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Chapter VII 

 

Rome Will Lose the Faith 

Sources 

• Our Lady of LaSalette:  “Rome will lose the faith and become the seat of the antichrist.” 

 

• Our Lady of LaSalette:  “In the year 1864, Lucifer together with a large number of demons will 

be unloosed from hell; they will put an end to faith little by little, even in those dedicated to God.  

They will blind them in a special way, that, unless they are blessed with a special grace, these 

people will take on the spirit of these angels of hell.  Several religious institutions will lose the 

faith and will lose many souls.”  Note the consistency with the Masonic plan to infiltrate and 

destroy the Church; it will be something gradual and unperceived. 

 

• From the same apparition:  “The Vicar of my Son will suffer a great deal, because for a while the 

Church will yield to a persecution, a time of darkness, and the Church will witness a frightful 

crisis.” 

 

• “In the Third Secret is predicted, among other things, that The Great Apostasy in the Church will 

begin at the top.”
1
  Our Lady of Fatima, according to Cardinal Mario Luigi Cappi, theologian for 

the pontifical household from 1955 to 1989. 

 

• According to Fr. Joaquin Alonso, the official archivist of Fatima, the third secret tells of “internal 

struggles in the womb of the Church and of grave pastoral negligence by the upper hierarchy 

[and] deficiencies of the upper hierarchy of the Church.”
2
 

The trajectory 

• Resistance:  For  hundreds  of  years,  popes  consistently  and  clearly  identified  and  

                     condemned the Church’s enemies and their respective schools of thought. 

 

• Infiltration:   Nonetheless, these enemies began to make inroads into the Church, as the  

                     Blessed Mother foretold and popes acknowledged. 

 

• Surrender:    At Vatican II, these same enemies were embraced and given positions of  

                     prominence and influence, as their praise of the council confirms. 

 

• Diffusion:    The  post-Vatican II  Church  would  now  diffuse  these  errors  to all of her  

                    members, creating the new church schemed by the masons and longed for by  

                    the modernists, fulfilling the long-fermenting apostasy. 
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Introduction:  “The Blind Leading the Blind…” 

When Jesus foretold His passion, St. Peter said “God forbid, Lord, that such a thing ever happen!” to 

which Jesus gave the famous retort, “Get thee behind me, Satan!  You are judging as men judge, not as 

God judges!”  This verse is worth bearing in mind for a few reasons: 

• Peter was acting contrary to Christ, yet he was sincere.  He truly believed he was acting in Jesus’ 

best interests.  Likewise, at least some of the agents of the apostasy, even those at the top, may 

sincerely believe that they were and are acting in the best interests of Jesus. 

 

• It is precisely because Peter is thinking like a worldling that he is rebuked.   Likewise, the great 

apostasy is built upon worldliness; a worldly view with worldly goals for a worldly Church, with 

the supernatural and eternal life relegated to the footnotes. 

 

• Yet, Peter is not excused.  Christ had just spoken a prophecy, not suggested a possibility.  

Likewise, the agents of the apostasy in the Church had two thousand years of history, tradition 

and doctrine which they disregarded in favor of their own worldly categories, and they had the 

constant witness of two centuries worth of popes condemning the same errors which they 

embraced.  Liberalism’s hallmark of incoherence, as well as our Lady of LaSalette’s description 

of the “dimming of intellects” seem plainly manifest in the Vatican II Church, as men who 

sincerely believe they are working for Christ instead hasten the apostasy. 

Sr. Lucia [Fatima] said, “the worst is that he [the Devil] has succeeded in leading into error and 

deceiving souls having a heavy responsibility through the place which they occupy…! They are blind 

men guiding other blind men…”
3
  This topic will be furthered examined in the section, “I Will Not 

Lead.” 

The Smoke of Satan 

This incoherence is perhaps best manifested in Pope Paul VI’s now famous statement, “from somewhere 

or other the smoke of Satan has entered the temple of God.”
4
  He likewise recognized the Church as 

being in a state of self-destruction.  These statements are sometimes hailed as prophetic and heroic, yet 

they are nothing of the sort, as they betray an intrinsic deficiency among liberals: a remarkable inability 

to grasp the laws of cause and effect.  The smoke of Satan did not enter “through a crack,” as Pope Paul 

suggested; the doors were flung wide open by the pope himself, and Satan was invited in.  The Church’s 

enemies dictated the terms of the council, wielded heavy influence over its deliberations and documents, 

and were given the power to destroy the ancient Mass and replace it with their own protestantized, 

Masonic substitute.  And so Pope Paul lamented the destruction in the Church, never seeming to grasp 

his own egregious contribution to it.  He is not the only one to have publicly acknowledged the disaster 

that Vatican II unleashed…    
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Part I:  The Council as a Force of Destruction 

“I have come to the conclusion, if I am to write truly, that I 

shun every assembly of bishops, for I have never seen a good end 

come of any council, because, so far from bringing about the diminution 

of evil, they have augmented it.”      -St. Gregory Nazianzus 

 

• “In many areas the Council has not so far given us peace but rather stirred up troubles and 

problems that in no way serve to strengthen the Kingdom of God within the Church or within its 

souls.”
5
 

- Pope Paul VI 

   

“It was believed that after the council a sunny day in the Church’s history would dawn, but 

instead there came a day of clouds, storms and darkness.”
6
    

                                                        - Pope Paul VI 

 

• “The opening to the world became a veritable invasion of the Church by worldly thinking.  This 

invasion deprives the Church of its power to oppose the world and robs it of its own specific 

character.”
7
 

- Paul VI 

 

• “Doubt has entered our conscience, and it has entered through windows that were supposed to be 

opened to the light instead…”
8
 

- Paul VI, June 29, 1972 

 

• “Profane and secular humanism has shown itself in its own terrible stature and has in a sense 

defied the Council.  The religion of God made man has come up against the religion of a man 

who makes himself God.”
9
    

- Pope Paul VI 

 

• “The Church is in a disturbed period of self-criticism, or what would better be called self-

destruction.  It is an acute and complicated upheaval which nobody would have expected after 

the council.  It is almost as if the Church were attacking herself.”
10

 

- Pope Paul VI 

 

This constitutes nothing less than an admission by the Pope himself that an apostasy is 

underway.  The Church’s enemies had been trying to destroy her for two thousand years; yet 

now a Pope has conceded that it is the Church acting as her own enemy.  If this does not warrant 

the adjective “Great” with the current apostasy, whatever would?  Here is repeated an even more 

startling admission  

 

• [In assessing the council’s fruits,] “One must learn how to discern them carefully from 

everything that may instead come originally from the ‘prince of this world.’  This discernment in 
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implementing the council’s work is especially necessary in view of the fact that the council 

opened itself widely to the contemporary world…”
11

 

- Pope John Paul II 

 

It is unprecedented and truly stunning that a Pope has to warn that a council gave inroads to 

Satan to corrupt the Church. Now, the faithful are somehow supposed to know how to discern 

the evil one’s effects, even though a council itself allowed them to take root.  Some of those 

diabolical fruits were described as follows by the same pope… 

 

• “We must admit realistically and with feelings of deep pain, that Christians today in a large 

measure feel lost, confused, perplexed and even disappointed; ideas opposed to truth which has 

been revealed and always taught are being scattered abroad in abundance; heresies, in the full 

and proper sense of the word, have been spread in the area of dogma and morals, creating doubts, 

confusion, and rebellions.”
12

                                     

 

• “The image of the Church of modern times has changed, and is characterized by the fact that it 

has become, and will continue to become still more, the Church of pagans; no longer the Church 

of pagans who have become Christians, as she used to be, but the Church of pagans who still call 

themselves Christians.  Paganism is at home today in the Church, and that is typical of the 

Church of modern times as well as of the new paganism, which both involve a paganism in the 

Church and a Church in whose heart paganism dwells.  We are not speaking here of that 

paganism which has become a united front against the Church in the Eastern countries…But we 

mean that much more typical phenomena of our time which constitutes the real threat for 

Christians, namely paganism within the Church, the ‘abomination of desolation in the holy 

place’” (Mark 13:14).
13

 

This observation was made by Cardinal Ratzinger in 1969.  It is amazing in light of its proximity 

to the close of the council; the Cardinal could have had no idea how far it would go.  While 

recognizing the threat of pagans within Church, he could not have dreamed that a future pope 

himself would declare overt pagans to be a part of the church, participating in their rituals and 

offering them Catholic altars on which to offer their pagan sacrifices. 

•  The same Cardinal would concede in an interview many years later, “It is incontestable that the 

last twenty years have been decidedly unfavorable for the Church,” as we went on to describe the 

post-conciliar Church as being in “a continuing process of decay.”
14

 

Despite these sober, realistic assessments, true to the liberal prerequisite of incoherence, the same 

Council has been the recipient of a relentless propaganda campaign wherein the faithful are reassured, 

ad nauseam, that the “fruits of the Council” are irrefutable and overwhelmingly positive, never quite 

mustering any data to support this fictional assertion.  We will read more of this in the chapter  “Even 

the Elect Will Be Led Astray.”   
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Part II:  The Papacy Attacks Itself 

 Pope Leo XIII was one of those popes who labored against modernity within the Church, as well as the 

persecutions of the liberal states that were systematically eliminating her from social and cultural life, 

while harassing clergy in every conceivable way.  Throughout it all, even though he would concede later 

in life that the recovery of the Papal States and the Pope’s rightful sovereignty seemed improbable, he 

never lost sight of the divine and irrevocable loftiness of his office.  Likewise, he reminded apostate 

Christendom of all that they owed to the Papacy: 

“Now, if we consider the labors of the Papacy, what can be more unjust than to deny the great and 

glorious services rendered to the whole civilized world by the Bishops of Rome?  Our predecessors, in 

securing the good of nations, never hesitated to face struggles of every kind, to undergo any amount of 

labor, to expose themselves to bitter troubles.  With their eyes fixed on Heaven, they did not quail before 

the threats of the wicked, nor allow either flattery or bribes to elicit from them an assent which would 

prove them to be degenerate or unworthy of their office.”
15

 

Pope Leo offered no apologies for what he was, either in words or by unbecoming actions, nor did he 

beg forgiveness for the liberal version of history which portrayed his predecessors as the enemies of 

civilization rather than its defenders and promoters.  Instead, he told the truth in Christ, and reminded 

Europe that it was the rejection of the Papacy and the Church, not their influence, that brought society to 

its ruin.  “It was the glory of the Popes that they placed themselves, with inflexible constancy, like a wall 

and a bulwark to prevent human society from falling back into the ancient superstition and savagery.  

Would to God that this salutary authority had never been neglected or repudiated!  Then, assuredly, civil 

sovereignty itself would not have lost that august and sacred character which religion had bestowed 

upon it, and which alone gave to the obedience of the subject its worth and nobility; nor should we have 

witnessed so many rebellions and wars which have filled the earth with blood and misery; nor would 

realms formerly most prosperous and powerful be now fallen down to the depths of helplessness and 

oppressed by calamities of every kind.”
16

   

Pope Leo spoke of the tragic consequences of rejecting the Papacy and Catholic States, and this was 

before the carnage of two World Wars, the holocaust, and the slaughter of tens of millions by 

Communist Russia.  Amid all of the Church’s apologies for the past, has a post-Vatican II pope ever 

spoken so clearly and, yes, proudly (as it is truly boasting “in Christ”), like Leo, and reminded Europe 

that none of these things would have happened had she remained true to her Catholic foundation?  

Rather, the very movements which led to these atrocities (and deliberately caused them) are now 

deemed the most suitable architects for the “New Humanity,” and the Church embraces them, perhaps 

with the hopes of being their chaplain.  These historical scourges left the world eager to build a 

civilization where such things would no longer occur, yet, the Church decided to join in with this 

globalist chorus of collective ignorance, not reminding the world, perhaps no longer believing herself, 

that the order of the world they were so eager to leave behind and stigmatize would, in fact, have 

prevented these things from ever happening in the first place.   

These reflections likewise are relevant in the unit which deals with the Vatican II Church’s contempt for 

the past; for now, I would just ask the reader to take note and, yes, be edified by the words of Pope Leo, 
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his surety of his office, his conviction that Catholicism and the Papacy were the solution to the world’s 

problems, rather than contributors, his belief that a world centered on Christ is better than a world 

without Him and, yes, by Divine mandate that world rested on the shoulders of His Vicar.    How 

refreshing it would be for the few remaining Catholics to hear similar words today. 

 Every movement of apostasy and schism in the history of the Church has been hostile to the papacy, as 

it was the pope who opposed them and upheld the true doctrine.  Yet, wouldn’t it stand to reason that in 

the Great Apostasy, it would by the popes themselves who doubt the papacy, as Mary foretold?  Not 

every schismatic believed the papacy should not exist, just that it was not what Catholic doctrine taught.   

Likewise, the post-Vatican II popes, while not “dis-believing” in their office per se, have gone a long 

way towards emptying it of its substance.  As Pope Paul observed that the Church was attacking itself, is 

it not unreasonable to hold that the Papacy, as part of that Church, was doing the same?  This was the 

Catholic Church called for by the masons; using the same name, retaining the same appearance, but 

robbed of its substance and replaced by a counterfeit.  A curious incident from the council was a sign of 

even more curious things to come… 

In his biography of Pope John Paul II, George Weigel related a story about a private discussion Pope 

Paul had with his advisors.  He was aware of the anti-papal strain being adopted by the council and 

wanted to combat it.  He suggested that the sentence, “The Pope is answerable to God alone,” should be 

added to the document in question.  His advisors, however, had to correct him and inform him that the 

Pope is in fact answerable to two thousand years of doctrine and tradition.  Now the reader may think, 

‘this shows that Pope Paul had too grandiose a sense of the papacy, not too little, as the author is 

suggesting.’  Yet, as will be more fully developed in a subsequent chapter, this embodies the intrinsic 

incoherence of liberalism; the Vatican II popes consistently denied the genuine nature of their office on 

one hand, and on the other betrayed a hubris of cosmic proportions in abusing their power to do things 

they had no right whatsoever to do.  However, two points from this episode are relevant: 

• That the Council sought to undermine the papacy was recognized by even a liberal Pope. 

 

• In Paul VI, the Church had a Pope who actually needed to be told what a pope was by his 

advisors! 

The acts of the Council actually confirm the anti-papal forces which dominated.  The drafts for the 

document “Lumen Gentium” sought to water down the full authority of the Papacy by employing a 

favorite corrosive buzzword of liberals, “collegiality.”  As liberal council members freely admitted, they 

inserted ambiguous words in the documents which they could later exploit to their own ends; collegiality 

was one of them.  Even Paul VI noticed this and, despite his own liberal beliefs, recognized the future 

threat to the rightful authority of the Pope.  For this reason, he issued a “nota praevia,” a preface, to 

clarify the concept of collegiality.  This is significant in that it embodies a number of sad realities 

surrounding the council: 

• Forces in the council, forces powerful enough to effect the final draft of a major document, 

sought to undermine the papacy. 
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• The Council’s disrespect for the Pope as well as his absolute impotence in the face of their 

rebuffs is made clear in the fact that, what a pope decreed to be placed at the beginning of the 

document was only inserted as a footnote at the end. 

 

• This episode also betrays the incompetence of the council fathers and the insipid, indecisive, 

feeble nature of their documents.  As Mr. Amerio rightfully observed, “It seems inexplicable, 

after so many consultations, corrections and revisions and the acceptance and rejection of so 

many amendments, that the council should issue a doctrinal document so imperfect as to require 

an explanatory note at the very moment of its promulgation.”
17

 

An anecdotal summary of the attitude underlying this episode played itself out during the council.  The 

bishops were unhappy that Pope Paul had rightfully used his supreme apostolic authority to influence a 

document, and gave vent to their poutiness; the St. Louis Review reported the following scene on Nov. 

21, 1964: 

“As Pope Paul was carried into St. Peter’s on his sedia gestatoria, he passed between the two rows of 

2100 stonily silent bishops.  No applause from the bishops’ stalls greeted him.  Even as the Pope made a 

simple blessing sign, only one in ten of the bishops crossed themselves.  Newsmen witnessing the scene 

double-checked with each other about what they were seeing.”
18

 

The following points are relevant: 

• True to modernism, these bishops betrayed their protestant belief that the papacy is about the 

man, not the office.  The refusal to accept a blessing from the Vicar of Christ shows their disdain 

for his office, a disregard for the sign of the Cross bordering on contempt, and a disbelief in the 

grace conferred by the Apostolic Blessing.  To them, he was nothing more than John Montini, 

with whom they were not well pleased. 

 

• Their infantile rebellion, not caring that they gave scandal to onlookers, would be unacceptable 

in mere school children.  Coming from “Successors to the Apostles” and the “Fathers of an 

Ecumenical Council,” it gave clear evidence of the sad caliber of men to whom so great a task 

had been entrusted.  Thirty years ago Pope Pius XI had been warned that, given the caliber of the 

world’s bishops, a council was a bad idea; the intervening decades brought no improvement.  It 

is no wonder that soon after a Pope would have to warn the faithful about the fruits of Satan 

emanating from the council. 

Before becoming Pope, John XXIII likewise displayed his disregard for the sacred symbols of the 

papacy and all that they embodied.  As nuncio in Paris, he was paid a visit by his friend Dom Beauduin, 

reprimanded by The Holy Office for his modernism.  Dom Beauduin recalled how he was brusquely 

escorted into a chair that was on a platform, and that Roncalli was laughing heartily at the scene, and he 

came to realize that he had been seated on the Papal throne which is to be found in the residence of all 

legates.  The future pope’s use of a symbol of the papal sovereignty as a mere prop for his own jokes 

was sadly more than just a misguided attempt at humor; history would show it was prophetic, as he 

would use the papacy to promote heretics and debase the authority of his own office.
19

   



 

52 

 

 

 

 

Attacking the doctrine of the Papacy 

     We have already discussed the surrendering of the Papal tiara (whose earliest mention was in 708) as 

a symbolic act of surrender and subservience by the pope towards the modern world which rejected the 

Church’s  teachings about her supreme office; now we will see how the Papacy has sought to deny its 

own essence on the doctrinal level.   

• Matthew, chapter 16, “You are Peter, and on this rock I will build My Church…” 

As has always been the doctrine of the Church, the “rock” upon which Jesus built His Church 

was Peter and his successors.  To justify their rejection of the Papacy, the protestant response 

was that the “rock” was merely Peter’s profession of Faith, “you are the Christ, the Son of the 

living God,” not Peter himself.  This is pure fiction in light of the verse itself; Jesus is clearly 

referring to Peter (literally, rock), and that is why he changed his name from Simon.  The Church 

has always taught (with the explicit stamp of infallibility at Vatican I) that Peter alone was the 

object of Christ’s words.  Even Vatican II, despite its already noted anti-Papal leanings, cited this 

same verse in teaching that Jesus built His Church upon blessed Peter, the leader of the 

Apostles.
20

  Yet, despite this affirmation of the Church’s constant teaching, the apostasy was in 

motion “at the top…” and being diffused to every level. 

• The Feast of the Chair of Peter, celebrated on February 22, is a commemoration of Peter’s 

primacy over the universal Church, as conferred by Christ.  Yet, the opening prayer reads, “All-

powerful Father, you have built your Church on the rock of St. Peter’s confession of faith.”  On 

the very feast honoring the primacy of the Pope, the Church is mandated to pray a heresy, a 

heresy which undermines the office of the Papacy it is supposed to be celebrating!  Indeed, “the 

apostasy in the Church will begin at the top…” 

 

• The Catechism of the Catholic Church: the incoherence of liberalism marches on… 

Pope John Paul described the Catechism as a “sure norm” for teaching the faith, but let’s not be 

so sure after all, as this catechism also lays the groundwork for the current and future apostasy by 

undermining the papacy.   

In paragraph 424, the heresy from above is repeated:  “On the rock of this faith confessed by St. 

Peter, Christ built his Church.”  (These words were not confessed by Peter, but by Simon, whose 

name was changed to Peter, Rock, after speaking them; especially in this context, the distinction 

matters).  Using a typical modernist tactic, the Catechism even references Pope Leo the Great in 

support of this heresy in order to give itself the semblance of orthodoxy.  The letter cited, 

however, in no way supports this protestant notion; rather, it upholds true doctrine, as truly great 
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Popes always have.  As Pope Leo wrote, “he was ordained before the rest in such a way that 

from his being called the Rock, from his being pronounced the Foundation, from his being 

constituted the Doorkeeper of the kingdom of heaven, from his being set as the Umpire to bind 

and to loose, whose judgments shall retain their validity in heaven, from all these mystical titles 

we might know the nature of his association with Christ.”
21

 

 

• Yet, true to the incoherence of liberalism and the schizophrenia of the post-Vatican II Church, 

one can read in the same Catechism (552, 881), that it was in fact Peter, not his confession of 

faith, upon which Jesus built His Church.  In fact, 881 goes so far as to prohibit a double 

interpretation of this verse which would allow one to say that Christ meant both things, by 

specifying that Christ made Peter alone the rock of His Church. 

While Orwell was not a prophet of the great apostasy, his “double-speak” would certainly be a 

fitting moniker for these shenanigans.  A faithful Catholic who read the heresy in 424 could have 

is troubled mind assuaged by being directed to the subsequent orthodox citations, while the 

apostate and those who will try to lead the faithful astray are also armed with the same book, 

which the “great” Pope himself has called a “sure norm” for teaching the faith.  A protestant 

arguing this point with a Catholic can now pull out the Catholic’s catechism to prove the 

protestant position!  Indeed, the apostasy has begun at the top. 

• The post-Vatican II Church also undermines the Papacy, therefore the entire Church, in 

repeatedly asserting that the notion that the Orthodox churches must reconcile with Rome is 

“outdated.”  In short, this is a full endorsement of Apostasy.  This teaching explicitly puts forth 

the Church as founded by Christ as being “obsolete,” and those who reject the Church as Christ 

established it as being indeed correct.  One example is the Balamand Statement (cited with 

approval by John Paul II in “Ut Unum Sint”), which reads, “The Catholic Churches [Churches? 

Are there now more than one?] and the Orthodox Churches recognize each other as sister 

Churches, responsible together for maintaining the Church of God in fidelity to the divine 

purpose…”
22

  Again, this statement indicates that the “divine purpose” was not to have a 

Church, but churches, some founded on Peter, some not, yet somehow equal partners in the work 

of salvation.  Yet again, the words “apostasy” and “incoherence” are entirely in order. 

 

•  As with Pope Paul VI in the anecdote already cited from the Council, John Paul also gave cause 

for the faithful to question how well he grasped the divine foundation and nature of his own 

office.  In 2001 he offered these troubling, almost pathetic thoughts: “With rigorous and serene 

theological research, with constant imploring for the light of the spirit, we will be able to address 

even the most difficult and seemingly insurmountable questions in so many of our ecumenical 

dialogues, as, for example, that of the Bishop of Rome.”
23

  First of all, the Vicar of Christ now 

limits himself to being merely “The Bishop of Rome;” yes, a completely legitimate title, but also 

the preferred one of liberals, as it suggests that the Pope’s authority is in no way universal.  

Secondly, a truth which has been clearly taught by the Church as having been revealed by God is 

now reduced to a “seemingly insurmountable question.”  If the Pope feels that way about his 

own office, who could he possibly expect to follow him in his exercise of it? 
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Papal Subservience 

By a series of symbolic gestures, both Pope Paul VI and Pope John Paul II demonstrated that, unlike 

their predecessors throughout the ages, they did not ascribe to the high and noble regard given to their 

office.  Here are but a few examples: 

• When meeting the Metropolite Melitone, a mere envoy of the schismatic Patriarch of 

Constantinople Demetrius, Pope Paul VI kissed his feet.
24

 

 

• On March 23, 1966, Paul VI put on the finger of Dr. Ramsey, the Anglican Archbishop of 

Canterbury, his  new  “conciliar ring” and then imparted, together with him, the “blessing” to 

those present.   

 

- Dr. Ramsey, as an Anglican, did not possess true holy orders, therefore is not capable of 

conferring blessings, yet Paul VI participated in this simulation, implying the blessing of a 

layman wrongly believing himself a bishop was equal to that of the Pope. 

 

- Dr. Ramsey was a freemason, a sworn enemy of the Church, now honored, endowed with 

gifts, and legitimized in his delusion that he is a priest by the Vicar of Christ himself.   

 

• When meeting with the Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury, Pope John Paul II kissed his ring. 

 

- The kissing of an ecclesiastical ring is a sign of subservience by an inferior.  Again, apart 

from debasing his own office, the Pope was either dissenting from the Catholic doctrine that 

Anglicans are not true priests, or guilty of the sin of falsification by “playing along” with 

this man’s delusion that he is an actual bishop. 

 

- The Archbishop in question was pro-sodomy, pro-abortion, and a practicing Druid.  That the 

Vicar of Christ would condescend to grovel to him in this way goes beyond merely 

scandalous to truly disgusting. 

 

True & False Humility 

 At the beginning of this section were some thoughts on Peter’s false charity; while he thought his love 

of Christ to be genuine, it was, in fact the opposite, as his worldliness deceived him.  Likewise, I believe 

the same could be said of attempts by the Vatican II popes to be humble; their humility was anything 

but, and it was their worldliness that deceived them, to the grave detriment of their office and the 

Church.   As Catholics have known throughout the ages, it is the office, not the man, which is worthy of 

reverence.  Of course, the ideal as well as the expectation should be that the man who holds the office 

should rise to the occasion in his personal life as well.  Yet, every man who holds ecclesial office should 

firmly believe in its dignity and authority; it is himself he should doubt.   
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G.K. Chesterton noted in his book Orthodoxy: “But what we suffer from today is humility in the wrong 

place.  Modesty has moved from the organ of ambition.  Modesty has settled upon the organ of 

conviction, where it was never meant to be.  A man was meant to be doubtful about himself, but 

undoubting about the truth; this has been exactly reversed.”  The false humility that has gripped the 

Vatican II Church embodies this reversal; men now have complete confidence in themselves as 

individuals (in line with Luther’s “My Will Is Enough”), yet harbor grave doubts about their office, the 

nature of which is an article of faith (see the unit “I Will Not Lead”). 

 

 As will be discussed in the section “Even the Elect Will Be Led Astray,” immediately upon the death of 

John Paul II there was a mad rush to canonize him, even if only on the level of editorials.  One of his 

“virtues” was his humility, yet the commentators themselves betrayed this false understanding of 

humility, and embodied a defining characteristic of the apostasy; a wrongly imagined sense of 

superiority to the past.  John Paul, they opined, was clearly more humble than his stuffy predecessors, as 

he disliked having his ring kissed and other protocols which, for centuries, demonstrated the reverence 

one should have for the Vicar of Christ.  Yet, this only demonstrated that he thought it was about 

himself, not the office he bore.  Karol Wojtyla,  presumably trying to be humble, wanted to deflect being 

so  honored; yet, it was the Pope whom people sought to honor, not the man who happened to be Pope.  

It was not “The Ring of John Paul II” that the faithful rightfully sought to venerate, it was “The Ring of 

The Fishermen,” St. Peter, whose present successor John Paul happened to be.  The truly humble thing 

would be to accept that, as St. Paul wrote, “By the grace of God, I am what I am,” and allow people not 

only the privilege, but in fact the duty of showing proper respect to the world’s highest authority.  When 

Karol Wojtyla became Pope, it seems that at times he thought the Papacy became Karol Wojtyla, a topic 

to be treated in a later section.   

 

Immediately upon the election of a Pope, the Cardinals present approach the throne on which he is 

seated and offer him their homage.  John Paul refused to do this, stating, “I will greet my brothers 

standing.”  Again, the truly humble thing would have been to accept the fact that he was indeed their 

superior, and allow the ancient rituals to be followed.  Yet, just as he felt his personal preferences should 

trump a centuries old tradition, so he thought his personal identity should trump the doctrine of who the 

Pope is.  So, in insisting only on his equality before the other Cardinals and downplaying his superiority, 

during his papacy he would rarely if ever discipline bishops, no matter how heretical or incompetent 

they proved themselves to be.  For any cleric, to not recognize the full dignity and responsibility of your 

office, and to not allow others to recognize it in the proper ways, only serves to weaken the office; the 

humble man keeps his office strong despite his personal tastes and knowledge of his own unworthiness.   

Other manifestations of “Rome Losing the Faith” will be outlined later.  At present, this chapter has 

sought to demonstrate that the prophecies of LaSalette and Fatima seem to have been fulfilled by these 

clear signs and overt statements revealing that the Papacy has sought to dilute both its own doctrinal 

foundations and intrinsic nature and dignity.  It would only stand to reason that such a loss of the sense 

of one’s office at the highest level would indeed descend upon the others as well, as the subtle doubts 

and overt undermining of all that is regarded as sacred would continue once modernity commandeered 

the Barque of Peter. 
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