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POPES WHO DISPROVED PAPAL INFALLIBILITY
The Roman Catholic Church claims that Jesus Christ who was the only person ever to have been God in human flesh made
the apostle Peter the head of the Church and the first pope and infallible. The popes are the successors of Peter endowed
with the same powers. However history speaks of popes who used their infallibility and still erred. Papal infallibility - only
made a dogma for Catholics in 1870 - is refuted by history.
POPE LIBERIUS DISPROVES PAPAL INFALLIBILITY
Protestants hold that some popes proclaimed doctrines that were contrary to the Catholic faith which disproves papal
infallibility and the infallibility of ecumenical councils like Vatican 1 which declared the pope infallible. They cite the case
of Pope Liberius who allegedly subscribed to the heresy that Jesus was not God, Arianism, by signing and approving of an
Arian Creed.
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The Catholics say the fact is that Liberius signed a document containing a statement about Jesus in creed form that could
have been interpreted in an Arian sense or in accordance with Catholic doctrine. Plus, they say that he was in exile so he
could have been forced. Catholics stress that no pope can give an infallible teaching except in freedom – this is a bizarre
teaching for if God protects his Church from error he will give it the heroic virtues to help it stand by the truth no matter
what like he does for so many saints. For God not to do this means God can let Hell win over his Church. Even if the error
is soon corrected it still happened and led people astray. When the pope is forced he does not intend the Church to accept
his doctrine. It can’t always be clear if the pope is forced.

Ronald Knox in Difficulties page 126 states that Liberius was forced to teach heresy and that he withdrew the heresy when
he was free to. This is a lie for Liberius did not claim that he approved heresy under force and there is no evidence that he
apologised for doing this.
Today there are rumours that cruel cardinals and the Roman Curia used to force Pope John Paul II to do things against his
will and he didn’t have the manpower or the health to stand up to them. How do you know then that any pope made a new
dogma in freedom? How can you prove that Pius IX was not blackmailed to make the Immaculate Conception doctrine? I
repeat: it is strange that Catholics hold that the pope cannot teach false doctrine using his infallibility for the gates of Hell
cannot prevail over the Church like Christ promised and then they say that Liberius was forced to make a false infallible
statement. The gates prevailed with Liberius. Even if the damage was corrected it still happened and the gates prevailed a
little while.

There was a conflict between Liberius’ contemporaries as to whether or not he did sign the Arian statement to get his
freedom (page 193, Apologetics and Catholic Doctrine, Question 403, Radio Replies 3). He did not sign the document that
clearly denied the divinity of Jesus but he did sign the one that could be interpreted in a Catholic or an Arian way and
allegedly put a note to make that clear onto it (page 123, Reasons for Hope). He certainly believed the equivocal statement
was heresy for he refused to sign it for two years (page 193, Apologetics and Catholic Doctrine). So when he signed it his
intention was to promote heresy.
He knew the note would be thrown away so it was a waste of time to write it. It seems that this story of the note was
invented because he had a red face. If there had been a note it would have been destroyed and its existence would never
have been known and the pope certainly didn’t speak about the note. There is no evidence for the existence of the note for
even many Catholic books do not speak of it (page 167, Church and Infallibility). He knew the document was ambiguous
but still pro-Arian and intended to be and he signed it. He knew he could not sign the equivocal statement for it was
destined to be taken as an Arian statement by the Arians. You don’t sign a contract and put a note on it to clarify it or to
limit its scope. That is invalid. Note or not the pope signed heresy into Church dogma.
The records give no evidence that Liberius was tortured to make the statement. Pope Fiction page 142-143 confesses that
there is evidence that Liberius was released for signing and evidence that he was released just because it was seen that
trying to force him was a waste of time. He had been exiled for two years over his belief in the divinity of Jesus which
would have toughened him up. Liberius would have said if he had been compelled but he never did. When speculation has
to be employed to defend papal infallibility the doctrine is on shaky ground. If he was really forced then why wasn’t he
forced to sign the clearly Arian formula?

Both St Sulpicius and Pope Athanasius 1 denied that Liberius gave in and signed. But the fact is there was a creed with the

pope’s signature on it and if anybody was going to forge why didn’t they put his name on the heretical creed rather than on
the ambiguous one?
He probably did sign the statement for he never denied signing it though he got much criticism for signing it. Some of the
Catholics would have lied and said he didn’t anyway, for the sake of the doctrine of Jesus’ divinity. And these days most
Catholics say we do not know what he signed or if he signed anything.
The statement was intended for the whole Church which was nearly wholly Arian at the time. If the Arians knew of papal
infallibility or believed that the pope was the rock of the Church of the true faith and it was built on him then they had to
get him to freely sign it meaning that Arianism was the true Church if the promises of Christ to keep the Church on earth
forever were true. They would have done this even if the pope was only a bishop with great influence. Also, despite what
the Church says (Question 403, Radio Replies 3), if Liberius signed the document it was meant to instruct the whole
Church which fulfils the criteria for papal infallibility. But he was not infallible so no pope is.
Pope Fiction says the pope most probably didn’t sign the statement for the emperor would have boasted about it and he
didn’t. But what would he have to boast about if he forced him to sign it or if the statement was ambiguous and could be
accepted by an Arian or a Catholic? Liberius knew that his signing the statement would mean supporting the Arian cause
for he wouldn’t have been asked to sign it otherwise. There can be no doubt that Liberius was teaching Arianism by signing
it for it is not the ambiguous wording of the statement that counts but its interpretation. Another reason why the emperor
might not have boasted was because Liberius was just a top bishop of the Church and was not considered to be the
infallible rock the Church was built on. There is no reason to believe that there was a modern kind of pope in those days.
We know from Liberius’ own letters which are preserved by St Hilary of Potiers that he admitted he was a heretic (page
XV, Roman Catholic Claims). It is also known that Liberius opposed St Athanasius for upholding the Nicene Creed though
it was heresy for him to oppose him (page 127, A Handbook on the Papacy). The Roman Church responds by dismissing
the letters as fakes but even many of its own scholars admit their authenticity (ibid, page 127). Rome must think that people
had nothing better to do than fake letters to refute papal infallibility before it became an issue in the nineteenth century! St
Athanasius himself recorded the pope’s heresy.
POPE VIGILIUS AND OTHER PAPAL HERETICS
Pope Vigilius officially taught and supported heresy against the orthodox doctrine that Jesus is fully God and fully man in
one person (page 149, Pope Fiction). He is said to have been a fake pope at that time for he deposed a pope and took his
place (page 124, Reasons for Hope). The real pope excommunicated Vigilius. We read in Reasons for Hope page 124 that
this pope, Silverus, was the only member of the Catholic Church for all the rest had apostatised to Vigilius! Jesus founded
an astounding religion if it gets into messes like this! Later, Vigilius was validly elected pope two years following the
appalling death of Silverus who was later proclaimed a saint. The election was bizarre. Reasons for Hope says that the
electors couldn’t choose another pope because he would go the same way as Silverus so they were forced to elect Vigilius
(page 125). What is obvious from this is that they held the election not out of a desire to pick a successor for Silverus but to
get rid of the appalling Vigilius but they found it wasn’t possible because of political blackmail so they were forced to elect
Vigilius. Another thing that is obvious is that the election contradicts the Catholic doctrine that if force happens the election
is invalid but still they consider Vigilius a true pope probably because the Church accepted him at the time.
The Catholic reasoning is that when Vigilius sealed the heresy with his approval he was a false pope because no power on
earth can depose a true pope so Silverus was the true pope. This would mean that Vigilius teaching such heresy officially
and approving of it for the whole Church would not affect papal infallibility. Silverus had no supporters at all when he was
deposed (page 124, Reasons for Hope). Silverus was kidnapped and taken away on a ship when Vigilius deposed him and
never seen again. But how could you believe in papal infallibility when a man considered by the entire Church to be a real
pope leads the Church astray? Isn’t that the gates of hell winning over the Church despite the Catholic interpretation of
Jesus’ words to Peter that you are Peter and on this rock I will build my Church and the gates of Hell will not prevail
against it? If the gates can do that then why be confident that the pope cannot lead the Church into false doctrine?
A Catholic would think Silverus resigned when the whole Church left him. Would the Holy Spirit let people leave a true
pope? The pope is a mark that shows where the true Catholic Church is to be found. Catholics say today that the idea of the
visibility of the Church is so important that even if a papal election was fiddled and invalid the acceptance by the Church of
the man presented as the true pope would validate him as the real pope. Otherwise you would have the case of the true
Church not having the mark of the true Church the pope. We have no evidence that Silverus did or didn’t resign. If he had
resigned Vigilius didn’t need to tell anybody for he had all the support he wanted. That Silverus didn’t resign rather than be
forced out of the papacy in such an undignified way is just something the Church assumes because if he did resign then
Vigilius was never an antipope and the Church doesn’t want to admit that. As for deposing, the Church at the time accepted
it as valid when the pope was thought to depose himself if he fell into heresy. That is obvious from the eager acceptance
Vigilius got from the whole Church. Strictly speaking Vigilius could never say he deposed the pope but that the pope

deposed himself by heresy. He had to say something to justify getting rid of Silverus and taking his place as pope the next
day. Vigilius was probably a real pope from the start.
It is argued that Vigilius knew too little about theology to manage to make an infallible dogma out of his heresy. So, if he
tried to be infallible he was not. But this is just pure Catholic craftiness for he did not need to be an expert in theology to be
able to back up the heresy. All he needed to know was that Jesus was fully God and was also fully man which is a mystery
so there is nothing to be learned about it anyway. Also the Church has no rules or guidelines about how much research a
pope needs to do or how much information he needs to be able to exercise infallibility.
Vigilius issued a Constitutum which was addressed to the whole Church and to all the bishops that if anybody contradicted
the Three Chapters they were refuted by the authority of the apostolic see which was given by the grace of God (page 187,
A Handbook on the Papacy). The Three Chapters taught heresy. This statement was addressed to the whole Church and it
says that its being made is sufficient refutation of attacks on the Three Chapters because it is made with full authority given
from God. If that is not an infallible statement then what is? It is certain that when he condemned as true pope, in a decree
called the Judicatum, the orthodoxy of the ecumenical Council of Chalcedon that he intended to use his full authority which
would include infallibility if he had it (page 56, Reason and Belief). He also defied the Council of Constantinople which
took place later. If you use the popes alleged lack of research or bad reasoning as an excuse for rejecting doctrines he
proclaims infallible then what good is infallibility?
And how could a person who had separated himself from the Church by heresy and by harming a pope and becoming an
antipope that led the whole Church into schism against the true pope become a true pope later? This question doesn’t seem
to perturb Catholics who believe that Vigilius was guilty of these sins. It was believed up until the time of Pius XII that a
heretic couldn’t become pope except in outward appearances. That was the law until the pope changed it.
Vigilius when he was considered a valid pope after the death of Silverus kept changing his mind about the heretics he
condemned. He flipped flopped with official condemnations. The Church assumes without documentation from anyone
involved at first hand or anybody that he was pressured into harming Church teaching this way (Pope Fiction page 150). If
he was really infallible the Lord God would make sure this could be clarified and not only clarified but proven but when it
wasn’t we can be sure that Viligius could have misled the Church with his condemnations. It’s evidence not guesses we
need.
Pope Zozimus (417-418) approved of Pelagius a heretical teacher until Augustine put him right. Then he condemned the
heretic. The Church explains, “Zozimus was only sanctioning the orthodox parts of the heretic’s doctrine and was ignorant
of the unorthodoxy. Zozimus never opposed Roman dogma intentionally. The doctrine of infallibility says the pope can err
like that.” But he must have known something. He had to have known that Pelagius was a controversial figure. And to say
that when a pope approves of heresy that it is only the orthodox parts of the heresy that he approves of makes the idea of
papal infallibility unfalsifiable and ultimately unconvincing.
Pope Paul V and Urban VIII condemned the teaching of Galileo that the sun does not move and the earth revolves around
it. They thought it was contradictory to the Bible so the Catholic Church brushes that blunder off and says that the Church
is not infallible in matters of science and never thought it was. The doctrine of the virgin birth and the six days of creation
is scientific material but also doctrinal. Don’t say then that the attack on Galileo’s statements was simply scientific. The
popes condemned through the Holy Office and the Index. The Church says an infallible statement is made directly to the
Church unlike these popes. But surely if the pope was dying and wished to make an infallible statement it would be valid
though relayed through the authorities under him? It is certain the popes wanted the whole Church to hear and heed their
decree of condemnation.
You must read chapter 12 of Vicars of Christ. There you can find a quote from Adrian VI in 1523 who declared that many
popes were heretics. He named John XXII as one. John XXII implicitly denied that the saints could intercede for the living
when he denied that anybody goes to Hell or Heaven until the final judgement.
Pope Leo X who died in 1521 stated that all papal bulls were infallible (page 271, Handbook to the Controversy with
Rome, Vol 1). He obviously intended this to be an infallible statement for the whole Church for that is what you mean when
you call something infallible. Even the most rigid Roman Catholic would say Leo was wrong so why is he not listed as a
heretic then?
HONORIUS
Pope Honorius wrote to Sergius with a view to instructing the Church. Sergius like himself was a major influence. But
both of them denied Jesus had a human will and a divine will. They said he had only one. This heresy is considered major
for understanding Jesus as true God and true man is central to the faith. Excuses are that Honorius was not speaking as
teacher of the Church or that he wrote badly but did believe the correct doctrine are just rationalisations. The Church

severely condemned him as a heretic simply because he tried to destroy the entire faith.
Conclusion
The errors and heresies of the popes prove that the popes did attempt to lead the Church astray while claiming to be
infallible and that therefore papal infallibility is just another Roman Catholic lie.
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