
experience of the rites attempting to ordain and conse-
crate, it can easily turn into a scandalous fiasco, as in 
this case. Consider the fact that we only know just how 
cringingly bad (not to say, almost certainly invalid) this 
one attempt at an ñepiscopal consecrationò was due to 
the presence of someone with a digital camera who 
filmed the whole ceremony and put it on youtube. But 
digital cameras and youtube did not  exist back in the 

70s and 80s (or even 90s), so if such a car-crash ceremony as this had taken place when 
Clemente Dominguez attempted to consecrate Terrasson, for instance, or when Terrasson in 
turn attempted to consecrate Hennebery, how would anyone be any the wiser? Is there even a 
video of Hennebery attempting to ordain Webster to the priesthood? Who knows whether that 
was done properly or even validly? To be clear, I am not advocating this as the main argument 
- but it does deserve some consideration, nonetheless. 
 

A Dangerous Lack of Honesty 
 

As though all that werenôt bad enough, there was one final scandal, one which was wholly 
unnecessary and could easily have been avoided, but which was brought about by Fr. Pfeiffer 
himself. In a sermon on 31st July, but released on 2nd August, Fr. Pfeiffer (vested as a bishop) 
said that the essential form of consecration had been done again, conditionally: 
 

ñAnd that we, we make sure that all things are done according to the way of Holy Mother 
Church, even going so far that, err, the bishop, and, and after re-, repeating the essential parts 
of the ceremony afterwards, so that, so that we, err, have the err, the cere-, the err, the repeti-
tion of the cere-, the matter and form of the sacrament, to make sure that all things are well.ò  
(See: https://youtu.be/L4o2sn1CrN8?t=270 - start at 4:30) 
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ñBishopò Webster bungles the essential form 
of consecration over Fr. Pfeiffer...[59:10]  

...forgetting to take the crozier 
offered him at the final blessing. 
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Although the rest of his sermon, both before and after this point, is spoken with total fluency, 
the stammering which takes place here has to be heard to be believed and is accompanied by 
fidgeting, glancing downwards and generally looking very uncomfortable - and so he jolly 
well should be! He knows as well as anyone that it is always a sin to repeat an ordination or 
consecration without having a serious reason to do so! By admitting that he at least consented 
to having it done again (or was it his idea, was he the one who asked for it to be done again?), 
he is admitting that there was some legitimate doubt concerning the first attempt.  
 

 

ñBishopò Websterôs bungled ñconsecrationò of Fr. Joseph Pfeiffer,  
Boston, KY, 29th July 2020  

 

Was the Essential Form Pronounced Correctly? 
 

What Webster should have said: 
 

ñComple in sacerdote tuo ministerii tui summam, et ornamentis totius glorifica-
tionis instructum, coelestis unguenti rore sanctifica.ò 
 

(ñFill up in Thy priest the perfection of Thy ministry and sanctify with the dew of Thy heav-
enly ointment this Thy servant decked out with the ornaments of all beauty.ò) 
 

What he actually said: 
 

ñComple in sacerdote tuo  sacerdotibus tuis1  mysterii2 hic mysterii3 tui,  tui4  
sanum5 et ornamentis totius glorificationis instructum ecce structis6 ...ò  
 

      [Awkward Pause.  Intervention of Fr. Poisson...]   
 

ñ...cae- cae- caelestis unguenti rorare7 sanctifica.ò  
 

(See: https://youtu.be/428R9_MuTeE?t=3550) 
(See also: https://youtu.be/EpputvMnc7g?t=754)  

 
NOTES: 
 

1. ñsacerdotibus tuisò - this is the plural form. It is meant to be an alternative to the singular ñsacerdote tuo,ò 
for consecrating more than one bishop. 
 

2. ñmysterii tuiò (of thy mystery) is certainly not the same word as ñministeriiò (of thy ministry) even if it 
sounds similar. This one mistake alone is serious enough to doubt the validity. 
 

3. Too many ñmysteries!ò Also, how did the word ñhicò get in there..?! 
 

4. Too many ñtuiòs! Though the repetition alone is not so badé  
 

5. ñsanumò - another serious mistake. Some people say they can hear ñsanumò (healthy); some hear the word 
ñsolemnò in English; others hear the word ñsoramò which does not exist in Latin or in English. Whatever it is 
that Webster says or appears to say here, it certainly isnôt ñsummamò (greatest/utmost, here: ñthe perfectionò). 
 

[5a. Curiously enough, it turns out that ñsoramò is a word, just not a Latin or English word. It is the Belarusian form of 
       a Slavic word (ñʩʦʨʘʤò) which means ñshameò or ñdisgraceò..!  See: https://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/ʩʦʨʘʤ ] 

 

6. ñecce structisò - what may have happened here is that Webster has once again read the singular and plural 
forms one after the other (ñ...instructum [instructos]...ò), but somehow manages to garble the plural form so 
that it comes out as ñecce structisò or   ñet caeé structis.ò Which again, is gibberish. 
 

7. ñroreò is the ablative singular of the 3rd declension noun ñros, rorisò, (dew, moisture).  It is used verbally as 
an imperative plural in the famous Advent Introit from Isaiah (45:8) ñRorate, caeli, despuer...ò (ñDrop down 
dew, ye heavens, from aboveéò) - for which ñrorareò would appear to be the infinitive form (ñto drop down 
dewò). So, a matter of right stem but wrong ending, perhaps? Not as serious a mistake as might at first glance 
appear, but a mistake nonetheless. 
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These words were no doubt spoken by Fr. Pfeiffer in order to settle doubts and inspire confi-
dence, but they have only really had the effect of raising further questions ï for example, 
when exactly was ñafterwardsò? Was it immediately after entering the sacristy, or was it, as 
some suspect, a whole day or two later, after the video had been released and after various 
people on the internet had pointed out that Websterôs unbelievable bungling had rendered the 
first attempt invalid or at best doubtful? More importantly, how certain can we be that it was 
done properly the second time?  
 

But things didnôt end there. The very next day, another video sermon went up, during which 
Fr. Pfeiffer attempted to defend the validity of his own episcopal consecration by claiming - 
incredibly! - that, even though the essential part of the ceremony had been repeated after-
wards, there had in fact been no need for it to be repeated, because it turned out that ñBishopò 
Webster had said the words correctly the first time all along! 
 

ñ...when they attack us on every side, like for instance in our present situation here, being     
consecrated a bishop only a few days ago, now theyôre trying to spread throughout the internet as 
much as possible: óThereôs No Bishop! No Bishop! No Bishop! No Bishop!ô So that Bishop 
Pfeiffer was not actually consecrated validly a bishop, because when Bishop Webster said the 
words, that he was, that, that it didnôt sound right on the recording, and that maybe the words 
werenôt right, and that there might have been a mistake in a couple of the words during the time 
of the key words of the valid form, and therefore that heôs not a bishop. That óBishop Webster 
unsuccessfully attempts to consecrate Fr. Pfeiffer to the episcopacy.ô And [they] try to create 
confusion and spread it throughout the world.  
 

But what did St. Paul himself say after he became St. Paul? He said: óBe slow to wrath, slow to 
wicked judgement.ô And quick to doing good things, but slow to wrath. Because Saul himself, 
when he was younger, he was very fast to wrath and it caused him great trouble.  
 

And when you take the recording of the, err, of the, of the consecration of a few days ago, itôs 
very clear, we had an actual recording because thereôs a recording coming from the lapel mic of 
the bishop that was made, as well as a regular recording that was coming from the, with all the 
outside sounds of the fans and all of the outside noise of the people and so on, and so we got a 
recording with the actual direct recording of the lapel mic, of, of, of, the lapel mic of Bishop 
Webster, and he did say each of the words of the form of the consecration correctly and validly. 
And then of course, also, those who are familiar with St. Thomas Aquinas recognise that - what 
is the rule of the Church about the validity of a sacrament? When a minster, a priest celebrating 
Mass or a priest doing a baptism, or [a bishop] doing the consecration of a bishop or the ordina-
tion of a priest or administering any sacrament, when theyôre saying the words of the sacrament, 
if any ordinary man can tell óThey were saying those words, they were saying the words that are 
in that book, they were pronouncing the words that are in that book that make the consecration 
happen,ô or making an ordination happen, or make Christ present upon the altar, and any, any 
ordinary man can tell that the, the err, this is what, these are the words he was striving to say, 
and therefore itôs, these sacraments are valid.  
 

However, he did say all the words correctly anyway, 
but in the recording it doesnôt come out perfectly, 
and then, err, because one word appeared to be not 
perfectly said, when we listened to the recording, 
and before it was perfectly cleaned up, one word 
didnôt appear to be perfectly said, so Bishop Web-
ster said, well letôs just go ahead and do the matter 
and form all over again, which we did. So we went 
back in the chapel, the next morning and did the 
matter and form all over again, because one word 
may have been slightly mispronounced. It turned out 
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that it wasnôt, we cleaned up the consecration audio. However, to make sure that there was no 
possibility of any room for any doubt, this was done. And then, err, though it was not necessary 
to do so.  

 

And then, of course, but what happens? Thereôs going to be a continual attack and assault that 
will never cease, and if they run out [sic] with this one, theyôll come up with another one. And 
there are many souls looking for whatever evil they can find, whatever question they can find 
and whatever doubt that they can find, because they are not looking of the things of Christ, not 
looking for the truth.  
 

[é] 
 

Now the fact is, that, they, we donôt have all the things that others have. But what is the essential 
thing to have? The truth of our Faith, the priesthood of Our Lord Jesus Christ. And the Angels 
know, in heaven, that Father Pfeiffer is now Bishop Pfeiffer. And the devils know, in hell, that 
Father Pfeiffer is now Bishop Pfeiffer. éò  
 (See: https://youtu.be/VjAf94rfQ5o?t=475 - 7:55 onwards) 

 

Oh my. Where to begin. First of all, notice Fr Pfeifferôs insistence that everything was done 
absolutely correctly and his stubborn refusal to accept that there even might be a problem. Fr. 
Pfeiffer is clearly in denial. He goes from: ñ...there might have been a mistake in a couple of the 

wordsò  to: ñhe did say each of the words of the form of the consecration correctly and validlyò  
to: ñ...because one word may have been slightly mispronounced. It turned out that it wasnôtò 
- all within the same  sermon, in the space of only a few minutes. That last remark (ñIt turned 
out that it wasnôtò) means that, according to Fr. Pfeiffer, not one word was even slightly    
mispronounced. Howôs that for being in complete denial? Howôs that for lies and spin which 
would make any of our modern, godless politician blush for shame?  
 

And even if ñone word may have been slightly mispronouncedò - which one? Was it 
ñministeriiò which was said ñmysteriiò (a totally different meaning and not even the same 
number of syllables!) perhaps? Or ñsummamò (the fullness) which was pronounced 
ñsanumò (healthy)? Or is he thinking of ñrorareò instead of ñroreò..? Or ñecce structisò which 
appears to be Webster beginning to say ñcaelestisò before breaking off and going back and 
saying the plural form ñinstructosò but getting it wrong so that it sounds like ñstructisò..? Or 
could it be the pronouncing of both the singular and plural forms, one after the other in     
succession: ñin sacerdote tuo (sacerdotibus tuis)ò..? Perhaps others will spot more, but I count 
at least seven clear mistakes, three of which appear to be serious and not one of which could 
be called a ñslightò mispronunciation.  
 

As for the vaunted ñlapel micò recording to which he refers more than once and upon which 
he appears to be relying as though it is the thing which proves everything - it is worth noting 
that to this day the alleged ñcleaned upò recording has not been released. So you just have to 
take his word for it when he tells you that it proves that not one word was even slightly mis-
pronounced! Great. Why might it be that this vitally important recording has not been       
released? Two obvious answers suggest themselves: either it does not really exist; or it 
doesnôt show what he claims it shows. In fact, the normal video recording is quite good 
enough, the sound quality is more than clear enough. The ñoutside sound of the fansò is little 
more than a background hum, and as for the supposed ñoutside noise of the people,ò well 
there really isnôt any, which is hardly surprising since one can see in the video that there were 
hardly any faithful present to make noise, you can almost count them on your fingers! The 
truth, as anyone who takes the trouble to listen and see for himself will instantly discover, is 
that one does not need a ñcleaned upò ñlapel micò recording to see what is going on. Webster 
clearly does not have a clue what heôs doing and manages to completely bungle the form.  
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The reader will also notice several empty rhetorical devices. Be slow to wrath like St. Paul, be 
slow to wicked judgement. Whether Webster got the form correct or bungled it simply is not a 
question of being ñwickedò or ñkindò - it is entirely neutral, a question of sacramental validity 
and nothing to do with morals or behaviour one way or the other. If we say that he bungled it, 
that is because one can clearly see and hear him bungling it on the video, no other reason. The 
implication that those who say it was botched are somehow being ñwickedò is entirely fatuous 
and comes off as rather desperate. People arenôt saying that itôs doubtfully valid because 
theyôre trying to be mean to you, Father. Theyôre saying it because thatôs what the evidence of 
their senses tells them. Likewise, none of us are ñtrying to create confusion and spread it 
throughout the world.ò On the contrary, we are trying to make sense of the mess with which 
you have presented us all and see  clearly through it. If anyone is creating and spreading    
confusion it is you. You are the one who seems to have radically changed your position on 
whether the Faith or sacraments come first; you are the one who invited this bungler in secret, 
without announcement; you are the one uniting yourself publicly with Feeneyism and sede-
vacantism and then claiming afterwards that you arenôt; you are the one who first said that the 
form was repeated to remove doubt but then claimed that there was no doubt to be removed; 
you are the one citing secret óevidenceô about which people are supposed to just trust you! 
 

The reference to St. Thomas doesnôt seem to make a lot of sense either - perhaps Fr. Pfeiffer 
is taking a decidedly liberal interpretation of St. Thomas in his own favour? To be sure, the 
minister can stumble a little in saying the words and the sacrament remain valid, but he does 
have to say the actual words! If a priest were to say ñHocust Any Gorsebush Mayorò over the 
host at the consecration, Iôm fairly certain that most people would regard it as invalid, even if 
he was clearly trying to say the words in big bold type in the Missal in front of him. Webster 
says at least three nonsense words, two of which said were instead of words necessary for 
validity, and at one point he becomes so badly confused and tongue-tied that he just stops 
altogether, mid-phrase, at which point Fr. Poisson has to intervene. Iôm not sure that St. 
Thomas would agree with Fr. Pfeiffer that it was certainly valid! Furthermore, St. Thomas  - 
from what I can make out from Fr. Pfeifferôs rather liberal paraphrasing - seems to be talking 
about intention. It is true, if a normal man can observe that the minister is trying to say the 
words in the book, that in itself ought normally to demonstrate that he was intending to do 
what the Church does. But we are not talking here about a defect of intention. Nobody has yet 
suggested that the ñconsecrationò was invalid due to defect of intention. What everyone is 
saying (and quite rightly, too) is that it was most likely invalid due to defect of form, which is 
another matter altogether. The intention can be there, but if the form is wrong then nothing 
happened, however badly the minister, the candidate, or anyone else wanted it to happen.  
 

Need one add that since Fr. Pfeiffer is not actually quoting from St. Thomas and does not even 
indicate which article he has in mind, where, which part of the Summa even, we cannot look it 
up and check for ourselves, so there really isnôt a great deal more to be said. Like the magical 
ñlapel mic recordingò which makes all doubts go away and proves that Fr. Poisson did not 
have to intervene (even though you saw it with your own eyes and heard it with your own 
ears!), this important place in St. Thomas which proves that Fr. Pfeiffer is a bishop exists 
simply on his say so and you will have to take his word for it - donôt hope to be able to see for 
yourself. So, Fr. Pfeifferôs argument is, in essence: 1. Thereôs a recording which you wonôt 
get to hear, youôll just have to take my word for it, which proves that Webster said all the 
words perfectly first time around;  2. We did the essential part of the ceremony again the next 
day, even though we didnôt need to. But thereôs no recording, so youôll just have to take it 
from me that it was done properly the second time;  3. St. Thomas agrees with me that itôs 
certainly valid, but donôt ask me for a reference, just take my word for it;  4. The angels in 
heaven and the devils in hell know that Iôm a bishop. So there. 
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Notice the inherent contradiction in what Fr. Pfeiffer says about the ceremony being repeated. 
Repeating the essential part of the ceremony the following day would be justified if there 
were any doubt concerning the first attempt. If there is no grounds for doubt and the first at-
tempt was done without fault, as he claims, then there was no need (or justification) for it to 
be done again. Either it was done again to be certain and remove all doubt, or the validity was 
already certain the first time around and there was no doubt to begin with (and thus no need 
to do it again and nothing to be gained by doing so). Pick one!  
 

Worse still, until the above sermon emerged, it might yet have been possible for Fr. Pfeifferôs 
remaining few supporters to have claimed that the second attempt removed any doubt. Now, 
however, they cannot even claim that, since we cannot even be certain that the second attempt 
wasnôt bungled too. There is no recording of that second attempt and the only assurance any-
one has that it was done right is the word of Fr. Pfeiffer - who insists that it was done right the 
first time! - and that of the incompetent and bungling ñBishopò Webster, the very man who 
made such a mess of it the first time around. In other words, if Fr. Pfeiffer can insist with a 
straight face that Webster ñdid say each of the words of the form of the consecration correctly 
and validlyò the first time, why would any sensible person take his word for it that it was 
done properly the second time? As things stand, it is Fr. Pfeifferôs own insane and incredible 
denial of even the tiniest mispronunciation in the first attempt which entirely undermines the 
security which the second attempt ought to have given him. Ironically, it is his own refusal to 
face facts, his own inability to treat the faithful with a minimum of basic candour and hones-
ty, which has ensnared him. Had he come clean from the start and admitted that there was a 
problem with the first attempt, that, yes, the essentially form had been bungled and that there 
were grounds for doubt, then his assurance that all went well the second time would ring less 
hollow and would doubtless reassure at least some. As things stand, all he has achieved is to 
unwittingly undermine his own credibility and trustworthiness before the whole world and to 
demonstrate that there is no reason for anyone to believe a word he says.  
 

My, what a lot of words this has turned into! Apologies to the faint-of-heart or short-of-
concentration!  Still, it is as well to deal thoroughly with an issue if one is to deal with it at 
all. And please donôt let anyone try to say that we are somehow being ñmeanò to ñpoorò Fr., - 
sorry, ñBishopò - Pfeiffer. Heôs a big boy and ought to be capable of taking responsibility for 
his own actions. One ought not to say bad things, about people, especially in print or on the 
internet, unless  1. it is true; and   2. it is necessary. Sadly, it seems more than necessary to 
speak out against this scandal. No good will come of it and potentially a great deal of harm. 
At least nobody will be led astray by our silence on this matter, whatever else may happen.  
 

In summary, then, here are what we see as the main problems. 
 

Firstly - and most importantly of all! - The Public Compromise of the Faith and Insult 
offered to Our Lord by a priest who preaches against Sedevacantism and Feeneyism having 
himself publicly consecrated by a Feeneyite and Sedevacantist. And this, when he himself for 
the past twenty-six years has told his own faithful not to go to Sedevacantists or Feeneyites 
for the sacraments due to the compromise it would entail. 
 

Secondly - The Doubtful Validity of that same Episcopal Consecration based on several 
different factors, any one of which can easily be verified by any of the faithful from anywhere 
in the world, namely: 
 

1. Terrassonôs óOld Catholicô priesthood. There is doubt concerning the priesthood of ñFr.ò 
Terrasson, coming as it did from the schismatic and heretical ñOld Catholicsò who in turn got 
their holy orders from the Jansenist schism of Utrecht in the mid-1600s. For this reason, the 
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Church has never simply assumed that Old Catholic holy orders are valid but regards them as 
doubtful.  
 

2. Laborieôs own doubts concerning the validity of the holy orders which he had given to 
Terrasson. The very fact that Laborie, the ñbishopò who ordained Terrasson to the priest-
hood, got himself conditionally consecrated three years later, suggests that he himself    doubt-
ed the validity of his own orders (and by extension, the priesthood which he had        attempt-
ed to confer upon Terrasson in 1974). If he doubted whether he had validly conferred the 
priesthood upon Terrasson in 1974, are we not allowed to doubt it too?  
 

3. Clemente Dominguezôs competence and ability to transmit what he had received. 
There is also doubt concerning the episcopacy of Terrasson ñreceivedò from Clemente 
Dominguez y Gomez, given that neither of them had had a single dayôs seminary training. We 
have seen how badly the ignorant ñbishopò Webster bungled the ceremony. What are the 
chances that Clemente, a man equally as ignorant, did not have the same problems? And if 
Clemente had bungled it too, would Terrasson necessarily have noticed? There may have been 
ñco-consecratorsò but most ñPalmar bishopsò had no seminary training or time spent as a 
priest either but were ordained and consecrated right from the ranks of the laity. One or two 
ñPalmar bishopsò had been priests from before the Council (Estevez, for example). But     
confidence in former priests such as Estevez is not helped when one realises that he accepted 
the new ñPopeôsò abolition of the Roman Rites altogether and their replacement with grossly 
simplified rites of his own, only a few years later; or that he accepted idiocies such as the ñreal 
presenceò of the Blessed Virgin Mary in the Eucharist, or the teaching that God had removed 
not only liceity but even validity from all sacraments outside the Palmarian Church! The   
obvious ignorance present in such teachings does not inspire confidence in those who accept 
and propagate them. Add to that the fact that former priests such as Estevez were not neces-
sarily co-consecrators at all seventy-plus consecrations, that the only consistent thread running 
through them is Clemente Dominguez, and the picture becomes even worse. Remember, 
Archbishop Ngo-Dinh Thuc was long gone and did not stick around to supervise any of the 
hundreds of episcopal consecrations which ensued (seventy-plus in the two years before 
Clemente Dominguez became ñPopeò!) and make sure they were done correctly. How sure 
can we be, then, that they were done properly or validly? The answer, I fear, is ñnot very.ò  
 

4. Websterôs bungling of the ceremony in Boston KY. Even if Terrasson really was a priest 
when Clemente Dominguez consecrated him, and even if Clemente Dominguez in turn did 
manage to confer the episcopate upon him validly, meaning that Terrasson really was a    
bishop, meaning in turn that Henneberry really did become a bishop too, meaning in turn that 
Webster really was a priest, and therefore really did become a bishop at the hands of Slupski - 
even if all that is true, there still remains a very serious reason to positively doubt Fr. 
Pfeifferôs episcopal orders, a reason which has to do with Webster himself. Anyone who 
watches the ceremony recorded in the chapel at Boston, Kentucky will see this. Webster stum-
bles and fumbles right the way through the ceremony. Apart from looking very ill and infirm, 
he seems to have great difficulty pronouncing the consecration preface, especially the sixteen 
words necessary for sacramental validity. That Webster appears doddering and senile cannot 
be held against him; God grant him a speedy recovery of his health and repentance before he 
dies. But even a very infirm and elderly bishop can still perform ceremonies correctly.     
Archbishop Lefebvre was 83 years old when he consecrated four bishops flawlessly. What is 
going on here is something more than just infirmity: it is ignorance. To watch Webster bungle 
the rite of episcopal consecration is to be taught an unforgettable lesson in why ñThuc garage 
bishops,ò men who obtain holy orders without any training, are such a bad idea and the cause 
of so much scandal! One who has spent no time in the study of scholastic philosophy, who has 

www.TheRecusant.com 



 

Page 20 Editorial  

very little theology, who does not even have a decent grasp of the Latin language, who does 
not know what the prayer he is saying actually means and who even struggles to pronounce 
the words correctly - such a ñbishopò will find it infinitely harder to do what a bishop who 
has spent several years as a priest, and before that six or seven years in seminary, will take in 
his stride.  Websterôs bungling of the words of the essential form, on its own would be serious 
ground for positive doubt.  
 

5. Fr. Pfeiffer himself implicitly acknowledges doubts concerning the ceremony. In a  
sermon only a day or two later, Fr. Pfeiffer himself said that the ceremony had been done 
again ñto make sureò that the essential words were said properly. It is a sin to repeat such a 
sacrament without having a positive reason for doing so. Thus, if Fr Pfeiffer agreed to the  
ceremony being done again ñto make sure,ò the very fact alone implies that he acknowledges  
doubt concerning the validity of the first attempt.  
 

6. Fr. Pfeifferôs lack of reliability/honesty. This would not matter so much, if we werenôt 
left having to take his word for it that the second attempt was done properly. However, only  
a video of the bungled first attempt was released. We know about the second ñto make sureò 
attempt only because Fr. Pfeiffer said so in sermons afterwards. To this day, no recording of it 
has been released, and we donôt know for certain whether it was recorded at all. Can we be 
certain that the candidate, Fr. Pfeiffer himself, will have satisfied himself that this second  
attempt was done properly and the words spoken correctly? Normally one would be able to 
say ñyesò and leave it at that. The problem is Fr. Pfeiffer has also been maintaining more  
recently that the consecration was done validly the first time around and that not even one 
word was even slightly mispronounced. That is absurd and anyone who watches the video for 
himself can see that that is not the case! Fr. Pfeifferôs lack of honesty and refusal to face facts 
concerning the first attempt undermines his credibility when it comes to the second attempt.  
 

Procul, o procul este, profanié! 
 

The scandal against the Faith, the compromise on a doctrinal level and Trad-ecumenism   
entailed by Websterôs Feeneyism and sedevacantism, the deeply questionable provenance of 
ñBishopò Neal Websterôs own holy orders, Websterôs unfortunate bungling of the essential 
form in Fr. Pfeifferôs own ñconsecration,ò the lack of any sermon by ñBishopò Webster, the 
lack of any prior notice or announcement, the lack of candour and basic honesty shown by Fr. 
Pfeiffer in the days and weeks since this unfortunate event, the fact that Fr. Pfeiffer, in seek-
ing his own episcopal consecration (it should be the Church who chooses and not the candi-
date who seeks) and in becoming both óSuperior Generalô and óBishopô at the same time, has 
shown himself little better than the leaders of so many other sedevacantist sectsé all add up 
to a gigantic scandal, far, far from which the faithful ought to flee. I am convinced that it is a 
great mercy of Almighty God that he allowed the whole thing to be such an obvious scandal: 
had the ceremony been slicker and the orders of ñBishopò Webster less questionable it is pos-
sible that more souls would have been taken in and led astray; had a sedevacantist Feeneyite 
bishop of impeccable antecedents performed the ceremony flawlessly, the danger to souls 
would have been that much greater and the consequences for the Church potentially far worse 
in the long run; this way, Divine Providence seems to have done everything to make it look as 
bad as possible, so that the faithful are given every opportunity to see this for what it is and 
are not ensnared through innocent naivety. 
 

The icing on the cake, and perhaps the most offensive to Catholic sensibilities is the way in 
which both Fr. Pfeiffer himself and certain of his followers have attempted to thank Our Lord 
and his Blessed Mother for this. I recall hearing in the past Fr. Pfeifferôs seminary in        
Kentucky referred to as ñOur Ladyôs Resistanceò and it seems that Webster is, according to 

www.TheRecusant.com 



 

Editorial  Page 21 

some at least, incredibly, the bishop sent by Our Lady - what an insult to the Mother of God, 
to credit her with sending a Sedevacantist Feeneyite garage-bishop of questionable lineage, 
one who canôt even get the words right!  
 

This may be the last we have seen of Bishop Bungle, but it is certainly not going to be the last 
we have seen of the highly dubious holy orders which will now start coming out of Palmar del 
Pfeiffer. Already, in a long ceremony held at night (by the way, why was that necessary? If 
youôve waited years already, couldnôt you have waited a few hours until morning, or even 
another day or two?), Fr. Pfeiffer tonsured and ordained his seminarians to various minor  
orders. Three of them, he ordained as far as deacon. There is already a video of these dubious 
ódeaconsô distributing communion. One year more and they will presumably become dubious 
ópriests.ô It is to be hoped that if and when that day arrives, nobody will go to their óMassesô 
and they will find themselves without an apostolate. Perhaps that will prove the wake-up call 
they need. Perhaps that is what will get Fr. Pfeiffer to snap out of it, mend his ways and do 
penance. Better still would be if they didnôt get as far as receiving dubious priestly orders, but 
got clear of the ungodly mess before that happens. If they do have genuine vocations - and 
they might have - they will not be fulfilled this way: one cannot do evil that good may come 
of it and the end does not justify the means. Compromising with Feeneyism, with sede-
vacantism and with the scandal of ignorant, self-elected ñgarage bishopsò is never going to be 
justified, no matter what ñgoodò Fr. Pfeiffer thinks he has acquired. If any of those young men 
still do have a vocation, let us hope and pray that Divine Providence provides them with a 
serious alternative and gives them the prudence to see what they ought to do and the fortitude 
to do it. If we pray enough, some good may yet be salvaged. If the only bishops around today 
are no good, then that is doubtless because we donôt deserve a good one. I honestly doubt 
whether we ever deserved to have Archbishop Lefebvre. But if Almighty God is allowing us 
to live through this, then one reason might be simply to get us to pray and sacrifice more. One 
silver lining in all this is that most - from what I can tell, almost all - priests and faithful have 
seen it for what it is, thank God. God bless all The Recusantôs readers, friend and foe alike. 
 

 -  The Editor 

 

    ñIt was all very pleasant until my Doubts began.ò 
    ñWere they as bad as all that?ò asked Paul. 
    ñThey were insuperable,ò said Mr Prendergast [é] 
He paused, and Paul felt constrained to offer some expression of sympathy. 
    ñWhat a terrible thing!ò he said. 
    ñYes, I've not known an hourôs real happiness since.ò 
[é] 

Grimes sat on one of the chairs beside the baronial chimney-piece. 
    ñMorning,ò he said to Paul; ñonly just down, I'm afraid. Do I smell of drink?ò 
    ñYes,ò said Paul. 
    ñComes of missing breakfast. Prendy been telling you about his Doubts?ò 
    ñYes,ò said Paul. 
    ñFunny thing,ò said Grimes, ñbut I've never been worried in that way. I don't 
pretend to be a particularly pious sort of chap, but I've never had any Doubts. When 
youôve been in the soup as often as I have, it gives you a sort of feeling that every-
thing's for  the best, really. You know, Godôs in His heaven; allôs right with the 
world. I canôt quite explain it, but I donôt believe one can ever be unhappy for long 
provided one does just exactly what one wants to and when one wants to.ò 
 

      - Evelyn Waugh, Decline and Fall 
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ñBishopò Neal Websterôs Holy Orders 
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Who was ñBishopò Timothy Hennebery?  
 

Note - So-called ñFatherò Hennebery became a priest (supposedly) at the age of 44. There is 
no mention of what he did before that, where he went to Mass or where he went to seminary 
(we strongly suspect the answer is: ñnowhereò!). According to the information above, he then 
spent only 3 years, 10 months as a priest before becoming a ñbishop.ò  
 

Very little information can be found about óOur Lady of Sorrowsô church in Miami, Florida 
beyond an absolutely ancient óinternet cobwebô of a website which is little more than a 
webpage and was last updated in 2002! (http://www.angelfire.com/fl2/dade/index.html).   
Although there are rumours of an óOld Catholicô connection (and it is true, St Augustine does 
seem to be a favourite with the óOld Catholicsô), no information at all about the  so-called 
ñOratory of St. Augustineò or a ñFather William H Greeneò can be found. The only other  
possibly-relevant information found concerning ñBishopò Hennebery himself is this: 

 

Moral Character? 
 

Source: https://forchrist-contramundum.blogspot.com/2007/06/here-is-further-
information-regarding.html  
 

ñCatholics should be alerted to a con artist named Timothy Henneberry who is masquerading 
as a Catholic bishop. I am very familiar with Mr. Henneberry, since 1986. He used to be an 
antiques vendor. Many who know Tim well, myself included, do not believe he has valid 
priestly orders of any kind, much less that he has received valid episcopal consecration. 
 

I regret to inform that I also know that he has been an active homosexual with several known 
lovers, one of whom died of AIDS several years back. Tim is a total and absolute fraud. His 
operation of ñOur Lady of Sorrowsò is a complete scam. [é] 
I lament having to provide this news, but this information is widely known among old-time 
Miami Traditional Catholics. Blessings to you and yours.  
 

    Eladio Jose Armesto Date: Sat, 13 Dec 2003ò  

Source: https://www.legacy.com/obituaries/herald/obituary.aspx?n=timothy-e-
hennebery&pid=157987639  

 
 

From ñBishopò Henneberyôs Obituary: 
 

ñPeacefully, without a word of complaint, Bishop Timothy E. 
Hennebery has passed this veil of tears é at the young age of 66 
in Miami, Florida. Born in Spencer, Massachusetts on May 6, 
1946, ordained a Roman Catholic Priest on the 17th of October, 
1990, and consecrated a Bishop on the 28th of August, 1994, he is 
most lovingly remembered for his years of unwavering dedication 
and unselfish service as the founder and pastor of both Our Lady 
of Sorrows Traditional Catholic Church, and the Oratory of Saint 
Augustine in Miami, Florida. [é] The good works of Bishop 

Hennebery will be continued by the Reverend Father William H. Greene, OSA, who has 
worked tirelessly alongside him for close to 20 years.ò  
 

   (Published in Miami Herald on Jun. 10, 2012) 
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Ten Questions for Fr. Pfeiffer 
 

1. In 2015, you criticised Bishop Williamson for consecrating Bishop Faure with very little 
notice given, which meant that more Resistance priests and faithful could not attend. Yet 
when it came to your own attempted episcopal consecration you gave no notice whatsoever, 
no priests other than your two colleagues at Boston KY (Fr. Poisson and Fr. Pancras Raja) 
were present, and almost no faithful. Is this not equally deserving of criticism and a sign that 
something is not right? 
 

2. In 2016, following the consecration of Dom Tomas Aquinas in Brazil, you and many    
others criticised certain Williamsonist priests and websites for attempting to suppress the  
sermon preached by Williamson (his infamous ñThe time for structure is yesterdayò sermon) 
even though they had published plenty of pictures and other media. And yet at your own   
attempted episcopal consecration it was arranged that the consecrating ñbishopò would not 
preach a sermon at all, not even five minutes. Nobody has been allowed to know from his 
own mouth why he was present at Boston, KY, attempting to consecrate you, we are just   
supposed just to take your word for it that it was ñfor the love of souls onlyò and no other 
reason. Isnôt this lack of a sermon equally as deserving of criticism as the attempt by the Fake 
Resistance in 2016 to suppress a sermon which embarrassed them? 
 

3. Incidentally, why is it that there was no sermon by ñBishopò Neal Webster? And -  the lack 
of  sermon being unusual on such an occasion - why have you so far offered no explanation 
as to why there wasnôt one? Does this not look at least a little unusual, some might say even 
suspicious? 
 

4. Do you accept that Baptism of Desire and Baptism of Blood form part of the Churchôs 
teaching and that Sedevacantism does not, and further, that such an Episcopal Consecration, a  
public sacrament done before the whole world and not hidden away in private will always in 
practice be taken to be a public profession of Faith? Given which, how does your intimate 
involvement in such an event in public not constitute a public compromise of the Faith?  
 

5. Shortly after the event, you said that you had told Webster that you did not agree with him 
about ñthe one baptismò or ñthe Pope issue.ò If true, this must have been spoken in private 
and we have only your word for it. Are you able to see and will you have the humility to   
admit that telling someone privately that you do not agree (or alleging afterwards that you 
told them so in private) simply is not enough? That public actions matter immeasurably more 
than private words?  
 

6. Your own faithful have been encouraged for years not to go to receive the sacraments from 
those involved in a public compromise of the Faith, such as the Ecclesia Dei priests, the  
modern SSPX, the Sedevacantist, the Feeneyites, et al. because it would necessarily be a  
public compromise and the Faith, something which matters more than sacraments. In what 
way is your own attempted ñconsecrationò at the hands of a Feeneyite, sedevacantist ñgarage 
bishopò not exactly the same thing? In other words, if it is somehow OK for you to go to the 
sedevacantist or Feeneyites (both, in this case!) to get Holy Orders, why is it not OK for your 
faithful to go the sedevacantists to get their children confirmed or to go to Fr. Gavin Bitzerôs 
Feeneyite chapel to get Mass, Communion and Confession? Are you not guilty of a double 
standard here, one rule for you and another for everyone else?  
 

7. You yourself have long been critical of Thuc-lineage ñgarage bishopsò who have no proper 
training. From the two-and-a-half-hour long video put out by you, is it not abundantly clear 
that ñbishopò Neal Webster fits this description like a glove, that he has no training and (to 
use your own words) ñdoesnôt know anythingò?  
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8. Bishops are supposed to be chosen by the Church, the consecration ritual even says so and 
continually refers to the bishop-elect as ñelectusò (óthe one who has been chosenô). And to be 
chosen requires that someone else do the choosing, one cannot choose oneself. Before the 
Council, a bishop was never one who had petitioned, lobbied or actively sought the episcopate 
for himself, and the only ñbishopsò who had done so were to be found amongst the ñOld  
Catholics,ò the ñBrazilian Catholic Apostolicsò or other such schismatic, heretical sects. In 
1988 the four SSPX bishops, whatever their faults or limitations, were at least chosen by 
Archbishop Lefebvre from among hundreds of other priests. Is it not the case, however, that 
you sought the episcopate for yourself, just like every other Thuc-lineage garage bishop, that 
like them, it was not the Church who called you but you who called yourself? (And please - 
getting Fr. Pancras Raja to ask Webster to consecrate you is just a sophism, it is ñcolour of 
law,ò an empty form for the sake of appearances, since Fr. Pancras Raja is your subordinate 
and you are his superior, and therefore anything he does in such matters would normally be 
presumed to be done at your behest or at the very least with your permission.) 
 

9. One often-heard and oft-repeated criticism of Bishop Fellay in 2012 was that, as a bishop, 
he ought never to have become Superior General; that Archbishop Lefebvre while he was still 
alive had appointed a simple priest as Superior General and had intended the bishops to be 
there simply to dispense the sacraments; that in becoming Superior General in 1994, Bishop 
Fellay had been invested with an appearance of authority which might prove dangerous, due 
to the risk of the priests and faithful seeing him as ñour bishopò as though he held ordinary 
jurisdiction. You yourself voiced this view on many occasions in the early days of the       
Resistance. And yet, within the little empire of Boston KY, you are now both ñbishopò and 
ñsuperior generalò combined, just like Bishop Fellay after the death of Archbishop Lefebvre; 
just like Fr. Kelly who became Bishop Kelley; just like Fr. des Lauriers who became Bishop 
des Lauriers, or Fr. Dolan becoming Bishop Dolan, or like Bishop Carmona, or Bishop   
Pivarunas. In this respect, how are you not just like every other sedevacantist sect? Are you 
not giving yourself a dangerous appearance of authority which you donôt really have?  
 

10. Not so long ago, you seemed to spend a lot of time and effort in attempting to convince    
as many Traditional Catholics as possible, particularly those in the Resistance who had at one 
time supported you, that the fraudulent fantasy-merchant who calls himself ñArchbishop    
Ambrose Moranò was both valid and legitimate and that it would be in everyoneôs best      
interests (yours especially, no doubt!) for him to become actively involved in the capacity of a 
bishop. One of the paper-thin arguments which many will remember you making was that: 
ñHeôs certainly valid, and thatôs what matters!ò Another one was that: ñHe is professing the 
Catholic Faith in its entirety, he officially stands for what we stand for, and thatôs what      
matters.ò How do these two arguments look now, in light of your recourse to a man publicly 
known to be both a sedevacantist and a Feeneyite, who does not, by any stretch of the imagi-
nation, stand for what you stand for, and who is a long way from being ñcertainly validò? Do 
not your own previous words condemn you?  
 
  

Thank you for continuing to support:  
 

ñThe Recusant Mass Fundò 
 

Account No.:  47152560    Sort Code:  30-95-89 
 

IBAN:  GB11LOYD30958947152560  
BIC:  LOYDGB21041 

 

May God Bless Your Generosity! 
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Doctrinal Compromise with Feeneyism:  
 

Are the Fake Resistance Any Better?  

From Bishop Williamsonôs sermon at the Feeneyite chapel of Fr. Gavin Bitzer in Louisville, 
Kentucky, 25th May 2016: 

 

ñMy dear friends é It is a great pleasure to be back in Louisville, to be able to bring 
you the sacrament of confirmation. I think that Fr. Bitzer is still sane, and I think he 
thinks that Iôm still sane. 
é  

Soon after Vatican II, Archbishop Lefebvre began his Society of St. Pius X to create 
priests, and Fr. Bitzer is one, who will hold the line, who will stick to the truth, who 
will hold to Catholic doctrine, who will not give wayéò  

 

   See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5ZlQ5BSgs9E&feature=emb_title  

 
From the owner of the Fake Resistance website (un)Cath(mis)Info, 18th October 2015, after a 
previous visit of Bishop Williamson to do confirmations at Fr. Bitzerôs Feeneyite chapel: 
 

ñBut how, exactly, does red-lighting this chapel (óFeeneyiteô though it be) help     
Catholics to keep the Faith during this Crisis in the Church? I fail to see how.  
é 

What, are you going to be more quick to baptize a pagan if you attend this chapel   
regularly? Unless there are OTHER issues with this priest/chapel, besides theoretical 
óFeeneyismô, I wonôt refrain from recommending this chapel. For what it's worth, I'm 
not a Feeneyite. I believe in Baptism of Desire and Baptism of Blood, along with St. 
Thomas Aquinas. ò 

 

 

See: https://
www.cathinfo.com/
sspx-resistance-news/
independent-chapel-20
-min-from-boston-ky/   
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From another poster in the same thread, same website, 18th October, 2015: 
 

ñFor the past 20 years, I have attended Mass at Fr. Bitzer's (St. John the Baptist and, 
later, Our Lady of the Pillar) in Louisville, KY.  
é  
Bishop Williamson came to our chapel and administered Confirmations (nearly a   
hundred) the year before last, spent a day at the school and thoroughly enjoyed him-
self.  This year he sent Fr. Bitzer a letter asking if we would be needing him to come 
back for confirmations, and he would happily do so. While he was here, he praised Fr. 
Bitzer and the chapel in general, saying that it was óvery Catholicô.ò 
 

See: https://www.cathinfo.com/sspx-resistance-news/independent-chapel-20-min-from- 
boston-ky/30/  
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This is the Fake Resistance chapel in Emmett, Kansas, where Bishop Zendejas and other    
Williamsonist collaborators offer the Mass. Ask yourself: what is wrong with this picture? 
Where is the sign indicating that it is a Catholic church, with the name of the chapel and the 
Mass and confession times? Where is the crucifix? Where is the statue of Our Blessed Mother 
on the lawn outside? Where is there any indication of the Catholic Faith at all..?  
 

And no, itôs not because theyôve just moved in and havenôt had a chance yet - theyôve been 
there for a couple of years already! What are they afraid of? Are they ashamed of their       
religion? How is an ordinary passer-by, or anyone who is not part of the privileged inner-
circle, meant to know where to find Our Lord? 
 

ñEvery one therefore that shall confess me before men, I will also confess 
him before my Father who is in heaven.ò (Matt. 10:32) 
 

ñHave I been ashamed of being a Catholic faithful to the Tradition of the 
Church? Have I been ashamed of or denied my faith in front of others?ò 
 

  -  Traditional Examination of Conscience, First Commandment 

ñEvery one therefore that shall 
confess Me before menéò 

https://www.cathinfo.com/sspx-resistance-news/independent-chapel-20-min-from-boston-ky/30/
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JUNE/JULY 2020  
 

visit of  
 

Fr. Rafael, OSB 

London:  
Investiture of new 
Benedictine oblates  

Open-air Mass in 
Orford, Suffolk 
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Eastry, Kent: First Communions 

(Brown Scapular investitures) 

(Adult Baptism) 



 

Resistance USA Snapshots Page 29 

JUNE 2020: 
Fr. Hugo Ruiz  
visits the USA 

Fr. Hugo Ruiz  
with 

Fr. David Hewko 

(Fr. Ruizôs 35th priestly anniversary) 

Ignatian Retreats, Kansas... 

A temporary chapel in California... 

Baptism in Seattle, WA... 
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...and in St. Louis, Mo. 


