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Editorial:    It is time to clearly state the fact that 'outside of the Church there is no salvation',
The Church outside of which there is no salvation is that headed by the Vicar of Christ on earth – 
the Pope.  This issue of Cor Mariae concentrates on unchanging truths that the conciliar 
newchurch seeks to destroy. The true resistance continues to fight against the heresies issuing from 
the mouth of Pope Francis, and Catholics need to be beware of the dangers associated with 
trusting a singular 'traditional' priest or traditional groups of priests setting up their own 
'parishes'. God knew what he was doing when he created the Chair of Peter to keep the priesthood 
united under the Pope. In Australia, priests who oppose each other serve the same congregations 
who lamely follow whoever provides them with the Sacraments thus falling into the error of  
ecclesia dei adherents, let alone being subject to mixed teachings on sedevacantism..  Not a 
murmur of correction from the smorgasbord of  priests who serve them as the padres shamelessly 
compete with one another. Pity we can't lock them up until they agree.

A gathering of cardinals took nearly three years to select a pope. The locals got so fed up, they tore 
the roof off the building where the cardinals were meeting and then decided to lock the cardinals in,
to speed up a decision. 

Bread and water
Eventually Pope Gregory X was chosen. He wanted to avoid a repeat of his own experience and 
thus the conclave became a tradition. Cardinals in the future would get only one dish at their noon 
and evening meal if they took more than three days to decide ... and only bread, water, and wine if it
went beyond eight. Gone are those food restrictions but Pope Gregory would be proud, more 
recently, that the cardinals have, on average, chosen a pope in roughly three days.
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Are You Catholic? Do Not Be Duped.

Are You Catholic? Really? I’ve been a Catholic for my entire life – soon to reach 77 years God-
willing. I was educated in Catholic schools from elementary schools to college. I was trained in the 
Faith through the Baltimore Catechisms (1,2,& 3) and the Theology presented in books by Frank 
Sheed. Then Vatican II happened. I was devastated but I knew that Truth is not relative to the times 
in which we live. I knew that the Mass in which I had served as an Altar Boy was the true Mass, so 
proclaimed in perpetuity by Pope St. Pius V in the year 1570. I knew that the Host consecrated in 
that Mass was truly the Body and Blood, Soul and Divinity of the Second Person of the Blessed 
Trinity, Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. I and my family began a trek to find that Mass celebrated
in a diocesan church where we lived. Sadly, the Masses where Traditional Catholicism was 
practiced were few and far between.

So, I found a Chapel in the city where we lived where the Mass and the sacraments were celebrated 
by priests who were validly ordained by bishops in union with Rome, eternal Rome, not the Rome 
of the Modernists, not the Rome of the adulterers, sodomizers, LGBTQ-RSWXYZ’s or whatever, 
not the Rome from which a priest who had been a pastor was suddenly replaced by the Chancellor 
of the diocese who told us our pastor had left the priesthood (not possible due to the sacramental 
sign imprinted on his soul) but nevertheless gone from our midst never to return.

Now I write this not to toot my own horn for I am a sinner of the worst kind and find myself in a 
wheelchair to live out the remainder of my life doing penance for my sins. I only hope it is enough. 
I write this for all the young Catholics out there to warn them in the current language of the 
times: “Do Not Be Duped.” Do not fall for the inducements of the current times to give up one’s 
Faith and join the practitioners of Evil who are everywhere, even sadly, in the bosom of Holy 
Mother Church. Read the papal bull, “Quo Primum” of 1570, and the Baltimore Catechisms (1, 2 &
3) and ask yourself if this is practiced in the Church you attend or the Church you’ve been 
“assigned.” God bless and keep you all.

Source
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The True Mission of the Ecclesia Dei Commission

There are some who claim that Francis has no intention of abolishing the motu proprio Summorum 
Pontificum once the FSSPX is recognized. While we can not say that it will, history has something 
to say about it.

Here is an article on the history of the Ecclesia Dei Commission and its mission, written by Father 
Guy Castelain (FSSPX) in his magazine "El Combate de la Fe" in March 2016. Reading it, we will 
understand that the Ecclesia communities Dei exist according to the SSPX, and they continue to 
exist because of it, so that if the Fraternity is "recognized" by Rome, these communities will no 
longer have reason to be.

In this regard, Dr. Peter Chojnowski, a renowned Thomist philosopher, writer and lecturer who has 
been a close collaborator of the FSSPX, tells us in his blog : " In 2001 I was told by a District 
Superior of the SSPX who had just met Bishop Fellay, who in turn had just met with Cardinal 
Castrillón Hoyos, said that the Cardinal told Fellay that the plan was to have all the traditional 
groups under Bishop Fellay. When the surprised Bishop Fellay asked the Cardinal: 'And what 
about the San Pedro Fraternity?' The Cardinal said 'They will be under you!' However, the 
condition was that all four bishops of the SSPX should join together. This was in the time of John 
Paul II . "

"May all those who imagine that there is an identity of vocation between the institutes Ecclesia 
Dei and the FSSPX open their eyes. The Commission Ecclesia Dei and the institutes attached to 
it are a great danger to the work founded by Monsignor Marcel Lefebvre. They have the vocation
to neutralize it, paralyze it and dissolve it "

The True Mission of the Ecclesia Dei Commission

On 22 November 1989, Monsignor Lefebvre said in an interview with François Brigneau on Radio 
Courtoisie: "Despite the persecutions, we can say violent, on the part of Rome and the Roman 
commission ( Ecclesia Dei, ndlr) that is In charge of the recovery of the traditionalists to submit 
them to the Council ... the situation is more stable, stronger, more dynamic than ever "(Mes derniers
cahiers, première série, n ° 1, Pour saluer Mgr Lefebvre, par François Brigneau, Publication FB, 
p.35).

Monsignor Lefebvre rightly said: The commission Ecclesia Dei "is in charge of the recovery of the 
traditionalists". Today, this mission has not changed. This we must prove. To do so, it is necessary 
to go through the great stages that have made and make the history of the mentioned commission. 
Four documents must be taken into account: 1) The Charter of October 3, 1984; 2) Motu proprio of 
July 2, 1988; 3) the Motu proprio of July 7, 2007; 4) Motu proprio of July 2, 2009. The letter of 
October 28, 2013 from the Nuncio to the San Pedro Fraternity will serve as confirmation of the 
thesis.

1) The Quattuor abhinc annos Circular Letter of the Congregation for Divine Worship 
addressed to episcopal conferences on October 2, 1984.
This document predates the creation of the Ecclesia Dei commission, but it is extremely important. 
In fact, this will remain as the fundamental document that will inform the spirit of the future 
commission that will refer to it.

3

http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?depth=1&hl=en&langpair=auto%7Cen&rurl=translate.google.com&sp=nmt4&u=http://radtradthomist.chojnowski.me/2017/07/franciss-plans-for-latin-mass-on-agenda.html&usg=ALkJrhiBWi7GByV-QX3Efi2P1vkJJVZcqA


In 1980, Rome asked all the bishops of the world to make a report on the implementation of the 
liturgical reform wanted by Pope Paul VI. This report should, among other things, express "the 
difficulties encountered in the realization of the liturgical reform" and "any resistance" that must be 
"overcome".

After the replies sent to Rome, it seemed that the problem of priests and faithful attached to the 
Tridentine rite was, as it were, arranged. In fact, the problem of the old mass subsisted completely. 
The modernist Roma realizing that he could not asphyxiate the movement in favor of the old mass, 
decided to try to take control:

"The sovereign pontiff, wishing to give satisfaction to these groups" granted the celebration of the 
Tridentine Mass "but observing the following norms," the first being: "Let it be clear that these 
priests and these faithful have nothing to do with those who They call into question the legitimacy 
and doctrinal correctness of the Roman Missal promulgated by Pope Paul VI in 1970 and that his 
position be unambiguously and publicly recognized. "

Therefore it was well established that a priest could not benefit from the old Mass except on the 
condition of abandoning the combat against the Mass of Paul VI, and that this position was public 
and known to all.

On the other hand, this concession should be "used without prejudice to the observance of the 
liturgical reform in the life of ecclesial communities." It was also clear that this concession could 
not claim to supplant the Mass of Paul VI and that it should preserve all its rights of liturgical 
"primacy".

It is necessary to draw several conclusions from this pardon: 1) Its publication made the whole 
world believe that the Mass of St. Pius V was forbidden, since it was not and could not be (Benedict
XVI's document of 7 July 2007 confessed it ); (2) he therefore believed that special permission was 
necessary to celebrate the old Mass; 3) far from being liberated, the old Mass was, due to the 
conditions to be met to benefit from it, instrumented to achieve the acceptance of the new Mass of 
Paul VI.

This pardon was then a "doctrinal trap." Thus, those who pretended to enjoy the Mass of St. Pius V 
"legally" actually made a "legal" profession of officially accepting the new Mass they had rejected 
up to that point. Consequently, this Motu proprio , far from being a victory for the supporters of the 
ancient liturgy, was in fact a victory of the modernist Rome in favor of the conciliar liturgical 
reform. It was clear then that the SSPX could not in any way avail itself of such pardon. The priests 
of this Fraternity should never ask permission to celebrate their Mass in a church or a sanctuary 
based on this pardon. The conditions imposed, however, prohibited them from obtaining this 
faculty, since their position regarding the new Mass did not allow them to meet the requirements.

2) The Apostolic Letter Ecclesia Dei of July 2, 1988, in the form of motu proprio of Pope John 
Paul II.
Ecclesia Dei are the first two words of a text published by Rome the day after the alleged 
excommunication of Monsignor Lefebvre. Indeed, on June 30, 1988, the bishop proceeded to what 
he called "the survival operation of the Tradition" consecrating four bishops to whom he did not 
give them jurisdiction. These, supported by the principles of the canonical law of the Church, were 
to ensure a substitution (provided for by ecclesiastical law in various matters) in the midst of the 
conciliar crisis for the preaching of the faith, the administration of the sacrament of Confirmation 
and Sacrament of order.
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Excommunication, while existing on paper, was in reality devoid of foundation. Monsignor 
Lefebvre, before consecrating, studied and studied the old canon law to ensure that he acted 
according to the Spirit of the Church contained in this axiom: Supreme lex, salus animarum . In 
1995 Fr. Murray's thesis even had the audacity to prove that, according to John Paul II's new right, 
excommunication was not founded!

The excommunication of 1 July 1988

On July 1, 1988, the decree Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre unjustly excommunicated both the 
consecrated bishop and the four consecrated bishops from the point of view of canon law of 1917 
and the new one of 1983.

Excommunication null and void, ghost excommunication, paper excommunication playing the role 
of scarecrow to cause fear to the poor people who had rediscovered hope in the Church thanks to 
the Athanasius of the twentieth century.

The Motu proprio Ecclesia Dei of July 2
The scarecrow was to fulfill its effective role in precipitating the good people, the formalists and the
fearful ones in the "open arms" of the conciliar Rome: the threat of schism and therefore the fear of 
the eternal loss of its soul. Everything went then to effectively remove them from the Fraternity of 
Mons. Lefebvre and take them forever towards the Conciliar Church.

Thus John Paul II decreed the institution of a commission for those "who wish to remain united to 
the successor of Peter in the Catholic Church, preserving their spiritual and liturgical traditions."
Therefore it was absolutely a commission of recovery of the faithful and priests who had frequented
the SSPX.

The effects were clear: clergymen, more formalists than canonists, believed it their duty to leave the
Fraternity of Monsignor Lefebvre to found the St. Peter's Fraternity in order to be "in legality." 
Conciliar legality, needless to say.

They were welcomed by a commission bearing a name composed of the three words from the 
beginning of the letter which was the origin of this commission: Ecclesia Dei afflicta . That is: The 
Church of God is afflicted ... Distressed for what? For the alleged schism of Monsignor Lefebvre, a 
schism that no one could ever prove or prove, and which many specialists have denied.

It was for these priests to accept to submit to a conciliar commission and, from this fact, to go 
against the spirit of the law: "He who, by keeping the letter of the law, goes against the spirit of the 
law, has sinned against the Law "( Regula juris 88 ). By formalism, he committed a kind of "legal 
sin": a sin against the law under the pretext of being in order with her.

Disconnect from the FSSPX
I do not intend here to make a complete analysis of this Motu proprio of 1988. All paragraphs 
deserve not only a comment but a severe criticism, both the presentation they make of the facts is 
contrary to reality.

I would simply like to draw attention to John Paul II's call to dissociate himself from the FSSPX in 
this document: "In the present circumstances, I wish above all to address a call that is both solemn 
and fervent, paternal and fraternal, to all who Have hitherto been linked in various ways with the 
activities of Archbishop Lefebvre to fulfill the grave duty of remaining united to the Vicar of Christ 
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in the unity of the Catholic Church and to cease to hold whatever reprehensible way of acting. All 
should know that formal adherence to the schism constitutes a grave offense against God and 
carries with it the excommunication duly established by the law of the Church "(§ 5, c).

As explained above, in compensation for this separation "a Commission is set up, with the task of 
collaborating with the bishops, with the dicasteries of the Roman Curia and with interested circles, 
to facilitate the full ecclesial communion of priests, seminarians, Communities, religious or 
religious, which until now were linked in different ways to the Fraternity founded by Archbishop 
Lefebvre and who wish to remain united to the Successor of Peter in the Catholic Church, 
preserving their spiritual and liturgical traditions "(§6, a).

The mission of the Ecclesia Dei commission is therefore very clear: to combat the spiritual health 
work of the founding bishop of the SSPX. Then he had reason to say that the Ecclesia 
Dei commission was "charged with the recovery of the traditionalists."

From 1984 to 1988: same combat
Another extremely important point is that the motu proprio of July 2, 1988 states in point 6 c: "the 
sensitivity of all those who feel united to the Latin liturgical tradition must be respected 
everywhere, by means of a broad And generous application of the norms emanated some time ago 
by the Apostolic See, for the use of the Roman Missal according to the typical edition of 1962.

This paragraph refers to footnote 9, which refers to the document of October 3, 1984: Cf. 
Congregation for Divine Worship, Letter Quattuor abhinc annos , 3 October 1984: AAS 76, 1984, 
1.088 -1.089. It is clear then that the commission Ecclesia Deicontinued in its original line: they 
will only be in legality if they no longer fight the Mass of Paul VI, if they do not damage the 
conciliar liturgical reform and if their position is publicly known all over the world.
So the commission Ecclesia Dei had as its purpose:

1) To marginalize the work of Monsignor Lefebvre and make it inaccessible; 2) to remove the 
priests and the faithful from it; 3) to make the new Mass accepted by all recalcitrants; 4) no longer 
allow anyone the exclusivity of the old Mass; 5) and finally, to stop the combat of the 
Tradition. Ecclesia Dei became the refuge of Catholics who "prefer the old Mass" for personal 
taste, but have ceased the good fight that consists in rejecting the new mass for reasons of faith and 
preserving the old for the same reason.

For or against the FSSPX
Since then the question of an " Ecclesia Dei option" has been raised, which finally resulted in a 
dilemma "for or against Monsignor Lefebvre" or "for or against the FSSPX". More generally, a 
false problem now appears: "in the Church with Ecclesia Dei , or outside the Church with the 
SSPX." Even simpler: Catholic or excommunicated. There was a false dilemma in conscience and, 
apparently, a dilemma in serious matters, which logically compromised the salvation of those who 
chose wisely. It was really nothing more than a scruple of conscience invented by the men of the 
Conciliar Church to bring their liturgical revolution to fruition and to make Bishop Lefebvre's work 
disappear forever.

3) The Apostolic Letter Summorum pontificum of July 7, 2007 in the form of Motu proprio of 
Benedict XVI .
This document is what led many Catholics to believe that the Mass of St. Pius V had been 
"liberated". It deserves a comprehensive commentary. However, it is necessary in this article to 
confine itself to what follows.

6



After applying falsely to the new Mass of Paul VI everything that could be said with all truth of the 
rite of St. Pius V, the pope recalls: "In some regions, however, not a few faithful adhered and 
continue to adhere with much love and Affection for the earlier liturgical forms which had 
impregnated his culture and his spirit so profoundly that the Supreme Pontiff John Paul II, moved 
by pastoral concern for these faithful in 1984, with the special pardon " Quattuor abhinc 
Annos, "issued by the Congregation for Divine Worship, granted the power to use the Roman 
Missal edited by Blessed John XXIII in 1962; Later, in 1988, with the Apostolic Letter " Ecclesia 
Dei ", given in the form of Motu Proprio, John Paul II exhorted the bishops to use this power 
generously and in favor of all the faithful who requested it. " The line of thought is clear: conciliar 
Rome is always on the path outlined in the document of October 3, 1984.

Twelve articles are forthcoming, the first of which ends in these terms: "That is why it is lawful to 
celebrate the Sacrifice of the Mass according to the typical edition of the Roman Missal 
promulgated by Bl. John XXIII in 1962, which has never been abrogated as a form Extraordinary of
the liturgy of the Church. The conditions for the use of this missal set out in the earlier documents 
' Quattuor abhinc annis ' and ' Ecclesia Dei ', shall be replaced as set out below. There are 11 
articles that state the new conditions to benefit from the old Mass.

One might believe that everything had changed, that the old Mass was definitely free, since the 
agreed powers seemed truly "broader". This is not true, since Article 11 of the document states 
bluntly: "The Pontifical Commission" Ecclesia Dei ", erected by John Paul II in 1988, continues to 
carry out its mission. And it refers to note 5 which says: "Cf. JOHN PAUL II, Lett. Ap. In the form 
of Motu proprio Ecclesia Dei , July 2, 1988, 6: AAS 80 (1988), 1498. What is this mission? The 
one that is fixed in the document of 1988 already mentioned: to distance the faithful from the work 
of Monsignor Lefebvre and, with reference to the document of October 3, 1984, not to grant the 
Tridentine rite more than to those who do not question the New Mass, without prejudice to the 
liturgical reform and whose position is publicly known.

Article 12 provides that "The Commission, in addition to the powers it already enjoys, shall 
exercise the authority of the Holy See by monitoring the observance and application of these 
provisions." And in fact, articles 7 and 8 refer to the aforementioned commission in case of 
litigation in the petitions to celebrate the old rite.

The line is therefore always the same and the Motu proprio of 2007 merely expands the faculty of 
using the ancient rite.

For, formally, its use is always conditioned by the same principles and the same spirit: those 
formulated in the document of July 2, 1988 that refer to the document of October 3, 1984. Despite 
appearances, the old mass Was not liberated, is still captive of the conciliar reform and ended by a 
renunciation: to cease the fight of the Faith in regard to the mass of Paul VI and to accept in 
principle the conciliar liturgical reform. The Wikipedia article on this subject is not mistaken: "The 
provisions presented in this letter follow the logic of the previous texts Quattuor abhinc 
annos and Ecclesia Dei ."

4) The Apostolic Letter Ecclesiae unitatem of July 2, 2009 in the form of motu proprio of 
Benedict XVI.
In this document, Pope John Paul II's successor recalls paragraph 6 a of the July 2, 1988 document 
that "seeks to facilitate the full ecclesial communion of priests, seminarians, communities, religious 
or Forms to the Fraternity founded by Archbishop Lefebvre and who wish to remain united to the 
successor of Peter in the Catholic Church, preserving their spiritual and liturgical traditions "(n ° 2).
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In doing so, the pope wanted to "enlarge and update ... the general indication contained in the motu 
proprio Ecclesia Dei " (n ° 3).

It is useful to underline here two significant points:
1. The commission retains its name of origin and therefore retains as its founding text the motu 
proprio of July 2, 1988, with all that it entails, especially its reference to the pardon of October 3, 
1984. She then continues with her Original mission: to remove Catholics from the work of 
Monsignor Lefebvre;

2. Paragraph 2 explicitly refers to the document of origin: John Paul II, motu proprio Ecclesia Dei , 
July 2, 1988, no. 6: AAS 80 [1988] 1498. So this new document remains in line with 1984 and 
1988. It is always the same war against the Tradition.

On the other hand, in this document, Benedict XVI makes a decision with great consequences. It 
wants to "reform the structure of the Ecclesia Dei Commission, uniting it closely to the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith." Here is the purpose of the letter: to unite the 
Commission Ecclesia Dei to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The purpose of this 
maneuver is indicated in number 5: "Precisely because the problems that must be treated today with
the Fraternity are Of an essentially doctrinal nature, I have decided - in the twenty-one years of the 
motu proprio Ecclesia Dei and according to what I had reserved to do (cf. motu proprio Summorum
Pontificum, article 11) - to reform the structure of the Ecclesia Dei Commission, uniting it In a 
close manner to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. " Under the pretext of focusing the 
discussions on the doctrinal level (which is just), Benedict XVI takes a measure that will force the 
SSPX to have as interlocutor, not to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, but to a 
commission Which was founded to make it disappear! What is this commission? Ecclesia Dei .

From here, the SSPX will be forced to dialogue with its sworn enemy since July 2, 1988: the 
commission Ecclesia Dei . And this commission, we must remember, rests, as on its foundation 
stone, in the excommunication of Mons. Marcel Lefebvre.

5) The blessing of Pope Francis on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of the founding of the 
St. Peter Fraternity.

The facts show that the commission Ecclesia Dei and Vatican II continue to carry out the same 
combat. In his letter of October 28, 2013, the Apostolic Nuncio of Paris, Luigi Ventura, assured the 
members of the San Pedro Fraternity that "Pope Francis joins the thanksgiving of his members for 
the work accomplished in the course Of a quarter of a century to the service of the ecclesial 
communion cum Petro et sub Petro ". What ecclesial work is involved? That which consisted, as 
indicated in the motu proprio of July 2, 1988, in separating the faithful from the SSPX to take them 
to the Conciliar Church. The pope, on the other hand, refers to the events that gave birth to him, ie 
the consecrations of 1988 and the excommunication of Monsignor Lefebvre: "It is at a time of great 
trial for the Church that the St. Peter Fraternity was born ".
Francis immediately encouraged them "to continue their mission of reconciliation among all the 
faithful, whatever their sensitivity." One can not logically deal with reconciliation with the 
Conciliar Church and the new rite. Here is the proof: "That by celebrating the sacred Mysteries 
according to the extraordinary form of the Roman rite (Mass of St. Pius V) and the orientations of 
the Constitution on the Liturgy Sacrosanctum Concilium (arising from Vatican II), as well as 
transmitting the apostolic faith as Which is presented in the Catechism of the (Conciliar) Catholic 
Church, contribute, in fidelity to the living Tradition of the Church, to a better understanding and 
application of the Second Vatican Council. "
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Conclusion
Monsignor Lefebvre was quite right to say that the Roman commission ( Ecclesia Dei ) is 
responsible for the recovery of the traditionalists to submit them to the Council.
The mission of the Ecclesia Dei commission, since July 2, 1988, is to reconcile the priests and 
faithful attached to the work of Monsignor Lefebvre with the Conciliar Church.

To this end, she continues her mission even now: the "recovery" of the priests and faithful of the 
SSPX and their friendly communities to stop the fight of the Faith.

May all those who imagine that there is an identity of vocation between the institutes Ecclesia 
Dei and the FSSPX open their eyes. The Commission Ecclesia Dei and the institutes attached to it 
are a great danger to the work founded by Monsignor Marcel Lefebvre. They have the vocation to 
neutralize it, paralyze it and dissolve it.

This is clearly inscribed in the founding texts of this commission. Contra factum, non fit 
argumentum. Against the facts, there is nothing to replicate.    P. Guy Castelain +   Source

Extra  Ecclesiam  nulla  salus

Russian-Orthodox Must Not Become Catholic – Pope

Holy Father Greets Delegation from Patriarchate of Moscow

‘Catholic Church will never allow an attitude of division to arise from her people.’

June 03, 2018 20:41

Pope Francis on May 30, 2018, stressed the importance of unity – not Uniatism – in a meeting with 
a delegation from the Patriarchate of Moscow.

“The Catholic Church will never allow an attitude of division to arise from her people,” the Holy 
Father said. “And a couple of words to finish. One on the respect of Catholics towards you, Russian
Orthodox brothers: the Catholic Church, the Catholic Churches must not get involved in internal 
matters of the Russian Orthodox Church, nor in political issues.”
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Greeting of the Holy Father
Thank you so much for your visit, and also for this meeting, which helps us so much to live our 
faith in unity and in the hope to walk together. I am happy to take the road of unity with you: the 
only road that promises us something certain, because the path of division leads us to war and 
destruction. And before you I would like to reiterate – in a special way before you, my dear brother,
and before all of you – that the Catholic Church will never allow an attitude of division to 
arise from her people. We will never allow ourselves to do this, I do not want it. In Moscow – in 
Russia – there is only one Patriarchate: yours. We will not have another one. And when some 
Catholic faithful, be they laypeople, priests or bishops, raise the banner of Uniatism, which does not
work anymore, and is over, then it causes me pain. The Churches that are united in Rome must be 
respected, but Uniatism as a path of unity is not valid today. Instead it brings me comfort when I 
find this: the extended hand, the fraternal embrace, thinking together, and journeying. Ecumenism is
made by journeying. We walk. Some think – but this is not right – that there must first be doctrinal 
agreement, on all the points of division, and then the journey. This does not work for ecumenism, 
because we do not know when agreement will come. I once heard a man of the Church, a man of 
God, who said: “I know which day a doctrinal agreement will be signed”. They asked him: 
“When?” – “The day after the coming of the glorious Christ”. We must continue to study theology, 
to clarify the points, but in the meantime let us walk together, let us not wait for these things to be 
resolved in order to walk, no. We journey together and also do this, but walking in love, in prayer; 
as in this example of the relics. Prayer together, for each other, in dialogue. This is so good. The 
meeting with His Holiness Kirill was very good for me, I found a brother. And now, spiritually, we 
walk together.

And a couple of words to finish. One on the respect of Catholics towards you, Russian Orthodox 
brothers: the Catholic Church, the Catholic Churches must not get involved in internal matters of 
the Russian Orthodox Church, nor in political issues. This is my attitude, and the attitude of the 
Holy See today. And those who meddle do not obey the Holy See. This regards politics. The second
thing: piety. It is important that we pray for each other, also in personal prayer. We know new 
brothers and sisters, and then there is also personal prayer. I would like to say something to you: 
when we met with the Patriarch, afterward he sent me a relic of Saint Seraphim. I keep that relic on 
my nightstand, and at night, before going to bed, and in the morning, when I get up, I venerate it 
and pray for our unity. Thank you very much. Let us pray for each other. Let us bless each other. 
And let us go together         Thank you.      Source
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Why Eastern Orthodoxy is Not the True Religion:
A Brief Overview

Beautiful externals belie the essence of this false religion:
The “Orthodox” are not orthodox — good intentions notwithstanding

May 29, 2018

“Judge not according to the appearance…” (Jn 7:24)

The main objective of Novus Ordo Watch is to allow, first and foremost, those people who 
unhappily find themselves in the Novus Ordo Sect (Vatican II Church) to come to understand that 
the religion they are adhering to is not, contrary to what is generally supposed, the Roman Catholic 
Church founded by Jesus Christ in 33 AD but in fact a Modernist-Masonic counterfeit that God has 
permitted to eclipse the true Catholic Church for a time before Christ returns: “Therefore God shall 
send them the operation of error, to believe lying: that all may be judged who have not believed the 
truth, but have consented to iniquity” (2 Thess 2:10-11). Filled with “false apostles [who] are 
deceitful workmen, transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ” (2 Cor 11:13), this pseudo-
Catholic church is part of the “mystery of iniquity” (2 Thess 2:7) that has existed in the New 
Covenant from the beginning (cf. Mt 2:13,16; Jn 5:18), and that God will permit, for a time, 
to appear to prevail, just as our Lord appearedto have been defeated in His Sacred Passion, only to 
rise again gloriously on Easter Sunday. Thus Jesus Christ proved that what had appeared to be His 
ultimate defeat was in fact an integral part of His ultimate Victory, and in perfect accordance with 
His Divine Will (see Jn 10:18; Lk 24:25-26).

The apparent triumph of the mystery of iniquity over the Catholic Church at the end of time is part 
of the Deposit of Faith Christ handed on to the Apostles:

The prophecies of the Apocalypse [book of Revelation] show that Satan will imitate the Church of 
Christ to deceive mankind; he will set up a church of Satan in opposition to the Church of Christ. 
Antichrist will assume the role of Messias; his prophet will act the part of Pope; and there will be 
imitations of the Sacraments of the Church. There will also be lying wonders in imitation of the 
miracles wrought in the Church.

(Rev. E. Sylvester Berry, The Church of Christ: An Apologetic and Dogmatic Treatise [St. Louis, 
MO: B. Herder Book Co., 1927], p. 119; italics given.)
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So great would this deception, this assault on the Faith, be at the end of time that only the elect 
would escape the seduction, and solely by the grace of God: “For there shall arise false Christs and 
false prophets, and shall shew great signs and wonders, insomuch as to deceive (if possible) even 
the elect” (Mt 24:24). Hence Christ warned that only very few would still have the true Faith when 
He returns to judge the living and the dead: “But ah, when the Son of Man comes, will he find faith 
left on the earth?” (Lk 18:8; Knox translation).

For those who are interested in exploring this topic in greater depth, we recommend the following:
•The Pope and the Antichrist: Cardinal Manning (d. 1892) explains the Great Apostasy
•The Papacy and the Passion of the Church

All our work at Novus Ordo Watch is thus adapted to a primary target audience of people who are 
already convinced of the truth of the Roman Catholic religion in principle but are unwittingly in 
grave error about the so-called Novus Ordo Church that has emerged since roughly 1958. For this 
reason, we do not typically engage in apologetics directed at those who do not claim to be 
Catholics. This is not to suggest that such people are not in need of conversion or are of no concern 
to us; it is simply a matter of focusing our apostolate on one particular area of concern because, 
resources being limited, we cannot do everything.

There are many pre-Vatican II apologetics materials out there for those who knowingly reject 
Catholicism, notably the excellentRadio Replies series (disregard vol. 5, called Questions People 
Ask, which was published in 1972), Mgr. Joseph C. Fenton’s Laying the Foundation (formerly 
entitled We Stand with Christ), Fr. Sylvester Berry’s The Church of Christ, Cardinal James 
Gibbons’ The Faith of Our   Fathers, St. Francis de Sales’ The Catholic Controversy, Fr. John 
O’Brien’s The Faith of Millions (only the pre-Vatican II editions, of course), Fr. Francis 
Doyle’s Defense of the Catholic Church, Canon John Bagshawe’s Credentials of the Catholic 
Church, David Goldstein’s What Say You?, and many others. People who are looking for 
apologetics information to help souls convert to Catholicism may wish to turn to these resources.
In this current post, however, we will make a bit of an exception and address the religion typically 
known collectively as Eastern Orthodoxy (including Russian Orthodoxy, Greek Orthodoxy, 
Oriental Orthodoxy, etc., but not to be confused with the Eastern Catholic churches).

The reason for this exception is that, worn out from the intense spiritual battle, a number of people 
— especially recent converts — are struggling in their Catholic Faith and are being tempted to turn 
to Eastern Orthodoxy, which presents itself as an appealing alternative. Tired of having to worry 
about which church to attend, which sacraments they ought to consider valid or invalid, what to tell 
their children and where to send them to school, whether they have a valid marriage annulment or 
not; doctrinal confusion to no end, doubts about this or that putative Pope being true or false; fear of
excommunication and/or schism, annoying Feeneyites undermining trust in the true Church, and so 
forth. In their confusion and struggle, people may easily be tempted to ask themselves: Maybe we 
should give Orthodoxy a try? Isn’t it almost the same as Catholicism anyway? Add to that a shrug, a
sigh, and an exasperated “whatever!”, and the “almost the same” quickly becomes “good enough”.

Most Latin-rite Catholics know little about Eastern Orthodoxy, and this can contribute to making 
Orthodoxy appear as a refreshing escape from all the madness we Catholics must work through. 
Reminiscent of the tree with the forbidden fruit in the Garden of Eden, Orthodoxy tempts the weak 
in Faith with its beautiful externals: “And the woman saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to 
the eyes, and delightful to behold” (Gen 3:6).

12

https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1163820997/interregnumnow-20
http://www.traditionalcatholicpublishing.com/the-credentials-of-the-catholic-church.html
http://www.traditionalcatholicpublishing.com/the-credentials-of-the-catholic-church.html
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B00D2KPOHY/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B00085JY0E/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0895553872/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1332416667/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1332416667/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1606088025/interregnumnow-20
https://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/194144749X/interregnumnow-20
http://www.radioreplies.info/
http://www.radioreplies.info/
http://www.radioreplies.info/
https://novusordowatch.org/2017/02/papacy-passion-of-church-fatima-conference-2016/
https://novusordowatch.org/2015/04/the-pope-and-the-antichrist/


We live in an age where many good-willed people — wittingly or unwittingly — make judgments 
based on emotion rather than on reason. Many people nowadays tend to feel rather than to think, 
and so when they see impressive photographs of beautiful Orthodox ceremonies, they are quickly 
swayed: the solemn processions, the gorgeous vestments, the incense pouring forth from thuribles 
in abundance, the overall awe-inspiring atmosphere! Could something that worships God so 
reverently and beautifully be so wrong?

The short answer is: Yes, it could; and it has been many times throughout Church history, including
during the Anglican schism. Moral theologian Fr. Thomas Slater, S.J., explains how one sins by 
worshipping God in a manner contrary to His Will:
…[T]he sin of superstition may be committed by worshipping the true God in the wrong way or by 
worshipping false gods….

1. God may be wrongly worshipped either by false worship or by superfluous worship being paid 
him. Worship of God is false when its meaning is not in accordance with fact, or when the 
falsehood is in the person who performs the act of worship, as when a layman performs the duties 
of a priest, or when someone tries to gain credence for false miracles or false relics….

2. Anything in the worship of God which does not tend to his honour and glory, or which is against 
the ordinances and practice of the Church, to whom the regulation of religious worship exclusively 
belongs, is superfluous worship and superstition. This sin is committed by attributing an infallible 
effect to a fixed number of prayers or acts of piety, or to the mere material wearing of the scapulars 
or medals, or by unwarrantably acting against the rubrics while saying Mass or administering the 
sacraments or sacramentals of the Church.

(Rev. Thomas Slater, A Manual of Moral Theology, Vol. 1, 5th ed. [1925], p. 140; underlining 
added.)

We find examples of this in Sacred Scripture. For example: In his divinely-inspired epistle, St. Jude 
the Apostle warns of those who “have gone in the way of Cain: and after the error of Balaam they 
have for reward poured out themselves, and have perished in the contradiction of Core” (Jude 11). 
The “contradiction of Core” is described in Numbers 16:1-40, where Core (also known as Korah) 
rebelled against the authority and leadership of Moses and Aaron. Core offered incense to 
God without and againstproper authorization. Beautiful and reverent though it may have been in 
terms of outward ceremony, God was very angry at this outrage, and divine punishment came 
swiftly: “And they went down alive into hell the ground closing upon them, and they perished from 
among the people” (Num 16:33).

In his excellent scriptural commentary on this incident, the 19th-century Fr. George Leo Haydock 
notes:

The crime of these men, which was punished in so remarkable a manner, was that of schism,
and of rebellion against the authority established by God in the Church; and their pretending 
to the priesthood without being lawfully called and sent: the same is the case of all modern 
sectaries. (Challoner) — Let them dread a similar punishment; not only the authors of such 
wicked pretensions, but those also who consent to them, Romans i. 32. For we find that Core
and all his adherents were buried in hell; (ver. 33,) and those likewise who complained that 
their punishment was too severe, fell victims to the raging fire, ver. 49. With what 
earnestness ought we not, therefore, to contend for the faith once delivered to the 
saints! (Jude 3.) For if those be so severely punished who rise up in opposition to lawful 
superiors, either in church or state, what swift destruction do they not bring upon their own 
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heads who deny God, who bought them, and make him a liar, by calling in question his most 
sacred truths? (2 Peter ii. 1.) (Haydock) — Core and his companions impugned not the law 
directly, but resisted Moses and Aaron. (St. Ignatius of Antioch, ep. ad Magnes.) They 
believed in the same God; yet, because they took upon themselves to sacrifice, they were 
forthwith punished by God, and their unlawful sacrifices could do them no service. (St. 
Cyprian, ep. i. 6.) Thus we are warned to keep in the true Church, and to obey those who are
set over us; and never, for any temporal consideration whatever, to encourage, by our 
presence, the sermons or meetings of heretics, or of schismatics, lest we perish with them, 
ver. 26. (Worthington)….

(Haydock Commentary on Numbers 16:2; italics given.)

Those who are interested in more thorough apologetics against Orthodoxy may wish to consult the 
following additional sources:

•Against the Errors of the Greeks by St. Thomas Aquinas
•Russia and the Universal Church by Vladimir Soloviev
•The Primacy of the Apostolic See Vindicated by Bp. Francis Patrick Kenrick
•Encyclical Letter Quartus Supra by Pope Pius IX
•“The ‘Orthodox’ Russian, and the Schismatic Greek Churches” in Some Lies and Errors of 
History by Fr. Reuben Parsons
•The Orthodox Eastern Church by Fr. Adrian Fortescue
•Photius: Patriarch von Constantinopel (vol. 1, vol. 2, vol. 3) by Cardinal Joseph Hergenröther 
(German only)

•
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THE EASTERN ORTHODOX SCHISM: 
Why the Schismatic Orthodox Churches Are Not Truly Orthodox

by Rev. Fr. Benedict Hughes, CMRI

Many Catholics are bewildered by the crisis in the Church today. Did not Christ found His church 
upon the Rock, upon Peter? They know what the catechism teaches about the papacy. They have 
studied the teachings of theologians and Vatican Council I regarding the authority and infallibility 
of the successors of Saint Peter. Yet, looking to the Vatican today, they cannot dispute the evident 
heresy that is being promulgated in the name of Catholicism.

Various Protestant preachers, members of denominations that have long considered the popes to be 
the “Antichrist” predicted by the Apocalypse, gleefully point out these inconsistencies as proof that 
they have been right all along. They throw the scandals of Francis and his Vatican II predecessors in
the face of Catholics, saying that this certainly cannot be true Christianity. You have been deceived,
they claim, into believing that the Catholic Church is the true Church of Christ.

Disillusioned, many cradle Catholics don’t know what to think. They know that Protestantism is 
wrong. Based on their Catholic upbringing, they easily recognize the errors of Martin Luther and 
his fellow Protestant “reformers.” But, on the other hand, how can they explain the contradictions 
posed by the juxtaposition of traditional Catholic teaching with the teachings of Vatican II? In a 
search for answers, not a few have opted for the claims of the Orthodox.

Now just who are the Orthodox? Under this heading I include not only the large Greek Orthodox 
and Russian Orthodox churches, but also the smaller national churches of the East that follow the 
basic ideas of these larger churches. This article has for its purpose an explanation of what the 
Orthodox churches teach and how Catholics must regard their claim of being authentic Christianity.
First, let us look at the origins of the Orthodox churches.

The History of the Orthodox Schism
Let us begin with an examination of the meaning of the word orthodox. Simply put, the word means
dogmatically correct. The opposite of orthodoxy is heterodoxy, which means heresy. So an 
orthodox Christian is one who adheres to the correct doctrines revealed by Christ. Interestingly, the 
“Orthodox” are actually not so orthodox after all, as we shall point out. In other words, they have 
hijacked a term for their position, just as Luther hijacked the term “reformation,” when his 
movement was anything but a true reform. While we must question the claim of the Orthodox to 
having a monopoly on true Christianity, we will nevertheless, for the purpose of this article, use that
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term to denote all those groups who are in agreement with the basic tenets that led the Christian 
Church in Constantinople to break from the Roman Catholic Church in 1054 AD.

In order to understand the causes that led to the rupture between Constantinople and Rome, let us 
first take a brief look at the origins of the city of Constantinople. Constantine became emperor in 
312, after his defeat of Maxentius at the battle of the Milvian Bridge. Eventually, he became sole 
ruler of the Roman Empire, and in order to unite its eastern and western parts, he decided to move 
his residence to the east. The ancient Greek city of Byzantion (or Byzantium), which had been 
founded on the European side of the Bosphorus in the 7th century before Christ, was chosen as the 
sight of the new capital. Since the city had been razed to the ground by Emperor Septimius Severus 
in 196, it required a complete rebuilding, a project which took 6 years. Finally, the completed city 
was dedicated in 330 and renamed Constantinople.

After the Barbarian invasions of the western part of the Roman Empire, Constantinople achieved 
greater prominence. Yet members of Christ’s Church always knew that the Pope in Rome was the 
successor of Saint Peter, and recourse was always made to the Roman pontiffs in time of doctrinal 
questions. In fact, the East became a hotbed of heresy. Various Catholic (and truly orthodox) 
bishops of Constantinople were persecuted or exiled for opposing the various heresies, perhaps the 
most famous of them being Saint John Chrysostom. And while the Orthodox claim that their church
represents authentic Christianity, Constantinople became the center of nearly all the early heresies 
to afflict the Church, such as those of Arianism, Nestorianism, Monophysitism, Monothelitism, 
Inconoclasm, etc.

Although doctrinal issues—especially the Filioque controversy, which shall be discussed below—
cannot be underestimated, it would be a mistake to believe that they were the sole reason for the 
schism of 1054. Some of the other causes were the gradual estrangement of East and West, given 
the difference in language and rite, and the geographical distance between Rome and 
Constantinople. But more importantly, there was the resentment by many in the East to the 
prominence of Rome in authority. They reasoned that the Faith had begun in the East (in the Holy 
Land) and from there spread westward, and that the early councils of the Church were in the East. 
Moreover, there were the great Eastern doctors of the Church. (Yet it remains a fact that the bishops
of the East had always recognized the preeminence of the successor of Saint Peter in authority, 
especially when deciding doctrinal disputes.) To summarize, resentment—caused by pride—
eventually led to the schism.

Catholics recognize the fact that Saint Peter was made the indubitable head of the apostles by 
Christ. There are a good number of references to this preeminence of Saint Peter in the Gospels and 
in the Acts of the Apostles, which we will not take the time to enumerate here. Saint Peter, upon 
leaving Jerusalem as the Church began to grow and spread, first set up his seat of authority in 
Antioch. Recognizing, however, that Rome was the center of the Empire at that time, he wisely 
moved his seat of authority to Rome. His successors in the bishopric of Rome have always been 
recognized as the vicars of Christ—as having the authority of Peter. Many quotations could be 
given of the Eastern writers of the early centuries acknowledging this fact.

Although there had been some earlier schisms, the first great schism was that of 867. Ignatius, the 
rightful patriarch of Constantinople, had reigned as its bishop for eleven years. In 857, however, he 
was compelled to refuse Communion to a man guilty of open incest—a man who happened to be a 
government official. In response, the government of the city, anxious to defend one of their own, 
claimed to depose Ignatius and install a man named Photius as the new patriarch. Naturally, the 
pope (Nicholas I) defended the good bishop Ignatius against this unjust usurpation of his authority, a
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fact that did not sit well with either Photius or the government officials. As a result, they refused to 
submit to the authority of the pope. Fortunately, a council restored Ignatius to his rightful see two 
years later, with the other patriarchs of the East declaring that they had accepted the pope’s decision
from the start. The schism was healed, but it had sown the seeds of rebellion.

Sadly, this first major schism was followed two centuries later by a lasting schism. The protagonist 
this time was the patriarch Michael Caerularius, who began an open rebellion against the pope in 
1053. It would be hard to find reasons to explain the vicious attitude of this man toward Rome and 
the pope, unless one realizes that resentment had been building for a long time—a resentment that 
started centuries before and later was greatly fomented by Photius—a resentment that finally boiled 
over. Caerularius shut the Latin churches at Constantinople, hurled a string of wild accusations 
against the pope, struck the pope’s name from his diptychs, “excommunicated” the papal legates, 
and showed in other ways that he wanted a schism. This time, however, all the other Eastern 
patriarchs took the side of Caerularius against the pope. The schism could not be healed. Although 
there were later attempts (at the Council of Lyons in 1274 and the Council of Florence in 1439) to 
heal the schism, these were not lasting. That schism has persisted to this day. Finally, in 1453, 
Constantinople fell to the Ottoman Turks, and its position as a principal city of Christendom was 
gone forever.

The Filioque Controversy
If you have studied the Eastern Schism, you have likely learned that a major accusation of the 
Eastern Orthodox against the Catholic Church revolves around the Filioque controversy. This is a 
Latin word from the Nicene Creed which means “and from the Son.” It occurs in the latter part of 
the creed when we profess our faith that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and from the Son.
The Orthodox believe that the Holy Ghost proceeds only from the Father, and they claim that the 
Catholic Church added this word later to the creed. So what is the story here?

The Council of Nicaea, the first general council of the Church, was called by the emperor 
Constantine to resolve the contention of the Arian heresy. The council convened in the eastern city 
of Nicaea to decide the issue, and after condemning Arius as a heretic and defining the true doctrine
that Jesus is divine, it issued its famous creed in 325. Later, the Council of Constantinople in 381 
added two articles, so it is sometimes called the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. But since this 
creed describes the Holy Ghost as “the Lord and Giver of Life, Who proceeds from the Father, Who
together with the Father and the Son is adored and glorified, and Who spoke through the prophets,” 
the phrase was later added “and the Son” immediately after the underlined words.

This final addition was made in the sixth century to counteract the belief of some that the Holy 
Ghost proceeds only from the Father, and not also from the Son. After this final addition had been 
made, no one complained until Photius conveniently used its insertion as an argument to support his
schism. To this day, the Orthodox deny the procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father and from 
the Son, asserting that the Holy Ghost proceeds only from the Father.

But what do the Scriptures say? Saint Paul in several places indicates this procession of the Holy 
Ghost from the Son. He says the Holy Ghost is “the Spirit of the Son” (Galatians, 4:6), the “Spirit 
of Christ” (Romans, 8:9), the “Spirit of Jesus Christ” (Philippians, 1:19). Again, according to 
Sacred Scripture, the Son sends the Holy Ghost (Luke, 24:49; John, 15:26, 16:7, and 20:22; Acts, 
2:33; and Titus, 3:6). Of all these references, however, I will quote just one, which clearly indicates 
this doctrine. It is found in the discourse of Our Lord to His apostles at the Last Supper. Saint John 
narrates the words of Jesus:
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“Cum autem venerit Paraclitus, quem ego mittam vobis a Patre, Spiritum veritatis, qui a Patre 
procedit, ille testimonium perhibebit de me—When however the Paraclete shall come, whom I will 
send you from the Father, the Spirit of truth, who proceeds from the Father, He will bear witness 
concerning Me” (John 15:26). “Whom I will send you from the Father…” clearly indicates to an 
honest person that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son.

But Jesus did not leave His followers in doubt as to the meaning of Sacred Scripture, for we have 
the consistent teaching of His Church on this subject. It can also be demonstrated that many Greek 
Fathers, such as Saint Gregory Nazianzen, Saint Gregory Thaumaturgus, Saint Gregory of Nyssa, 
and Saint Cyril of Alexandria, among others, taught this doctrine. Rather, the accusation that the 
addition of Filioque to the Creed was heretical, was an argument used by Photius and Caerularius to
bolster their case against the pope and Rome.

More than a Schism
The sin of schism is the refusal to submit to the lawful authority of the Church. Usually, however, 
every schism includes at least some heretical ideas. And indeed this is the case with the Eastern 
Schism. Not only do the Orthodox reject the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Ghost from the 
Father and the Son, they also reject papal authority and papal infallibility. To them, the pope is the 
bishop of Rome and can only be entitled to a distinction of honor—a sort of first among equals—at 
best. But the successor of Saint Peter has authority over the entire church and all its members. For 
Jesus said to Peter “feed My lambs” (the faithful); “feed My sheep” (the bishops). He also said to 
Peter: “I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy 
brethren” (Luke, 22:32). Saint Peter is always given first place in any list of the apostles in 
Scripture and was always acknowledged by the other apostles to be their head. For he is the rock, 
upon which Christ built His church.

Moreover, since they reject papal infallibility, the Orthodox also reject the dogma of the 
Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin Mary—because this truth was solemnly defined by 
Pope Pius IX. But what is particularly curious among their heresies is that they allow divorce and 
remarriage. One would think, after the clear words of Our Lord (“What God has joined together, let 
not man put asunder”) that the permanence and indissolubility of marriage would be a “no-brainer” 
for a true Christian. And we are not speaking here of marriages that were clearly null and void, due 
to an impediment, but rather of marriages that are acknowledged to have been valid. In this heresy 
of theirs, the Orthodox can perhaps find some common ground with Francis, after his 
infamous Amoris Laetitia!

These are the primary heresies taught by the Orthodox. Quite obviously, they do not deserve to use 
the term “orthodox,” since they promote heretical notions along with their schism. We must pray 
that the blindness that afflicts them be removed, and that they humbly submit to the one Church 
founded by Christ.

In Conclusion…
Let us return to our original question: Could the Orthodox Church be the true church after all? 
Considering the evident heresies emanating from Rome over the past 50 years, might the claim of 
the Catholic Church to be the true church of Christ be mistaken? Such is the reasoning toward 
which some disillusioned Catholic have been gravitating. I know personally of at least one case 
where a Roman Catholic converted to the Greek Orthodox Church, and of others who are being 
tossed with doubts along these lines. For readers of this magazine, however, this question does not 
present a dilemma. We know that the papacy was founded by Christ and that the true popes have 
always preserved the faith pure and undefiled. The Roman See has never subscribed to any heresy, 
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but rather has been the pillar and ground of truth for the faithful. We can read a consistent line of 
truly orthodox teaching in the writings of all the popes from Saint Peter up to and including Pope 
Pius XII. The problem, then, is that these modern “popes” are not truly popes at all. They cannot be,
else Christ’s promise has failed. The Eastern Orthodox churches, as we have seen, are not only 
schismatic but also heretical. They do not represent the glorious history of the great Eastern fathers 
and doctors of the Church, but are rather different churches.

_______________________

Traditional Coronation Oath : Extract

By this oath the popes swore never to innovate or change anything that has been 
handed down to them, furthermore, it should not be confused with the Oath Against   
Modernism, mandated by Pope Pius X for those taking up certain offices in the Church. 
The Oath Against Modernism was abolished two years after the close of the Second 
Vatican Council, yet the men who took the Oath at ordination are still bound by it. 
Those who swore this sacred Oath and then promoted the modern program of 
Vatican II, including the Council’s new ecumenism and religious liberty, have shown 
themselves unfaithful to the Oath they swore solemnly before God.

The Coronation Oath of the Pope-Elect. To be taken by all Pontiffs of the Catholic 
Church, showing that no pontiff can not contradict the Deposit of Faith, or 
change/innovate in what has been handed down to him:

“I vow to change nothing of the received Tradition, and nothing thereof I have found 
before me guarded by my God-pleasing predecessors, to encroach upon, to alter, or to 
permit any innovation therein;
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To the contrary: with glowing affection as her truly faithful student and successor, to 
safeguard reverently the passed-on good, with my whole strength and utmost 
effort;To cleanse all that is in contradiction to the canonical order, should such 
appear; to guard the Holy Canons and Decrees of our Popes as if they were the divine 
ordinance of Heaven, because I am conscious of Thee, whose place I take through the 
Grace of God, whose Vicarship I possess with Thy support, being subject to severest 
accounting before Thy Divine Tribunal over all that I shall confess;

I swear to God Almighty and the Savior Jesus Christ that I will keep whatever has been 
revealed through Christ and His Successors and whatever the first councils and my 
predecessors have defined and declared.

I will keep without sacrifice to itself the discipline and the rite of the Church. I will put 
outside the Church whoever dares to go against this oath may it be somebody else or I.

If I should undertake to act in anything of contrary sense, or should permit that it will 
be executed, Thou willst not be merciful to me on the dreadful Day of Divine Justice.

Accordingly, without exclusion, We subject to severest excommunication anyone — be 
it Ourselves or be it another — who would dare to undertake anything new in 
contradiction to this constituted evangelic Tradition and the purity of the orthodox 
Faith and the Christian religion, or would seek to change anything by his opposing 
efforts, or would agree with those who undertake such a blasphemous venture.” 
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SUMMER 2018 MONASTERIO SAN JOSE NEWSLETTER 
FOR OUR FRIENDS AND BENEFACTORS

We want to inform you, dear friends, that Divine Providence has allowed us to grow in the number 
of secular oblates of the monastery (more than 60 in 5 countries) and also in the missions Our Lord 
has commended us to help out. This service to souls that we are taking upon us are in accord to the 
will of our congregation's founder, Rev Father Jean Baptista Muard, beginner of the benedictines of 
the Most Sacred Heart of Jesus. Our Lord Himself was his constant Guide. Part of this will of Our 
Lord was that the monks of this benedictine branch were asked to become also missionaries. He 
wanted silent and prayerful monks living in the solitude of the cloister life, as dictated by the Holy 
Rule of our most holy father St. Benedict. But this hidden life was to be alternated with the exterior 
charity of the preaching of missions. Following the spirit of St Bernard who had very often to leave 
the delights of the cloister life to help out the Catholic Church in her great needs. St Bernard even 
became the leader of the preaching second crusade for conquest of holy Land for the Church. And 
now on these times Divine Providence has led us on this road of grave state of necessity of the 
Church.

At the prospect of seeing the coming N-FSSPX general chapter in order to elect new general 
superior on July, we want to stress out an important point for its own welfare.

Without doubt it has to be said that he archbishop Marcel Lefebvre has been a Providencial move in
order to protect the Holy Catholic Church, specially the faith, the priesthood, and the most Holy 
Sacrifice of the mass. Already many of the children of archbishop Lefebvre are aware that since his 
death, his work, the old SSPX, has been decaying and loosing strength as time pass by (specially by
already compromising in many things with the enemies of the Church, keeping too often the light of
the truth hidden from the peoples’ eyes). On this occasion we only want to point out ONE of the 
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causes which surely has caused this shipwreck of the N-SSPX.
Mons. Marcel Lefebvre clearly pointed out that he preferred to elect as general superior of the 
SSPX a PRIEST rather than a BISHOP (himself elected as first general superior to Father Franz 
Schmidberger, a priest, although he was discovered later to become an accomplice in gradual 
agreements). There are two grave reasons for this choice:

1.-The archbishop wanted a constant remainder into the mind of his members and followers 
concerning the STATE OF NECESSITY due to the general apostasy of the oficial hierarchy. This 
state of necessity caused 2 events: on the one side the impossibility in conscience of obeying to this 
oficial hierarchy, and on the other side the fact of not having ordinary jurisdiction but only supplied 
jurisdiction and case by case. 

These particular extraordinary circumstances moved the archbishop to the choice of having a 
PRIEST rather than a BISHOP as the head of the SSPX. This way of acting was done to prevent the
risk for priest and the faithful of loosing sight of the state of necessity. The fact of having as head a 
bishop (i.e. Mons. Bernard Fellay) for the last 24 years had caused to members and followers of the 
SSPX to be use to this situation and therefore they ended by seeing (and perhaps NOT aware of it) 
the Society as a hierarchy with jurisdiction; with an estructure, with an authority as if we were 
living in the ORDINARY times, wherein there is NOT more state of necessity, wherein a bishop 
governs a flock. This new mentality has been creating little by little the ̈necessity of feeling 
themselves to become “normal," the necessity of being accepted “as we are”; all these feelings have
being fed up continuously forgetting or wanting to forget that the new Rome has not been 
converted. The fact is that the new SSPX has lost sight of the state of necessity that we are living, 
they do not see the extraordinary character of the circumstances; they have been accepting already 
gradually the ORDINARY ways of conferring the sacraments from apostate Rome itself!

2.-This prudencial measure of the Archbishop was also intended to avoid that in the future the 4 
bishops consecrated by him might demand for themselves any authority of jurisdiction over priests 
and faithful. They were meant to remain only as AUXILIARY BISHOPS while the crisis lasted. 
The bishops were consecrated by him do not in order to govern but rather in order to administer the 
true catholic sacraments to the members of the CATHOLIC CHURCH to those who might request 
them or to those who may have a need of them (especially when we know that the new modernist 
“sacraments” have been substantially adulterated in times of Pope Paul VI, causing them to be 
highly doubtful).

We want to stress out the point: The 4 auxiliary bishops consecrated by Mons. Lefebvre and the 
other 3 consecrated by Mons. Williamson, they are all ONLY auxiliary bishops of the CATHOLIC 
CHURCH. They are not auxiliary bishops of the N- SSPX or of the Resistance because the state of 
necessity exist within the Catholic Church. They were not created bishops to just attend a 
determineate religious group. We are all here to help out the Catholic Church, nothing less than 
that. Even if they are not members of a given group (NSSPX, “Resistance," or Dominicans, etc).

It should be enough for a catholic bishop of priest, who has not jurisdiction, on the present state of 
necessity of the Church, and in order to administer the sacraments; that those sacraments may be 
requested from them by catholics who have the right intention, formation, and dispositions.

We invite to all catholic faithful to implore the graces from Heaven, specially lights, so that the 
state of necessity of the Church may be again the pattern of behavior within the N-SSPX. The lack 
of this basic principle has contributed to them to loose track and as well as to loose their very reason
of existing. Let us ask the
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Blessed Virgin Mary to help them to elect as a new general superior of the SSPX on the next 
general chapter, to a worthy PRIEST, a priest without human or practical compromises; a servant of
God who may follow the path marked by the Archbishop. That is, a priest who may defend the faith
with charity; someone constantly resisting modernism and liberalism; someone habitually willing to
denounce the wolves dressed as sheep cloth. A priest who may fulfill his commitment to defend the 
interests of Christ the King.

For charity sake we also ask to all of Archbishop spiritual children, specially to bishops and priests, 
to remember their mission towards the Church: to be servants of the Holy Catholic Church and do 
not just of religious parties.

Ever grateful towards you for all your prayers, charity, and continual support.

Father Raphael OSB

______________________________

Rome Cannot be Trusted

-“For fifteen years we dialogued to try to put the tradition back in its place of honour, in that place 
in the Church which it has by right. We ran up against a continual refusal. What Rome grants in 
favour of this tradition at present is nothing but a purely political gesture, a piece of 
diplomacy so as to force people into compromise. But it is not a conviction of the benefits of 
Tradition.” (Fideliter No. 79, January-February 1991)

- “When they say they [Dom Gerard and the Fraternity of St. Peter] don’t have to give anything 
up, that’s false. They have given up the ability to oppose Rome. They cannot say anything 
anymore. They must remain silent given the favours that have been granted them. It is now 
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impossible for them to expose the errors of the Conciliar Church. Softly, softly they adhere, 
even be it only by their Profession of Faith that is requested by Cardinal Ratzinger. I think 
Dom Gérard is about to publish a small book written by one of his monks on Religious Liberty and 
which will try to justify it. From the point of view of ideas, they begin to slide ever so slowly and 
end up by admitting the false ideas of the Council, because Rome has granted them some 
favours of Tradition. It’s a very dangerous situation” (Fideliter No. 79, January-February 1991)

-“The bishops concerned - the supposedly conservative bishops - are wholly supportive of the 
Council and of the post-Conciliar reforms, of ecumenism and of the charismatic movement. 
Apparently, they are being a little more moderate and showing slightly more traditional 
religious sentiment, but it does not go deep. The great fundamental principles of the Council, 
the errors of the Council, they accept them and put them into practice. That is no problem for
them. On the contrary, I would go so far as to say that it is these conservative bishops who treat us 
the worst. It is they who would the most insistently demand that we submit to the principles of the 
Council.” (One Year After the Consecrations, July-August, 1989)

-“For them there is no question of abandoning the New Mass. On the contrary. That is 
obvious. That is why what can look like a concession is in reality merely a maneuver to 
separate us from the largest number of faithful possible. This is the perspective in which they 
seem to be always giving a little more and even going very far.   We must absolutely convince our 
faithful that it is no more than a maneuver, that it is dangerous to put oneself into the hands 
of Conciliar bishops and Modernist Rome. It is the greatest danger threatening our people.   If 
we have struggled for twenty years to avoid the Conciliar errors, it was not in order, now, to put 
ourselves in the hands of those professing these errors.” (One Year After the Consecrations, July-
August, 1989)

-“I admit that the optimism I showed regarding the Council and the Pope was ill-founded.” (Letter 
to Andre Cagnon, January 6, 1988, Marcel Lefebvre: The Biography, p.331)

-“There will be possibly other manifestations of putting the brakes on by the Vatican; and it is very,
very dangerous for us to "rally" ourselves now. No rallying, no rallying to the liberals; no 
rallying to the ecclesiastics who are governing in the Church now and who are liberals; there 
is no rallying to these people. From the moment when we rally ourselves, this rallying will be 
the acceptance of the liberal principles. We cannot do this, even if certain appeasements are given
us on the Mass of St. Pius V - certain satisfactions, certain recognitions, certain incardinations, 
which could even be offered to you eventually... They must give us back everything. They must 
give up their liberalism, they must come back to the real truth of the Church, to the faith of 
the Church, to the basic principles of the Church, of this total dependence of society, of 
families, of individuals on Our Lord Jesus Christ! At that moment when they give us the Mass
of all times, very well, then, we are completely in agreement. Then there will be a perfect 
understanding, we will be able to be recognized, and we will have no more scruples. But as long 
as one is dealing with people who have made this agreement with the Devil, with liberal ideas, 
we cannot have any confidence. They will string us along little by little; they will try to catch 
us in their traps, as long as they have not let go of these false ideas.” (Conference of Archbishop
Lefebvre to the priests of the District of France. Dec. 13, 1984)

-“That is why, taking into account the strong will of the present Roman authorities to reduce 
Tradition to naught, to gather the world to the spirit of Vatican II and the spirit of Assisi, we 
have preferred to withdraw ourselves and to say that we could not continue. It was not 
possible. We would have evidently been under the authority of Cardinal Ratzinger, President of the 
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Roman Commission, which would have directed us; we were putting ourselves into his hands, 
and consequently putting ourselves into the hands of those who wish to draw us into the spirit 
of the Council and the spirit of Assisi. This was simply not possible.” (Sermon June 30, 1988)

-“For them, their goal is to divide Tradition. They already have Dom Augustin, they have de 
Blignièreres, and now they have Dom Gérard. This weakens our position still further. It is their 
goal: divide to make us disappear.” (Interview forControverses, 1989)

-“These are fabrications. If ever there were a willingness from Rome to resume discussions, this
time, I will be the one to set down the conditions. As Cardinal Oddi said, “Archbishop Lefebvre 
is in a strong position.” That is why I will demand that the discussions concern doctrinal 
points. They have to stop with their ecumenism, they have to bring back the true meaning of 
the Mass, restore the true definition of the Church, bring back the Catholic meaning of 
collegiality, and so on. I expect from them a Catholic, and not a liberal, definition of religious 
liberty. They must accept the encyclical Quas Primas on Christ the King, and the Syllabus (Pius 
IX). They must accept all this, because this is from now on the condition determining all new 
discussions between us and them.” (Interview for Controverses, 1989)

-“It is imperative to know that today Rome is at the service of the revolution and therefore 
terribly anti-traditional. That is why I refused to put myself in their hands. They only wanted that,
by recognizing my mistakes, I help them continue their revolution in the Church – no more, no 
less. All those who have left us are not aware of the situation and believe in the good will and 
the rectitude of thought of the bishops or cardinals in Rome. Nothing is further from the 
truth! ‘It is not possible for them to lead us into the revolution,’ say those who agree with the Pope 
and his bishops. Well, that is exactly what will happen.” (Interview for Controverses, 1989)

-“And I even wrote to him [Dom Gerard]. We must no longer discuss with the Roman 
authorities. They only want to bring us back to the Council; we must not have relations with 
them. Dom Gérard replied that his case was different and that he would try anyway. I do not 
approve.” (Interview for Controverses, 1989)

-“It is time to take a second decision to face up to this Rome. What else can we do? And if they 
insist that it is worse this time round, because this time it could mean excommunication, well, 
I reply that the basic problem remains unchanged: Rome means to exterminate Tradition.” 
(Recommendations to the Four Bishops-Elect, June 12, 1988)

-“I think that it is that outlook that should guide us in our present situation. Let us not deceive 
ourselves by believing that by these little braking actions that are given on the right and on the left, 
in the excesses of the present situation, that we are seeing a complete return to Tradition. That is not
true, that is not true. They remain always liberal minds. It is always the liberals who rule Rome,
and they remain liberal. But, as the Cardinal says, they have gone a bit too far; they have to find a 
little balance.” (Conference, December 13, 1984) 

-“Upon reflection, it appears clear that the goal of these dialogues is to reabsorb us within the 
Conciliar Church, the only Church to which you make allusion during these meetings.” (Letter
to Cardinal Ratzinger, May 24, 1988)

-“It is obvious that by putting themselves in the hands of the present conciliar authorities, 
they [Ecclesia Dei priests] implicitly accept the Council and the reforms that came from it, 
even if they receive privileges which remain exceptional and provisional. Their acceptance 
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stops them saying anything. The bishops are watching them.” (Letter to Fr. Daniel Couture, 
March 18, 1989)

-“Then there are some who would be ready to sacrifice the fight for the Faith, by saying: Let us
first re-enter the Church! Let us do everything to re-enter in the official public structure of the 
Church. Let us be silent about our dogmatic problem. Let us be silent about our fight. Let us not 
speak about the malice of the [new] Mass anymore. Let us close our mouths and say nothing 
anymore. Let’s not be opposed to that. Let’s not say anything anymore about the issues of religious 
liberty, of human rights and of ecumenism. Let’s be silent. Let’s be silent and like that we will be 
able to re-enter into the structure of the Church. We will please those who are in the Church. We are
going to re-enter like that into the Church, and once we will be inside the Church, you will see, we 
will be able to fight, we will be able to do this, we will be able to do that… This is absolutely 
false! You don’t enter into a structure and under superiors, saying that you will overthrow 
everything as soon as you are inside, whereas they have all the means to suppress us! They 
have all the authority.” (Conference December 21, 1984)

--“We cannot place ourselves under an authority which has liberal ideas, which will 
necessarily lead us, little by little, by force of circumstances, to accept liberal ideas and all the 
consequences of these liberal ideas, which are the new Mass, the changes in the liturgy, the 
changes in the Bible, the changes in the catechism – all the changes… We say: But they fought 
against the catechism!... This is simply ‘putting on the brakes’ because it goes so far that it was 
necessary to ‘put on the brakes’ a bit. And the same for the theology of liberation, the same for all 
that is happening now in the Church and which, of course, frightens them a bit. The consequences 
of their own principles frighten them. So they ‘put on the brakes’ on the right and on the left, but 
they are determined to keep liberal ideas. There is no question of changing the liberal ideas.” 
(Conference, December 21, 1984)

“Although Conciliar Rome’s lying has often been proven to be a fact, it is never useless [for 
them] to try, since they will always find some who will take the bait.” (Letter to Mgr. de 
Galarreta and priests, seminarians and faithful in South America, July 16, 1989)

“Most of our priests, seminarians and faithful do not delude themselves and are convinced that it is 
impossible to trust the authorities of the Conciliar Church for as long as they profess such 
errors.”(Letter to Mgr. de Galarreta and priests, seminarians and faithful in South America, July 
16, 1989)

- Fideliter: Since the Episcopal Consecrations in June of 1988 there have been no more contacts 
with Rome, however, as you told us, Cardinal Oddi telephoned you saying: “We must come to an 
agreement. Make a little apology to the Pope and he is ready to welcome you”. Then why not try 
this final step, and why does it seem impossible to you?
Archbishop Lefebvre: It is absolutely impossible in the present climate in Rome which is becoming 
worse and worse. We must be under no illusions. The principles now directing the Conciliar 
Church are more and more openly contrary to Catholic doctrine. … Lastly, the Pope is more 
ecumenical than ever. All the false ideas of the Council are continuing to develop and to be re-
stated with ever more clarity. They are more and more coming out into the open. It is 
therefore absolutely unthinkable that we should accept to collaborate with such a hierarchy.
(Fideliter no. 79 January – February 1991)

- Fideliter: But there are traditionalists who have made an agreement with Rome without 
conceding anything.
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Archbishop Lefebvre: "That is false. They have waived their opportunity to oppose Rome. 
They must remain silent because of the favors that have been granted. Then they start to slip 
ever so slowly until they end up admitting the errors of Vatican II. It is a very dangerous 
situation. Such concessions Roma aim only to get the break with the SSPX traditionalists and 
submit to Rome." (Fideliter No. 79, January 1991, shortly before his death in March 1991)

-“… supposing that Rome calls for a renewed dialogue, then, I will put in conditions. I shall 
not accept being in the position I was put in during the dialogue. No more. I will place the 
discussion at the doctrinal level: “Do you agree with the great encyclicals of all the popes who 
preceded you? Do you agree with Quanta Cura of Pius IX, Immortale Dei and Libertas of Leo X III,
Pascendi Gregis of Pius X, Qua Primas of Pius XI, Humani Generis of Pius XII? Are you in full 
communionwith the popes and their teachings? Do you still accept the entire Anti- Modernist Oath?
Are you in favor of the social reign of Our Lord Jesus Christ? If you do not accept the doctrine of 
your predecessors, it is useless to talk! As long as you do not accept the correction of the 
Council, in consideration of the doctrine of the these popes, your predecessors, no dialogue is 
possible. It is useless. Thus, the positions will be clear.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, Interview with 
Fideliter Magazine, Nov.-Dec. 1988)

-“No, I shall not give the Church’s destroyers an easy conscience by handing over the them what 
belongs only to God, to the Faithful, to the Church of all time. This is what makes our situation with
the Vatican appear deadlocked. The time will come when the Church will triumph as she has 
always done. What are a few years, or a few tens of years, compared with eternity? As I said 
to you a little while ago, all we need do is wait.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, Stock, Paris)

-The Enduring Dilemma – Archbishop Lefebvre perceived the dilemma: either capitulate to tyranny
under pretext of obedience, or else resist tyranny by rejecting false obedience. “If this government 
[the conciliar church] abandons its duty and turns against the Faith, what ought we to do? 
Remain attached to the government, or attached to the Faith? We have a choice. Does the Faith 
take precedence? Or is it the government that takes precedence? We are faced with a dilemma 
and we are indeed obliged to make a choice.” The choice was made and the defense of the Faith 
prevailed over false obedience. (Archbishop Lefebvre, Homily at Econe for the Chrismal Mass of 
Holy Thursday, March 27, 1986)

-“Let us keep the Faith above all else it is for this that our Lord died, because He affirmed His
divinity. It is for this that all the martyrs died. It is by this that all the elect are sanctified. Let 
us flee from those who make us lose the Faith or diminish it.” (Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, 
from his book Spiritual Journey)

-“We are told, ‘You are alone and isolated.’ Not at all! We have on our side all the Church’s 
past, hundreds of Popes, all the saints and all those who did what we are doing… We should 
have no fear, we are built on a rock which does not depend on us. If it depended on us, we 
might be afraid: then it would be me and my ideas. I would have invented something; I would 
have given rise to something new. But that is not so. That is not the case with us… If we ever 
abandoned the Faith, we would abandon them.” (Archbishop Lefebvre. Sept. 1988)
-“And so the question arose to know what I should do. I went to Richenbach to see the Superior 
General [Fr. Franz Schmidberger] and his assistants to ask them: What do you think? Should we 
accept the hand being offered to us? Or do we refuse it? “for myself, personally”, I said, “I have no 
confidence in them.” […] However, I do not wish people within the Society and Traditional circles 
to be able to say afterwards, you could easily have tried, it would have cost you nothing to enter 
into discussion and dialogue.” That was the opinion of the Superior General and his assistants. 
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They said, “You must take into consideration the offer which is being made and not neglect it.
It’s still worthwhile to talk with them.”Lefebvre concluded: “We cannot follow those people. 
They’re in apostasy, they do not believe in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ who must reign. 
What is the use in waiting? Let’s do the consecration! I suggest the date of the feast of Christ the 
King October 25, 1987.” (pg. 549, Marcel Lefebvre by Bp. Tissier de Mallerais)

-“When I asked why he [Lefebvre] had signed the agreement in the first place, he said: “That’s 
what they [the chief SSPX priests] all wanted. But then when I was by myself, alone, I realized
that we couldn’t trust it.”(Dom Gerard Calvert, Abbot of Le Barraoux, close friend of Archbishop
Lefebvre, interview with “30 Days”, Winter 1995)

Q&A – Interview with Archbishop Lefebvre, Fideliter No. 79, January-February 1991
Fideliter: Since the coronations there is no more contact with Rome; however, Cardinal Oddi who 
phoned you and said, “You must work it out. Have a little forgiveness to the Pope and he is ready to
welcome you” So why not try the ultimate approach and why do you think it impossible?

Archbishop Lefebvre: “It is absolutely impossible in the current climate of Rome which is 
becoming worse. We must not delude ourselves. Principles who now run the conciliar church 
are increasingly, openly, contrary to Catholic doctrine. Finally the Pope is more ecumenical 
than ever. It is absolutely inconceivable that we can agree to work with [such] a hierarchy.”

Fideliter: Do you think the situation has deteriorated further since you had – before the 
consecrations – engaged in conversations that led to the drafting of the Protocal of May 5, 1988?

Archbishop Lefebvre: “Oh yes! For example the fact that the profession of faith which is now 
[pushed] by Cardinal Ratzinger since the beginning of 1989. This is a very serious matter. 
Because it asks all those who joined or could do, to make a profession of faith in the 
documents of the Council and the post-conciliar reforms. For us it is impossible. For my part, 
I believe that only God can intervene as humanly we do not see opportunities to Rome to 
redress the current.”

Fideliter: You said, pointing to Dom Gerard and others: “They betrayed us. They now give a hand 
to those who demolish the Church, the liberals, the modernists.” Is not that a bit harsh?

Archbishop Lefebvre: “But no! […] It is with a heavy heart that we have trouble with Rome. 
It’s not with pleasure that we had to fight. We did it for principles, to keep the Catholic Faith.
And they were to agree with us. They cooperated with us. And then Suddenly they abandon 
the true combat to ally with the demolishers on the pretext that they be given some privileges. 
This is unacceptable. They have virtually abandoned the fight of the faith. They cannot attack
Rome.” 

Fideliter: What can you say to those of the faithful who still hope in the possibility of an agreement 
with Rome?
Archbishop Lefebvre: “Our true believers, those who have understood the problem and that we 
have just worked to continue straight and firm on tradition and faith, feared the efforts I made to 
Rome. They told me it was dangerous and that I was wasting my time. Yes, of course, I hoped until 
the last minute Rome [would show] a little bit of loyalty to what we testify. You cannot blame me 
for not having done the maximum. So now, [there are] those who say to me, you must agree 
with Rome, I think I can say that I went even further that I should have.”
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(Interview with Archbishop Lefebvre, Fideliter No. 79, January-February 1991)
-“Truth is not made by numbers: numbers do not make the truth. Even if I am alone, and 
even if I am abandoned by the whole of public opinion, it is all the same to me. I am attached 
to my catechism, my credo, attached to Tradition which sanctified all the saints in Heaven. 
What matters is fidelity to our Faith. We should have that conviction and stay 
calm.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, sermon)

-“We want to remain untied to Jesus Christ, as the Vatican has dethroned the Lord. We want 
to remain faithful to our Lord King, Prince and Ruler of the world. We cannot change 
anything in this line of conduct.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, Flavigny, conference, Dec. 1988)

-“So, when we raise the question of when there will be an agreement with Rome, my answer is
simple: When Rome again crowns our Lord Jesus Christ. We cannot agree with those who 
dethrone the Lord. The day they again recognize our Lord as King of peoples and nations, it 
is not us who will join them, but they who will come back to the Catholic Church in which we 
remain.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, Fideliter, No. 68, March 1989)

- "Rome is in Apostasy! We cannot have any confidence in them! They have lost the faith!" 
(Archbishop Lefebvre)

- “Someone once advised me, ‘Sign, sign [the May 5, 1988 Protocol] that you accept everything; 
and then you can continue as before!’ No! ONE DOES NOT PLAY WITH THE FAITH!”…To 
ask this of us is to ask us to collaborate in the disappearance of the Faith. 
Impossible!” (Archbishop Lefebvre, “They Have Uncrowned Him” Abp. Lefebvre, ch. 31, p. 230).

-“Even if at the moment he is keeping quiet, one or another of these bishops will receive from the 
Holy Ghost the courage needed to arise in his turn. If my work is of God, He will guard it and use it
for the good of the Church. Our Lord has promised us, the gates of Hell shall not prevail against 
her.
This is why I persist, and if you wish to know the real reason for my persistence, it is this: At 
the hour of my death, when Our Lord asks me, “What have you done with your episcopate, 
what have you done with your episcopal and priestly grace?” I do not want to hear from His 
lips the terrible words, “You have helped to destroy the Church along with the rest of 
them.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, “Open Letter to Confused Catholics”, chapter 23)

- "Do not be surprised if we do not understand with Rome. This is not possible while Rome will not 
return to faith in the reign of Our Lord Jesus Christ ... We crashed at a point of the Catholic 
faith." (Sierre Conference on November 27, 1988; Fideliter No 89)

"Archbishop Lefebvre Warns Us Not To Compromise With Masonic Rome" 

Not every New Mass is a “direct scandal” according to Fellay! Yikes this has to be one of the 
worst/absurd statements of this interview. “The New Mass has shortcomings and risks. Of course, 
not every New Mass is a direct scandal” ~ Fellay… Every New Mass offered is illicit and 
schismatic folks! It is representative of the modernist’s new faith as Lefebvre said. This was the 
position of Lefebvre and Fr. Hesse. This means that even when it is offered “normally” with piety it
offends God each and every time. As Fr. Hesse said you cannot fulfill your Sunday duty in the 
Conciliar Church. This is more watering down of the true position of Lefebvre yet again in this 
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area. See the quotes below:

-“And we have the precise conviction that this new rite of Mass expresses a new faith, a faith 
which is not ours, a faith which is not the Catholic Faith. This New Mass is a symbol, is an 
expression, is an image of a new faith, of a Modernist faith… Now it is evident that the new rite, if I
may say so, supposes another conception of the Catholic religion - another religion.” (Sermon, 
June 29, 1976)

-“I will never celebrate the Mass according to the new rite, even under threat of ecclesiastical 
penalties and I will never advise anyone positively to participate actively in such a Mass." 
(Conference April 11, 1990) 

-“The current Pope and bishops no longer hand down Our Lord Jesus Christ, but rather a 
sentimental, superficial, charismatic religiosity through which, as a general rule, the true grace 
of the Holy Ghost no longer passes. This new religion is not the Catholic religion; it is sterile, 
incapable of sanctifying society and the family.” (Spiritual Journey, p. ix)

-“It is the new Mass in itself. It is not the priest who is saying it. It is not because he says it 
piously or anything that the new rite changes. It doesn’t change anything in the rite of the 
Mass. It is obvious that this new rite is a rite that has been made only to draw us closer to the 
Protestants. That is clear! (April 11, 1990)

-“This Mass is poisoned, it is bad and it leads to the loss of faith little by little. We are clearly 
obliged to reject it.” (The Mass of All Times, p. 353)

-“It must be understood immediately that we do not hold to the absurd idea that if the New Mass is 
valid, we are free to assist at it. The Church has always forbidden the faithful to assist at the 
Masses of heretics and schismatics even when they are valid. It is clear that no one can assist 
at sacrilegious Masses or at Masses which endanger our faith.…All these innovations are 
authorized. One can fairly say without exaggeration that most of these [new] Masses are 
sacrilegious acts which pervert the Faith by diminishing it. The de-sacralization is such that 
these Masses risk the loss of their supernatural character, their mysterium fidei; they would then be 
no more than acts of natural religion. These New Masses are not only incapable of fulfilling our 
Sunday obligation, but are such that we must apply to them the canonical rules which the 
Church customarily applies to communicatio in sacris with Orthodox Churches and 
Protestant sects.” (The New Mass and the Pope, November, 8, 1979)

-“… this [new] rite is bad! Is bad, is bad. And the reason why this rite is bad in itself, is because 
it is poisoned. It is a poisoned rite! Mr. Salleron says it very well, here: "It is not a choice between
two rites that could be good. It is a choice between a Catholic Rite and a rite that is practically a 
neighbor to Protestantism,” and thus, which attacks our Faith, the Catholic Faith! So, it is out of 
the question to encourage people to go to Mass in the new rite, because slowly, even without 
realizing it, they end up ecumenist! It’s strange, but it's like that. It is a fact. Then, ask them 
questions on ecumenism, on what they think of the relations with other religions and you will see! 
They are all ecumenist. For the priest himself, the fact of saying this mass and celebrating it in a 
constant manner, even without thinking about anything, about its origin, or why it was made, turns 
him and the people who assist at it ecumenist.” (Conference, April 11, 1990)

-"This union which liberal Catholics want between the Church and the Revolution is an adulterous 
union — adulterous. This adulterous union can only beget bastards. Where are these bastards? 

30



They are [the new] rites. The [new] rite of Mass is a bastard rite. The sacraments are bastard 
sacraments.We no longer know whether they are sacraments that give grace. We no longer know if
this Mass gives us the Body and the Blood of Our Lord Jesus Christ. ... The priests emerging from 
the seminaries are bastard priests." (Homily preached at Lille, August29, 1976)

-“The radical and extensive changes made in the Roman Rite of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass
and their resemblance to the modifications made by Lutheroblige Catholics who remain loyal to
their faith to question the validity of this new rite.”(Écône, February 2, 1977)

-“Your perplexity takes perhaps the following form: may I assist at a sacrilegious Mass which is 
nevertheless valid, in the absence of any other, in order to satisfy my Sunday obligation? The 
answer is simple: these Masses cannot be the object of an obligation; we must moreover apply to 
them the rules of moral theology and Canon Law as regards the participation or the 
attendance at an action which endangers the faith or may be sacrilegious. The New Mass, 
even when said with piety and respect for the liturgical rules, is subject to the same 
reservations since it is impregnated with the spirit of Protestantism. It bears within it a poison
harmful to the faith.” (An Open Letter to Confused Catholics, Ch. 4)

-“The current problem of the Mass is an extremely serious problem for the Holy Church. I believe 
that if the dioceses and seminaries and works that are currently done are struck with sterility, it is 
because the recent deviations drew upon us the divine curse. All the efforts that are made to hang on
to what is being lost, to reorganize, reconstruct, rebuild, all that is struck with sterility, because we
no longer have the true source of holiness which is the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. Profaned as it 
is, it no longer gives grace, it no longer makes grace pass.” (Archbishop Lefebvre, August 1972, 
priestly retreat)

-“We must not forget that the conciliar reforms of the liturgy, the reforms of the Bible, the changes 
in the internal structure of the Church, of the constitution of the Church—all these things are a 
result of the ecumenical spirit. That is clear, since Protestants were present for the changes in 
the Mass—six Protestant ministers were photographed with Pope Paul VI who thanked them 
for having come to participate in the liturgical commission, which transformed our Catholic 
Mass! Everything was done in this ecumenical spirit: liturgical reforms, catechetical reforms, an 
ecumenical Bible—which is sold in the bookstore at the Vatican. There was then, a considerable 
Protestant influence.” (Conference in Germany, October 29, 1984)

-“…if they are going to the New Mass—slowly, slowly they change their mind and become, 
slowly, slowly Protestant. It is very dangerous to go to the New Mass regularly, each week, 
because the New Mass is not some accidental change, but it is a whole orientation, a new 
definition of the Mass. It has not the same definition as the True Mass.” (Interview, St. Michael’s 
Mission, Atlanta, April 27, 1986)

“… So, if someone asks me: “I only have Mass of St. Pius V once a month. So what should I do on 
the other Sundays? Should I go to the New Mass if I do not have the Mass of St. Pius V? ...
I reply: Just because something is poisoned, obviously it is not going to poison you if you go on the 
odd occasion, but to go regularly on Sunday like that, little by little the notions will be lost, the 
dogmas will diminish. They will become accustomed to this ambiance which is no longer Catholic 
and they will very slowly lose the Faith in the Real Presence, lose the Faith in the Holy 
Sacrifice of the Mass, and have a spirituality, since the prayers are changed and they have modified
everything, in the sense of another spirituality. It is a new conception of Christian spirituality. There
is no longer any ascetical effort, no longer a combat against sin, no longer a spiritual combat. There 
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is a great need to combat against our own tendencies, against our faults, against everything which 
leads us to sin. So I would say to them: Listen, I cannot advise you to go to something which is 
evil.Myself, I would not go because I would not want to take in this atmosphere. I cannot. It is 
stronger than me. I cannot go. I would not go. So I advise you not to go." (Spiritual Conference at 
Econe, June 25, 1981)

“The consequences of this state of mind or spirit spread within the Church, inside the Church, are 
deplorable, and are ruining and sapping the spiritual vitality of the Church. In conscience, all we 
can do is turn priests and faithful away from using the Novus Ordo Missae if we wish that the 
complete and whole Catholic Faith remains still living.” (Letter to John Paul II, April 5, 1983 - 
Archbishop Lefebvre, Conference #1, St. Thomas Aquinas Seminary, April 24, 1983)

“…that the evil in the New Mass is truly intrinsic, in the text … and not only something purely 
extrinsic, [in the abuses], this is certain. Precisely by this general effect which diminishes the 
proclamation of our faith, this diminution is present everywhere, in the words and in the actions. 
They wanted to be ecumenical to such a point, to bring themselves closer to the Protestants in order 
to pray with them, that in the end they no longer affirm the Faith. And that is very grave. This 
diminution is excessively grave for our faith, how can it be otherwise? … Really, in conscience, 
I cannot advise anyone to attend this Mass, it is not possible.” (Conference at Econe, June 24, 
1981)
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Fr. Henri Ramière (1821-1884)

At Vatican Council I, he was a strong opponent of the Liberalism he saw entering the Church 
and society. Pope Pius IX congratulated this Jesuit for his work titled Church Teaching on 
Liberalism (Les Doctrines Romaines sur le Libéralisme). In 1871 the same Pope entrusted 
him with the task of writing to all the Catholic Bishops commanding them to promote the 
consecration of the Christian world to the Sacred Heart of Jesus.

To demonstrate how the tenets of Liberalism that Fr. Ramière warned against have become 
common thinking among Catholics, today under the title of Progressivism, TIA transcribes 
here a very opportune chapter of his outstanding work, The Social Reign of the Heart of 
Jesus (Le Règne Social du Coeur de Jesus), published in 1832 in Toulouse, France.

This chapter was also published twice as an article in his monthly Messenger in September 
1868 and in 1871 under the title "Dangers of Catholic Liberalism."

In the world there was an army whose history, through 18 centuries, was an uninterrupted 
series of apparent reverses and real triumphs. Always fighting against enemies a hundred 
times more numerous, this army had conquered them all, and its flatterers assured it that it had
annihilated them. Guard of a citadel of which God was the protector, it laughed at the assaults 
of the mighty on earth; and the futility of the efforts of the greatest conquerors to weaken it 
gave it the right to despise the future attacks it would face.

But, behold, the enemy, unable to overcome this army by force, resorted to an infernal 
stratagem: He addressed himself to the defenders of the citadel and entrusted to them the 
charge of demolishing the fortifications and opening the gates. However, in order to gain their
consent, he did not foolishly propose to them such a betrayal, which the loyal spirits of that 
army’s warriors would have rejected.
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A citadel that for centuries triumphed over all the assaults of the enemy

The enemy’s craft had more skill: He appealed to the warriors' generosity; he persuaded them 
that if they had the right to defend the citadel, their adversaries had an equal right to attack it. 
Therefore, justice required that, instead of expending all their forces to reject these attacks, 
they should defend the rights of the assailants.

The maneuver, unfortunately, had an effect: Inside that powerful army, which unity had made 
invincible, a numerous party formed that took as a war cry "the freedom to attack!" Those 
who did not want to enlist in this party found themselves, on the part of their brothers-in-
arms, the target of a hostility more acerbic than that of the enemies. This hostility extended 
even to the Chief chosen by God to command this army. His own soldiers – regardless of the 
firmness that had maintained a strict discipline in the army, which until that day had been its 
strength – did not fear to contest the prerogative of his supreme authority.

There is not one of our readers who has not seen through the transparent veil of this allegory 
and applied it to the dangers to which Liberalism exposes the army of Jesus Christ. This is, in 
truth, the weeds sown by the enemy in the field of the head of a household. It is the trap by 
which so many noble hearts allowed themselves to be caught. It is the strategy that gave 
advantages to the immortal Adversary of Truth that violence did not give.

What, then, is Catholic Liberalism? It is a mitigated form of absolute Liberalism, or, in other 
words, free-thinking. It has always been the tactic of the Father of Lies to unite more 
moderate errors with extreme errors, thus to more readily seduce those who would be repelled
by absolute denials of the Faith.
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This is how in the 17th and 18th centuries Jansenism, a mitigated Lutheranism, dragged along
many minds that would have repelled Luther's blasphemy. The free-thinkers are the 
Protestants of the 19th century and the legitimate descendants of Luther.

The circle of so-called 'reformers' with Luther at the center 
who challenged the supremacy of truth

Luther protested against the supremacy of the Pope and against the authority of the Church; 
free-thinkers protest against the authority of Jesus Christ and the supremacy of truth. Luther 
claimed for every "Christian" the right to believe and teach what he thought he had found in 
the Bible; free-thinkers claim for every man the right to think and to maintain everything his 
reason invents.

The Protestants did not want any fixed dogma in the supernatural order; free-thinkers do not 
want any fixed principle in the rational order. In their view, there are only opinions and the 
public power has no right over these opinions; rather people should be given ever greater 
freedom to present and spread their personal opinions.

If someone wants to attack the existence of God, the soul, the future life and the most 
essential laws of morals, civil law should have no say in the matter. There is no crime to hold 
an opinion and, since thought is free, the word and the press must be equally so. Such is 
absolute Liberalism, which is also called Rationalism, the great dogmatic heresy of the 19th 
century.

Catholic Liberalism is far from reaching this point. It does not make the monstrous 
concessions to error that would destroy the integrity of the Faith. It does not deny that there is 
an absolute truth to which man must give the assent of his reason; it does not dispute the 
divinity of Jesus Christ and the authority of the Church; rather, it concurs with free-thinking 
in enclosing the faith in those truths that lie in the sphere of the individual conscience.

According to Catholic LIberalism with regard to society and the power that governs it, truth 
has no more rights than error. The public power should view those who hold both as merely 
having opinions whose freedom it is obliged to protect – as long as they do not resort to 
violence in order to obstruct the freedom of opposing opinions.

Thus, in the eyes of liberals, be they Catholic or anti-Catholic, the law must be atheistic, that 
is, it should not be concerned about God, as if He did not exist. For them, His precepts are 
non-existent, His authority is null and void, His Revelation worthless. In his intimate circles, 
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as a Catholic and as a man, the magistrate can believe all this, but as a magistrate, in the 
exercise of his authority, he must behave absolutely as if he does not believe in anything.

John Kennedy won only after he assured the people he supported absolute separation of 
Church and State.

The liberal theory requires, therefore, for all Catholics engaged in public office to have two 
consciences: a personal conscience, according to which all his personal actions conform to the
law of God and a public conscience, which allows him to ignore any of these laws in the 
performance of his functions. As a Catholic, he hears Mass, and as a magistrate he assists at 
the laying of the cornerstone of a mosque. If we were still living in the time of Paganism, he 
would accompany Caesar to the temple of the idols.

We do not affirm that all Catholic liberals admit this theory in its full extension. To the 
contrary, we know that many refuse to bring to term the consequences of such principles; 
nonetheless, the consequence follows no less logically from the principles.

In fact, there is no middle ground: Either society is subject to God and then is obliged to 
defend His rights and to conform to His precepts, as Catholic doctrine prescribes; or society is
independent of God and then has the absolute right not to be concerned about Him, which is 
legal Atheism.

The application of the two theories can suffer various modifications, but one theory absolutely
excludes the other, and we must choose between them. If we defend, at least in theory, the 
supremacy of truth, we are Catholics; if we concede to error the same rights as truth, we are 
liberals.

For the anti-Catholic Liberalism this equality between truth and error is absolute; for the 
Catholic Liberalism it relates only to society and to the power that governs it. These are two 
different errors, but they agree in denying the rights of truth. In fact, even though this second 
form of Liberalism is much less repugnant than the first, it is no less opposed to Catholic 
doctrine and we do not exaggerate by qualifying it as heresy. For it is evident that it denies at 
the same time the rights of God, of Jesus Christ and of the Church.
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Either God is nothing or He is the Sovereign Lord of all of societies as well as of individuals. 
To want to place Him outside of the law, to deny Him the essential authority, is to deny Him 
existence. Legislative Atheism necessarily leads to doctrinal Atheism.

Jesus Christ, no less than God His Father, has the right to the homage and the obedience of 
societies. When Christ came to earth, the Eternal Father gave to Him not only souls, but also 
the nations. He made Him Sovereign King and the only Savior of both peoples and 
individuals, applying the word of the Apostle: "For there is no other name under heaven given
to men, whereby we must be saved." (Acts 4:12)

The truth of Christ must reign in both the temporal and religious spheres

By thus authorizing peoples to disregard the teachings and precepts of Jesus Christ in their 
collective existence, Liberalism violates the rights of the Heavenly Father as well as those of 
His Only Begotten Son.

In the same way Liberalism attacks the authority of the Church. In fact, she was made the 
sovereign depository of the Incarnate Word and the supreme interpreter of His law. Our Lord 
told the Apostles, "Go, therefore, and teach all nations, teaching them to observe all the things
that I have commanded you." (Mt 28:19-20)

Here He makes no distinction between social and individual duties. He did not say to the 
Apostles, "Go and teach every man what he personally owes to God, but do not be concerned 
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about what men assembled in a society owe to one another." He speaks not only to 
individuals, but to nations. When, therefore, Liberalism removes societies from the authority 
of the Church, leaving them to answer only to their individual consciences, with one stroke it 
reduces to nothing the institution of Our Lord Jesus Christ and the mission of the Church.

Yes, it reduces both to nothing, because the truth is one and indivisible. To want to divide 
truth into two parts, and then sacrifice one to the demands of the world in order to better 
maintain the other, is to destroy it entirely. We can be disposed to make excuses for the 
intentions of the Catholics who make this calculation, imagining that we are rendering a great 
service to the truth, but we are obliged to clearly tell them, with the Pope, that such a service 
rendered to the truth by its defenders is more harmful to it than the violent attacks of its 
enemies.

It is the judgment of Solomon – who ordered the baby of two women, who both claimed him, 
to be cut in half – applied in reverse, not on a mortal child, but on the immortal truth. The 
division, which for Solomon was just a sham, would ask liberal Catholics to do what is 
manifestly impossible. A man placed between his conscience, which is Catholic, and public 
opinion, which no longer is, and tries to save both cannot do so. To take up the sword and 
strike is to try to cut the truth into two pieces.

To public opinion he surrenders the social rights of this divine truth even as he preciously 
guards his individual rights for himself. How can he not see that the divine truth thus 
mutilated is no longer the truth and no longer has anything of the divine? If God no longer 
governs social relations, then He obviously does not deserve the homage of individuals. 
Ceding this point to free-thought, he thus surrenders it all; he hands over the citadel and 
sacrifice the crown of the Divine King, who he boasts to defend.

"But," as liberal Catholics say, "if we refuse this satisfaction to public opinion, it becomes 
irritated by us and we are unable to exert any influence over it."

Yes, this is true. Just as the Christians of the first centuries could not confess the unity of God 
and the divinity of Jesus Christ without raising the public opinion of their time against them, 
so also we cannot. It is always the same fight although the terrain is different. It is the secular 
battle against Jesus Christ.

The execution of priests by liberals at the Paris Commune was less effective than Progressivism

infiltration in the Church, below, Fr. Boff leader of Liberation Theology
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To pretend to facilitate the salvation of the world by sacrificing the rights of the Savior would 
be to deceive ourselves with a foolish hope. Doing this, we would only make salvation 
impossible: first, because Jesus Christ would no longer be the true Savior if He were not the 
necessary Savior; second, because instead of conquering the affection of the world, we would 
only procure its contempt; third, because the truth would cease to have the power to save men
should its defenders cease to assert it in all its integrity.

Indeed, it is not the attacks of the enemies that weaken the truth; these attacks, on the 
contrary, make it shine even brighter. Its very nature is to be combated by error, just as it is 
the nature of light to be opposed to darkness. So long as the truth is boldly, courageously and 
wholly asserted by those whom it chose to be its organs on earth, it retains all its power to 
enlighten minds of good faith.

But, if the organs charged with manifesting it to the world affirm it only half-way, how can 
obscure minds know it? What profit will error not draw in the fight from the imprudent 
concessions of its defenders?

Without a doubt, these mitigated errors, which seduce Catholics and even priests, are 
incomparably more disastrous to the truth than the extreme errors professed only by those 
who are openly impious. If the lamp that lights the house is hidden under the bushel, how can 
its inhabitants not stumble in the darkness? If the salt becomes tasteless, what it left to 
preserve the world from corruption?

Therefore, Pius IX did not exaggerate when he denounced Liberalism as a scourge more 
frightful to Catholic France than the violence of the tyrants of the Commune [the radically 
communist government that ruled Paris from March 19 to May 28, 1871). In so doing, he was 
not comparing the liberal Catholics to the leaders of the Commune. Rather, he likened the 
results of the illusion of the former to the consequences of the tyranny of the latter.
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