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Chapter V 

 

Vatican II: Triumph of the Church’s Enemies 

 
As St. Paul wrote that the advent of “the man of lawlessness” would mark the arrival of the last times, it 

is entirely correct to describe Vatican II as a Council of lawlessness.  In a well-documented, pre-

arranged maneuver, a clique of liberal bishops, quite literally, hijacked the Council.  They violated the 

rules of the Council, took the microphone by force, and led a revolt against the lawful overseers of the 

council’s procedures.  This rebellion was, in fact, instigated by a Mason.  A priest who was also a 

freemason repented of his unlawful affiliation with “the kingdom of Satan” upon being healed at 

Lourdes.  He testified that Cardinal Lienart was behind the illegal tactic to take control of the council.  It 

is no wonder that, from his deathbed, this Masonic Cardinal could boast, “Humanly speaking, the 

Church is lost.”
1
 

 

“The Church must be brought up to date and made meaningful to the problems of today.”  With these 

words St. Anthony of the Desert described the mentality giving birth to the great apostasy. This is 

precisely the reason Pope John gave for convening the Council.  In the longer quote from which this 

excerpt from St. Anthony is taken, he prophesied, “they will surrender to the spirit of the age.”  And 

surrender they did: to the communists, surrender…to the masons, surrender…to the liberals, surrender.  

This is all a matter of historical fact, and the balance of this book will put forth the evidence.  For the 

time being, however, here are some thoughts and conclusions to serve as a basis for further exploration.   

 

Part I:  Communism 
 

The victory of the communists at the onset of the council is a matter of public record.  Yves Congar, a 

suspect theologian under Pope Pius XII whose theology had been condemned both as a doctrine and a 

method, crowed after the Council that “The Church has had, peacefully, its October revolution.”
2
  He 

was later honored by Pope John Paul II by being elevated to the College of Cardinals.    To repeat points 

already demonstrated: 

 

Communists and the Council 

 

• The Blessed Mother offered the spiritual remedy by which Russia would be converted.  Instead, 

this remedy was refused, and Communist Russia got the Vicar of Christ to agree to their terms – 

silence in the face of their evil.  The communist representatives (both of them K.G.B. agents), 

their demands met, arrived on the anniversary of the Miracle of the Sun. 

 

• They would continue to exert their will upon the Pope for years to come, as Paul would choose 

the bishops they ordered, and persecute bishops who resisted them. 

 

• Communists praised the Council, as the Italian Communist Party declared at its eleventh Party 

Congress in 1964:  “The extraordinary awakening of the Council, which is rightly compared with 

the Estates General of 1789, has shown the whole world that the old politico-religious Bastille 

[i.e. Christendom] is shaken to its foundations.”
3
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Communists and the Popes 

 

• The communists praised and promulgated Pope John’s communist vision for the world.  They 

distributed millions of copies of Chapter V of his encyclical “Pacem in Terris.”  The Soviet 

magazine “Nauka: Relighia,” praised John as a “wise and farsighted politician.”  The result of 

this encyclical and its endorsement of communist ideology was an increase of a million votes to 

the Italian Communist Party in comparison to the election five years earlier.  When the results of 

the votes were clear and the triumph of atheism was evident, throngs of communists packed St. 

Peter’s square, cheering, “Long live John XXIII.”
4
 

 

• The use of John’s encyclical in this manner could be viewed as simply a communist propaganda 

tactic and a distortion of his intent, but some facts would indicate other-wise.  As Patriarch of 

Venice he publicly promoted a socialist convention, having advertisements placed around the 

city reading, “I welcome the exceptional significance of this event, which is so important for the 

future of our country.”
5
  In a similar vein, he stated “I see no reason why a Christian could not 

vote for a Marxist if he finds the latter to be more fit to follow such a political line and historical 

destiny.”
6
  No reason why? Is his being an atheist not sufficient?  Can any Marxist or atheist 

have the correct vision of “historical destiny?”  Is godlessness the destiny we seek? 

 

• Even upon becoming a Cardinal, John used the occasion to demonstrate his subservience to 

communists.  He chose to receive his red cardinal’s hat from Vincent Auriol, the President of 

France.  He was a socialist, bitterly and overtly anti-Catholic.  Yes, “Good Pope John” literally 

knelt at the feet of an avowed enemy of the Church and hater of clergy to receive the symbol of a 

“Prince of the Church.”  Is it unreasonable to conclude that whom the prince had chosen to serve 

was made obvious by both the symbolism and reality of this act?   

 

• Only one more example of the vast collection of data proving John was sympathetic towards 

Communism and seemed to place the Church’s considerations and teachings in a secondary light 

are found in the biography by Alden Hatch.  John was a “good friend and confidant” of Edouard 

Herriot, Secretary of the anti-Catholic radical socialists.  He was overtly anti-clerical, which 

could only lead one to conclude that Cardinal Roncalli did not strike him as being primarily a 

cleric (an impression he gave many others who are on record to that effect), as their friendship 

was mutual and common knowledge.   

 

• The silence of Paul VI in the face of communist persecution of the Church and his own 

vindictiveness towards bishops the communists didn’t like is a matter of public record.  

Fr.Villa’s work on Paul VI documents well his shameful treatment of Cardinal Joseph Slipyi 

(who spent 17 years in Soviet concentration camps) and Cardinal Mindszenty.  Even as he 

persecuted and deposed the heroic resisters of communism, he received and honored their 

persecutors as often as they called upon him at the Vatican.   

 

• “Russia will spread her errors…”  This was foretold by The Blessed Mother at Fatima, and this is 

precisely what happened as a result of rejecting her solution.  Not only did it gain a foothold in 

Italy, but communism has decimated the Church in Central and South America, as Jesuit agents 

have fostered communist sponsored “liberation theology” in place of Roman Catholicism, 

leaving the Church in shambles.  Apart from overt communism, the errors of Russia have 

subversively eroded the west as their models of economics, education and psychological 

conditioning proliferate.  The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops has adopted all 
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communist and socialist principles, as demonstrated by their substantial financial backing for a 

convention to spread liberation theology held in Detroit.
7
 

 

Again, it is the arrogance of modernists, convinced that they are superior to the past, that has led to such 

ruin.  Not only was the Blessed Mother ignored, but so were the words of Pope Pius XI, “No one who 

would save Christian civilization may collaborate with it in any undertaking whatsoever.”  Less than 

three decades after this observation by Pius, communists were dictating the terms of an ecumenical 

council, choosing bishops which the Pope “rubber stamped,” and being endorsed by a papal encyclical, 

advancing their influence into the heart of Catholicism. 

 

The August 19, 1978 edition of Avvenire reprinted these words of Padre Pio, spoken to his spiritual 

brothers in 1963:  “Because of the spreading of injustice and the abuse of power, we have arrived at a 

compromise with atheistic materialism, denying the rights of God.  This is the chastisement 

preannounced at Fatima…All of the priests who maintain the possibility of a dialogue with the deniers 

of God and with the Luciferian powers of the world are mad, they have lost the faith, they no longer 

believe in the Gospel!  They thus betray the Word of God, because Christ came to bring to earth a 

perpetual alliance only with men of goodwill, but not to ally Himself with men thirsty for power and 

domination over their brothers…The flock is dispersed when the pastors ally themselves with enemies 

of the Truth of Christ.  All of the forms of power made deaf to the will and the authority of the heart of 

God are rapacious wolves who renew the Passion of Christ and cause the tears of the Madonna to pour 

forth.”
8
  Pope John’s persecution of this true saint will be recounted later. 

 

Part II:  The Masons 
 

That they had been succeeding in their plan to infiltrate the Church was conceded decades before by 

Pope Leo XIII.  In an 1892 encyclical to Italian bishops, he expressed, “particular concern regarding 

penetration of Masonry among the clergy,” and their plans to “soften the opposition of the lower 

clergy.”  Likewise, in 1913 Padre Pio lamented in a letter to a friend, “Jesus, regrettably, has reason to 

complain for the ingratitude of his own ministers!  How many unfortunate brothers of ours correspond to 

the love of Jesus by throwing themselves with open arms into the infamous sect of Freemasonry!”  As 

already documented, it was their plan that these “lower clergy,” who would one day become “the higher 

clergy,” would eventually elect one of their own to the throne of Peter.  By the Masons’ own standard, 

they had finally succeeded in John XXIII.  Carl J. Burckardt, a Masonic dignitary and Swiss diplomat, 

opined, “He is a deist and a rationalist…He will change many things; after him, the Church will never be 

the same.”
9
  While one can argue that no Pope can be held accountable to every opinion anyone cares to 

render, that Mr. Burckardt was entirely correct in his predictions does give credence to the fact that he 

knew of John’s Masonic affiliation and support, as he had already made publicly manifest. 

      

Pope John, as Archbishop in 1944, gave a Pentecost sermon in the Cathedral of Istanbul clearly 

espousing his own Masonic views, with the not-so-subtle undercurrents of relativism and indifferentism.  

“We can all find the best reasons to underscore the differences of race, culture, religion or conduct.  The 

Catholics, in particular, are keen to distinguish themselves from the “others:”  Orthodox brothers, 

Protestants, Jews, Muslims, believers and non-believers of other religions…Dear brothers and sons, I 

have to tell you that, in light of the Gospel and of the Catholic principle that is false logic.  Jesus came to 

knock down these barriers; He died in order to proclaim universal brotherhood.  The central point of his 

teaching is charity, that is, the love which binds all men to Him as the first of all brothers, and which 

binds Him, with us, to the Father.”
10

  We see a mindset that will manifest itself time and again; it is 

especially the Church that is wrong wherever disagreement is found; it is the Church which has been 
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operating outside the “light of the Gospel.”  According to the modernist, the Church of the past is always 

the culprit, as the enlightened Church of the present now realizes, in total agreement with her enemies. 

 

The Archbishop’s pro-masonic bent went well beyond sharing elements of their vision; he concretely 

advanced their sinister cause within the Church.  When Roncalli was nuncio in France he appointed a 

33
rd

 degree Freemason, Baron Yves Marsaudon, as head of the French branch of the Knights of Malta. 

This was the very order which Pius XII had suppressed and placed under investigation as he was well 

aware that it had become an organ of Freemasonry within the Church.  John suspended all such 

investigation (June 24, 1961) and restored free reign to the order. But, let’s hear from the Masons 

themselves… 

 

• “To us (freemasons) it was a great emotion, but, to many of our friends it was a sign.”  Mason 

Baron Marsaudon (referred to above), a friend of John XXIII, on his election 

 

• Mr. Marsaudon went on to write, “One could really speak of a revolution that from our Masonic 

Lodges has spread out magnificently, reaching the top of St. Peter’s Basilica.” 

 

• The same encyclical praised by Communists was equally extolled by Freemasons as a victory of 

their doctrines within the Church.  The Masonic Bulletin in the United States printed, “The 

encyclical Pacem in Terris is a vigorous statement of Masonic doctrine…we do not hesitate to 

recommend its thoughtful reading.”
11

   

 

• There is substantial evidence that both John XXIII and Paul VI were masons. John’s name 

appears on the lists of the P2 Lodge.  However, even if this were not the case, it is irrefutable that 

they were on very fraternal terms with these sworn enemies of the Church, and shared their 

philosophy and goals.  Mr. Marsaudon wrote in his book that Paul VI was indeed the man they 

were grooming for the Papacy, but that John XXIII was as good a second choice as any.  He 

wrote, “When Pius XII decided to direct personally the very important ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, Msgr. Montini [Paul VI] did not receive the purple.  It thus became, not canonically 

impossible, but traditionally difficult that upon the death of Pius XII he could accede to the 

Supreme Pontificate.  But then came a man whom, like his precursor, called himself John, and 

then it all began to change…If some small islands exist, not too distant, in the mind, from the 

times of the Inquisition, they would be forcibly drowned in the high tide of Ecumenism and 

Liberalism, one of the tangible consequences of which shall be the lowering of the spiritual 

barriers still dividing the world.  It is with all our heart, we wish success to John XXIII’s 

‘revolution.’”
12

   

 

• The first step in John’s revolution was to reinstate Archbishop Montini to his trajectory towards 

the Papacy, and so he was the first Cardinal named.  On his deathbed, he revealed him as his 

choice to succeed him.  The man whose betrayal of Pope Pius XII led to his expulsion from the 

Vatican was back, and in charge.   

 

• Upon his death, John was roundly praised by all of the Church’s enemies; this was more than 

diplomatic protocol; they were mourning the loss of a man who shared their vision and advanced 

their cause.  Here is but one example:  “The Great Western Lodge of Free and Accepted Masons, 

on the occasion of the death of John XXIII, makes known its sorrow for the disappearance of this 

great man who revolutionized the ideas, thoughts, and forms of the Roman Catholic liturgy 

[hearken back to Bishop Baum’s of liberalism: ‘revolution, that is, overthrow’]…Mankind has 
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lost a great man, and we Masons acknowledge his high principles, his humanitarianism, and his 

being a great liberal.”
13

   

 

• Several high ranking churchmen were masons, and the fact was so apparent that, in one case, it 

was publicly documented in a court in Vienna (the mason being Cardinal Koenig).  Upon the 

death of Pope Paul VI, the Masonic Grandmaster of the Roman headquarters, Giordano 

Gamberini, stated, “For the first time in history, the Freemasons can pay respect to the tomb of a 

Pope, without ambiguities or contradiction.”
14

 

 

• That Mr. Gamberini should speak so highly of Pope Paul is no surprise.  Pope Paul wanted him 

on the Executive Committee for a Concordant Bible.  This was despite the fact that Mr. 

Gamberini was among the founders of the “Gnostic Church of Italy,” which is an extension of 

the “Satanist church,” officially founded in France in 1888 by the Freemason Jules Doinel. 

 

• There is substantial evidence, even among documents of United States intelligence agencies, that 

Paul was not elected Pope at the conclave of 1963 until the Freemasons intervened.  Prince 

Borghese was chair of the conclave, and his German cousin Prince Scortesco wrote, “During the 

Conclave, the masonic Cardinal Tisserant stepped out of the Sistine Chapel, consulted with 

representatives of the B’nai B’rith, and announced to them the election of Cardinal Siri.  These 

replied saying that the persecutions against the Church would resume immediately.  Returning to 

the Conclave, he had Montini elected.”
15

  These illegal actions were witnessed by the “Noble 

Guard” of the Vatican, guardians of the Conclave.  Paul VI had this ancient Guard abolished 

soon after his election. Shortly after revealing that he had proof of these assertions, Prince 

Scortesco was found dead under circumstances labeled “suspect.”  It was widely reported that he 

had been burnt alive in his bed.   

 

Recall from an earlier chapter, the B’nai B’rith (Sons of the Covenant) is the Jewish arm of the 

Freemasons, whose hatred of the Church is clearly documented.  Their predilection for Cardinal 

Montini could perhaps be explained in light of the fact that Paul VI’s maternal grandfather and 

his mother were Jews.  His mother was baptized on the eve of her wedding, hence she chose the 

name “John Baptist” for her son.  On her tomb there are Masonic symbols.  As Pope, Paul would 

oftentimes put over his Papal vestments the “Ephod,” the insignia of the “High Priest,” in the 

time Jesus was condemned, such as would have been worn by Caiaphas during that very act.   

 

A Mr. Andreotti, member of the P2 Lodge, wrote in his book “A Ogni Morte di Papa” of a 

meeting attended by the Masonic Cardinal Suenens to prepare the election of Paul VI just before 

the conclave.  After his election, Paul named Suenens moderator of the Council. 

 

• Perhaps the Masons’ ultimate symbolic flaunting of their conquest of the Throne of Peter in the 

person of Paul VI was to be found on the Bronze Door of St. Peter’s Basilica.  A panel was 

inserted on the door to commemorate the Council.  On the left and right of the panel were John 

XXIII and Paul VI respectively, indicating that one opened the Council and the other concluded 

it.  On the back of the hand of the image of Paul VI, for the entire world to see in the full light of 

day, was the Masonic Star.  It was removed when a Catholic noticed this satanic stamp on Paul’s 

hand, but photographs of the panel’s original state exist. 
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Freemasonry spreads 

 

“We had struggled for a century and a half to bring our opinions to prevail with the Church and had not 

succeeded.  Finally, there came Vatican II and we triumphed.  From then on the propositions and 

principles of liberal Catholicism have been definitively and officially accepted by the Church.”  -Marcel 

Prelot, Senator for the Doubs Region of France 

 

• So cordially was “The Kingdom of Satan” embraced by the Post-Vatican II Church that Cardinal 

Willebrands, President of the Secretariat of Christian Unity, addressed representatives of a 

masonic order on their fiftieth anniversary, noting that he was there at the direction of the 

Secretary of State. 

 

• In 1967, the official bulletin of the Norwegian Bishops reported, “The Scandinavian Episcopal 

Conference has decided, after lengthy and careful reflection, that the bishops may allow, 

individually, the members of the Masonic Order of our Northern Nations wishing to embrace 

Catholicism, to be welcomed in the Church without renouncing their active membership in 

Freemasonry.”  

  

• The ultimate triumph of Freemasonry would be when one of their own, Archbishop Bugnini, was 

given free reign to annihilate the Mass and fabricate his own, but this will come later… 

 

• The Freemasons bestowed on John Paul II one of their highest honors, “The Order of Galilae.”  

The representative of Italian Freemasonry said he merited the honor because he promoted, “the 

values of universal Freemasonry; fraternity, respect for the dignity of man, and tolerance…”
16

 

 

• Again, the B’nai B’rith’s prominence and high regard they enjoyed with the head of the Church 

they sought to destroy cannot be passed over in silence.  Then director Max Jules Isaac arrived at 

the Vatican only a week after the establishment of the “Secretariat for Christian Unity,” spending 

more than an hour with the Masonic Cardinal Bea.  He said he was promised by John XXIII a 

“revision” of Christian doctrine amenable to his ends.  This meeting was covered in the Jan. 25, 

1966 edition of “Look” magazine (with a circulation of 7 million) in an article entitled:  “How 

the Jews have changed Catholic thinking.”    Likewise, at least four times representatives from 

this overtly anti-Catholic group were formally received by John Paul II.  Perhaps the B’nai B’rith 

recognized in their new-found influence at the Chair of Peter the plan stated in their 1936 

meeting in Paris: “Let some of our sons become bishops and cardinals, that these may destroy 

the Catholic Church!” 

 

 

Part III:  Liberalism & Modernity 
 

As Cardinal Suenens brazenly declared, the Second Vatican Council was the French Revolution in the 

Church.
17

  In short, he was rejoicing that the violent overthrow of the Church by liberals had finally 

permeated the core of the Church.  The French Revolution was described by Pope Pius IX as 

“inspired by Satan himself.  Its goal is the destruction of the building of Christianity.”  In the words of 

this Cardinal, and as the facts confirm, the work of the Council was inspired by the Devil towards the 

destruction of Christianity.  Another Cardinal agreed:  Cardinal Ratzinger (Pope Benedict XVI) 

opined that “Gaudium et Spes,” the Council’s document on the Church, “represents on the part of the 
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Church, an attempt at an official reconciliation with the new era inaugurated in 1789 [by the French 

Revolution].”  Yet, as the masons explicitly stated in “The Permanent Instruction of the Alta 

Vendita,” their shared goal with the French Revolution was “the final destruction of Catholicism and 

even of the Christian idea.”  This is the “new era” with which, as a future Pope himself admitted, the 

Church sought to reconcile herself: the Church reconciling with the anti-Church.  Of course, the anti-

Church conceded nothing, but only lauded the Church’s concession to her own self-destruction (the 

very phrase used by Paul VI to describe the Church’s state after the council).   

     

 Pope Pius IX said that this revolution was inspired by Satan himself, with the destruction of 

Christianity as its goal.  In fact, shortly afterward, The French Directory ordered Napoleon Bonaparte 

to invade Rome, so as “to overthrow the last of the popes and take the tiara from the pretended Head 

of the universal Church.”  Tragically, yet fittingly, there was no need.  Pope Paul VI, of his own 

freewill, removed the Papal Tiara, worn by the Supreme Pontiffs since the first millennium, to never 

take it up again (Nov. 13, 1964).  “They will surrender to the spirit of the age…”  In this action, and in 

so many others, the surrender was made manifest.  We will proceed to look at these ways.   

 

Modernist theologians given control of the Council 

 

This subject will be treated in more detail in the sections “The Restrainer Removed,” and, “I Will Not 

Lead.”  For now, I will merely point out a fact of historical record:  authors who were deemed suspect 

and whose writings were condemned for threatening to undermine the Faith with modernism were not 

only welcomed at the Council, but given great prominence and influence over the documents 

themselves. (Pope John himself was twice removed from teaching posts as a young priest due to 

suspicions of modernism).  Here are but a few examples: 

 

•  In his book, “Principles of Catholic Theology,” Cardinal Ratzinger (Benedict XVI) lauded the 

fact that Teilhard de Chardin exerted a wide influence at the council, referring particularly to the 

document on The Church in the Modern World.  The full context of this remark is bizarre to say 

the least, and will be provided in a future chapter.  For our purposes here, we only need to take a 

brief glimpse into the thought of de Chardin:  “I think the great religious fact of the present time 

is the awakening of a new religion which, bit by bit is leading to the worship of the world, and 

which is indispensable to humanity in order that it may continue to labor.”
18

 

 

In 1962, the veritable eve of the Council, The Holy Office declared his writings contained 

“ambiguities and grave errors.”  Yet, a man who would become Pope was pleased with his 

influence, declaring that the entire document took its cue from de  Chardin.  [A point of possible 

interest for the reader: de Chardin was instrumental in fabricating one of the hoaxes put forth by 

scientists to “prove” evolution.  Also, two priests who were enamored by his heretical writings 

were subsequently victims of diabolical possession as a direct result of believing his works. See 

“Hostage to the Devil” to read the complete account].  DeChardin was a freemason of the 

Martinist Order, and although he was a heretic, one of his disciples, Henri DeLubac, who was 

banished by Pius XII, was restored by John.  DeLubac would later boast, “the post-conciliar 

period represented the victory of Protestantism within Catholicism.”
19

  He was rewarded for his 

efforts on behalf of Protestantism by being made a Cardinal by John Paul II. 

 

•  Another censured writer who found himself thrust into prominence was Fr. Edward 

Schillebeeckx.  He called into question the Divinity of Christ, the virginal conception of Jesus, 

the resurrection and the authority of the Church’s Magisterium.  He and other theologians 

deliberately crafted the documents so that they could be exploited later for their modernist 
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agenda.  In his own words, “We have used ambiguous phrases during the Council and we know 

how we will interpret them afterwards.”  In speaking of the modernist plan to usurp the council 

documents, he stated: “We will express it in a diplomatic way, but after the council we will draw 

out the implicit conclusions.”
20

   

 

• Hans Kung is so utterly heretical that he is one of the few theologians to have actually received a 

formal censure after the Council (of course, he has never been excommunicated, despite his 

repeated espousal of heresies).  He declared that “what had once been the dream of an avant 

garde group in the Church [i.e. modernists] had spread and permeated the entire atmosphere of 

the Church, due to the Council.” 

 

• Paul VI filled the “Pontifical Biblical Institute” with heretical writers.  Among them were the 

Jesuits Zerwik and Lyonnet, both of whom the Holy Office had condemned and expelled.
21

  As 

yet another sign of the Church’s surrender to her enemies, The Holy Office itself, which came 

into being in 1542 to oppose the heresies of Luther, was terminated in 1964 by Paul VI.  The 

father of liberalism had gained yet another crucial victory over the Church he despised, with the 

Pope, whom he referred to as the anti-Christ, doing his bidding for him.  This would not be the 

last time, as we will read in the section on the Mass. 

 

• Modernity’s final triumph:  Ever since it was instituted by St. Pius X, every cleric in the Church 

had to swear the Oath Against Modernism.  As writer Michael Davies summarized: “The first 

part of the oath is a strong affirmation of the basic Catholic truths opposed by Modernism: the 

demonstrability of God’s existence by human reason; the value and suitability of miracles and 

prophecies as criteria for revelation; the historical institution of the Church by Christ; the 

inviolable character of Catholic tradition; the reasonableness and supernaturalness of faith.”
22

  

Pope Paul VI abolished the oath. 

 

• It was at the opening of the Council that Pope John declared his policy of “mercy towards error,” 

and his successor would take that one step further.  In his pastoral letter for Lent in 1962 

Cardinal Montini wrote, “today there are no errors in the Church, or scandals or deviations or 

abuses to correct.”  Likewise, as pope, he wrote in his first encyclical Ecclesiam Suam that: “At 

the present time it is no longer a matter of ridding the Church of this or that particular heresy or 

of certain specific disorders.  Thanks be to God there are none in the Church.”  This statement is 

either the wishful thinking of a man gravely out of touch with reality, or the consecration of 

modernism.  As Pius X declared modernity to be the “synthesis of all heresies,” John XXIII 

empowered those guilty of this mega-heresy to form a council, and now Paul VI declared that the 

Church had passed from being threatened by the “synthesis of all heresies” to having none at all.  

Yet, both the state of affairs at that time and subsequent history would undeniably demonstrate 

that Paul was woefully unfit to interpret the “signs of the time,” the supposed impetus and 

mandate for the Council.   

 

 

Part IV:  The Triumph of the Arch-enemy 

 
As Satan was known by Pope Pius IX to be the “father of the French Revolution,” as Freemasonry 

was known by Leo XIII to be the “Kingdom of Satan,” and as Pope Pius IX dubbed communism a 

“satanic scourge,” we have Popes themselves directly connecting to Satan these three 

entities/ideologies; the proof is irrefutable that these three satanic plagues were embraced at the 



 

38 

 

Council and by the conciliar popes.   Every council in the history of the Church was convoked to 

combat Satan and to put an end to the errors of the age; now, Satan had a council of his own 

through which to disseminate his errors.*  This assertion is confirmed in nothing less than a papal 

encyclical:  “One must learn how to discern them [the fruits of the council] carefully from 

everything that may instead come originally from ‘the prince of this world.’  This discernment in 

implementing the council’s work is especially necessary in view of the fact that the council 

opened itself widely to the contemporary world…”
23

   Any council which needs such a disclaimer 

(and I assure you, this is the only one) can only be classified as an abject failure, but that would 

not stop the onslaught of the relentless propaganda campaign by which the faithful would be 

incessantly assured that this council of “mixed satanic fruit,” was nothing less than a “Second 

Pentecost” and a “New Springtime.”   

 

 

 

 

*(The guaranteed protection of the Holy Spirit in the Church’s magisterium is not discarded by 

this analysis.  That the parameters of this guarantee are often misrepresented and not so well 

understood by faithful Catholics is part of the reason the council was able to get away with such 

indescribable incompetence and recklessness.  Many excellent works exist on the topic, but it is 

beyond the scope of this work).   
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