PURPLE & SCARLET ©
The Greatest Hoax of All Time ~ Roman Catholicism!

Jesus still on the cross – which is exactly where
Satan wants to keep Him – thereby nullifying the

resurrection

And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet. And she was gilded with
gold and precious stones and pearls, having a golden cup in her hand full of
abominations and filthiness of her fornication. (Rev 17:4)
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TWO FOUNDATIONAL PILLARS OF ROMAN CATHOLICISM
The Two Foundational Pillars (in our opinion) of Roman Catholicism are:
Apostolic Succession
The Mass
Obviously, from these pillars, directly or indirectly, stem all the other Roman Catholic belief systems.
Therefore, it is self-evident that should either one of these pillars be found to be structurally
defective — then, surely the entire edifice will be found to be wanting!! The net result being, the
origin and intent of this megalithic structure is deception on an incomparable scale! Praise Jesus that
this deceptive system was prophesied about long ago — wherein our beloved Saviour‘s injunction is precise:

―And I heard another voice from Heaven, saying, Come out of her, My people, that you may not be
partakers of her sins, and that you may not receive of her plagues. Rev 18:4. It is very clear that even

within the roman system there are those that Jesus acknowledges as ‗His people‘. We suspect the ‗ones‘
referred to in the above verse are from the ranks of the laity. Notwithstanding, the injunction is final
and has severe eternal consequences! COME OUT!! Although in terms of chronology the mass is a
consequence of the apostolic succession claim, we have chosen to deal with this topic first. However,
before we precede — some biblical history relative to sacrifice.
Blood Sacrifice
Blood for the remission of sins: The first example of blood being shed for the reparation of sin is in the
Garden of Eden. Once Adam and Eve were aware of their nakedness (as a result of their gross
disobedience — sin — Gen 2:25) they wove for themselves coverings of fig leaves. Gen 3:7 ―And the eyes

of both of them were opened. And they knew that they were naked. And they sewed fig leaves together
and made girdles for themselves.‖ This is indicative of man‘s effort to fix the problem — sound familiar!
After their encounter with our heavenly Father over their disobedience He clothed them in an animal skin.
An animal skin presupposes a sacrifice. Gen 3:21 ―And for Adam and his wife Yahweh God made coats of
skins, and clothed them.‖ Therefore, beloved Abba must have killed an animal of some sort and accepted
its blood as atonement for their great sin of rebellion. So, the precedent of blood for the forgiveness of
sins is established right in the beginning. And indeed, as we would expect the New Testament confirms as
follows: ―And almost all things are by the law purged with blood, and without shedding of blood (there)

is no remission (of sin) Heb 9:22.

Later, an additional prerequisite for sacrifice was an altar, ―And Noah built an altar to Yahweh. And he

took of every clean animal, and of every clean bird, and offered burnt offerings on the altar.‖ Gen 8:20.

Abraham after he was called to go to a far country and wherever he stopped — he built an altar to
Yahweh. In Genesis 12:7 Abraham builds an altar to offer his son Isaac as a sacrifice. We see in Leviticus
the introduction of the official priest class, thereby setting another precedent: for a priest to administer
the sacrifice upon the altar. This system would continue (on and off) until the destruction of Herod‘s
Temple by the Romans in A.D. 70.
Jesus being God manifest in the flesh was born a Jew (House of Judah) and grew up in that culture and
kept the Law of Moses. He was circumcised on the eights day and was fully aware of the sacrificial system
together with the priesthood. In other words, He knew without the shedding of blood there was no
forgiveness of sin. Also, He would have been aware of the sacrificial Lamb (without spot or blemish). The
biblical account is abundantly clear that He became the ultimate sacrificial lamb (see medical report on
the crucifixion on our Web Site) — shedding His own blood. Indeed! Did not John the Baptist say, ―Behold!
The Lamb of God.‖
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To recap: According to the above explanation there are three conditions/situation/circumstances that
have to be met in order for a blood sacrifice to be enacted, for the forgiveness of sins as per the Old
Testament ordinance. They are:
1. A sacrifice — animal or human.
2. Altar — brutally kill and then offer the sacrifice up as a burnt offering.
3. A priest — someone with divine attributes (authorized to do so) to affect the sacrifice.
Alternatively:
1. Priest
2. Altar
3. Sacrifice
In order to meet the Biblical standard all three of these components have to be present. In many
instances human sacrifices were offered up. Even Israel committed these heinous acts by offering their
children to Molech/Baal as sacrifices — see book of Ezekiel.
The Mass
It is self-evident, that the roman mass is the central focus of Roman Catholic ideology. Remove the
rationale of the mass (the intent thereof) and there is nothing! Absolutely nothing!! Therefore, it is
abundantly clear that the primary purpose of the roman mass is sacrifice! Which is exactly what one would
expect — given the sacrifice principle clearly defined above? The fundamental requirement of sacrifice is
the acceptability of the sacrificial victim to whom whoever the sacrifice is being offered, or, sacrificed
to? In the case of Catholicism (by their own definition) Jesus Christ, the Son, is literally (re)crucified
daily x (multiplied) by however many masses are being said around the world in any given twenty-four hour
time frame. This revelation defies comprehension!! The law of sacrifice demands that the victim has to
die and die but once! However, in the roman mass, Jesus‘ brutal death is replicated hundreds of thousands
of times (daily) around the entire globe. And yet, most of us believe (according to scripture) that Jesus
died but once, and was raised from the dead by His heavenly Father three days later. But of course,
catholic dogma tells us that Transubstantiation is a mystery. Very conveniently the roman church teaches
that only the priests, bishops, and archbishops all the way to the pope have the keys (knowledge) to
interpret, or comprehend these mysteries.
Transubstantiation
This word encapsulates the theological mystery of the so-called holy eucharist. Which is how the catholic
host (hostia = victim) becomes the literal flesh (body) of Jesus and the wine His literal blood. So, just how
is this mother of all mysteries accomplished? Below are the prayers the priest prays in order to make
transubstantiation de facto. These eucharistic prayers have been extrapolated from a catholic Web Site:
(CatholicBridge.com)

Eucharistic Prayer I
Father, accept this offering from your whole family. Grant us your peace in this life, save us from final
damnation, and count us among those you have chosen. (Through Christ our Lord. Amen.) Bless and
approve our offering; (the just-ified shall live by faith) make it acceptable to you, (impossible! Jesus
already perfected it) and offering in spirit and in truth. Let it become for us the body and blood of
Jesus Christ, your only Son, our Lord.
Eucharistic Prayer II
Let your Spirit (Holy) come upon these gifts to make them holy, so that they may become for us the
body and blood of our Lord, Jesus Christ.
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Eucharistic Prayer III
Father, we bring you these gifts. We ask you to make them holy by the power of your Spirit (Holy), that
they may become the body and blood of your Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, at whose command we
celebrate this Eucharist.
Eucharistic Prayer IV
Father may this (the priest [Alter Christus — another Christ] by his actions) Holy Spirit sanctify these
offerings. Let them become the body and blood of Jesus Christ our Lord as we celebrate the great
mystery, which he left us as an everlasting covenant.
We see something extraordinary taking place during these eucharistic prayers that the priest prays over
the host and chalice. According to the basic understanding of transubstantiation, which is; when the priest
prays the above prayers he is able to summon the Holy Spirit (from where?) to the altar; who, in
obedience to the priest‘s command (not Jesus) initiates transubstantiation — Joh 6:53 –54. ―Then Jesus

says to them, truly, truly, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His
blood, you do not have life in yourselves. Whoever partakes of My flesh and drinks My blood has
eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last day.‖ No mention of the necessity for transubstantiation!

These scriptures taken literally (catholic supposition) assert that Jesus‘ followers are to eat the bread
(host) and drink the cup (wine), and when they do this; He physically dwells within them and they are
guaranteed eternal life. Now isn‘t that amazing! Mind-blowing in fact!! Based upon this understanding,
we have no option to conclude that every Catholics prior to A.D. 1215 had no way of obtaining
eternal life!
Clearly, the entire transubstantiation theology is suspect and fraught with error and is deception of the
highest order! Pope innocent the 3rd introduced this damable doctrine in A.D. 1215. It is evident that the
Catholic hierarchy (past, present and future) are totally blind to the realities of the New Covenant and
the promises thereof: IT IS FINISHED!!! Therefore, the Catholic hierarchy had to invent a means of
turning the bread and wine into Jesus‘ actual body and blood in order that Jesus could be eaten and drunk
as per John 6:53-54. So, what did they come up with? Abracadabra and hey presto! – Transubstantiation!
There is no way whatsoever that the true interpretation of John 6 supports the catholic
transubstantiation belief. Given the amount of Catholics that have eaten Jesus‘ flesh and drunk His blood
since AD 1215, one cannot help but believe that by now there is nothing left of Jesus‘ earthly body to eat
and blood to drink.
Understood in context, John 6:1-70 is about eternal life, and that the possessor and giver of
eternal life is our beloved Saviour.

Joh 6:63 ―It is the Spirit that makes alive, the flesh profits nothing. The Words that I speak to you
are spirit and are life.‖ — Not to be taken literally.
Joh 6:67 Then Jesus said to the Twelve, Do you also wish to go away? Joh 6:68 Then Simon Peter
answered Him, Lord, to whom shall we go? You have the Words of eternal life. Joh 6:69 And we have
believed and have known that You are the Christ, the Son of the living God.‖
The clincher: 1 Co 11:23 ―For I received from the Lord what I also delivered to you, that the Lord
Jesus in the night in which he was betrayed took bread; 1Co 11:24 And giving thanks, He broke it and
said, "Take, eat; this is My body, which is broken for you; this do in remembrance of Me." 1Co 11:25
In the same way He took the cup also, after supping, saying, "This cup is the New Covenant in My blood;
as often as you drink it, do this in remembrance of Me." 1Co 11:26 For "as often as you eat this
bread and drink this cup, you show (demonstrate, proclaim) " the Lord's death until He shall come.‖
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Paul makes it abundantly clear that he received his understanding directly from Christ himself. Jesus
clearly revealed to him that the eating of the bread and the drinking of the wine are symbolic acts, and
would be a memorial to His completed works at Calvary. By doing these symbolic act in obedience we
proclaim his death (propitiation) until He returns. It is also a powerful statement in the belief that
Jesus is going to come back.

Luke confirms: And He took bread and gave thanks, and He broke it and gave it to them, saying, This is
My body which is given for you, this do in remembrance of Me. Luk 22:19
Expanding upon the concept of transubstantiation we are told that the host is the literal body
(flesh) of Christ. Therefore, the priest, who is himself Christ (Alter Christus — another Christ),
through his actions in his official sacrificial role, murders Christ (afresh) for His flesh and blood.
How perverse! So, in reality we have this inconceivable situation of Christ killing himself (over and
over through the mass) in order to eat His own flesh and drink His own blood — as a perpetual
offering to His Father — for the reparation of the sins of the world (the only purpose for an altar
is excruciating death). Balance this against: ―It is finished!‖ Notice that the roman priest during the
transubstantiation process endures no physical suffering whatsoever! Crucifixion without excruciating
pain!!! What mockery!!!
Also, the scripture clearly teaches that the primary function (office) of the Holy Spirit is to convict men
of sin, ―But I tell you the truth, it is expedient for you that I go away; for if I do not go away, the

Comforter (the Holy Spirit) will not come to you. But if I depart, I will send Him to you. And when that
One (the Holy Spirit) comes, He will convict the world concerning sin, and concerning righteousness, and
concerning judgment. John 16:7-8. And to seal the true believers for their day of redemption, ―And do
not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you are sealed until the day of redemption.‖ Eph 4:30. No
mention here of the priest having authority to command the Holy Spirit to the office of
transubstantiation?

It is obligatory for a roman priest to say mass, once a day — everyday, unless he is incapacitated. So,
dwell on this scenario for a second… a priest (thousands of them globally do this) has just completed his
dastardly act of sodomy on a young altar boy, and then goes into the vestry and puts on his robes (holy of
course); and then a little later performs the act of transubstantiation as part of the so-called mass
celebration. Stop and think about it for a moment… Because this really happens —thousands of times on
any given day! Now! The truth of the matter is: here you have a nauseatingly sinful man — standing at the
altar in the role of Alter Christus making various incantations and signs of the cross, and then; amazingly
through these acts is able to summon the Holy Spirit, and order Him to perform the act of
transubstantiation. A mere man orders the Holy Spirit? Something else to consider: why is it that only
the priest partakes of the wine (Roman rite) and not the people? The reason is glaringly obvious!
Because it is the priest, who sacrifices the Son of Man afresh upon the altar (not the people); and
then as per transubstantiation drinks the blood of Christ. By this very act, his and only his sins are
forgiven — not the people!! What dastardly wickedness and deception! The disciples clearly partook of
both wine and bread. Even in the Orthodox Eastern Church (sister church to Rome), the people partake of
the wine and bread.
Extracts from Ripaldes' Catechism
"Priestly Dignity. — The dignity of the priests is such that, according to the expression of St. Augustine,
the Son of God incarnates in his hands as in the bosom of the Virgin. The priest making Jesus Christ come
into being upon the altar, by virtue of the words of consecration, becomes as his father, and as the
husband of his most holy mother. The Son of God has put in the priest's power the keys of heaven, and in
his hands has deposited the treasures of the faith, and into his care has delivered the flock, which he
bought with his life. All the spiritual and eternal interests of humanity, all the value of the blood of Jesus
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Christ, all the work of sanctification and salvation of men, is in the priest's care. Jesus Christ has put
himself, so to speak, at the disposition of the priests. Be stupefied with astonishment, O Heavens, be
terrified, O earth, be confounded, O hell, at contemplating the immense dignity which God has given to
the priest! Ah, if angels were capable of envy, they would envy none but the priests! Oh, the dignity of
priests! Oh, my beloved priests, of how much veneration you are worthy! Angels reverence you, dominions
venerate you, and princes in humiliation attend your sublime ministry! Oh, Christians, with what veneration,
with what respect ought we to acknowledge these agents of God, these visible gods, who represent us to
the invisible God, these gods on earth who take the place of God of Heaven! But the priests are not only
worthy of our veneration on account of their sacred character and elevated dignity, but also for the
multitude and greatness of the blessings which they dispense to us (p. 390)." What blasphemy!!
Acknowledgement: William W. McConnell

Do we not see the ungodly institution of the mass (pillar) beginning to crumble! Hang on! There‘s
much more!
Jesus‘ Once-Off Atonement Sacrifice
Jesus‘ last words were, ―…It is finished!‖ And He bowed His head and gave up the spirit. John 19:30 It is
finished! The profoundness of this phrase uttered by the Saviour of all mankind — reverberates through
the passage of time, right up into our day; and is just as applicable today, as it was then. Therefore, this
profound statement begs the question: What was finished? What was finished (in fulfillment of
prophecy) is that Jesus Christ, Son of the Living God most High, paid the price of mankind‘s rebellion in
full. On the cross He was the Lamb of God, slain before the foundation of the earth. Through the
shedding of His blood He reconciled all of creation back to His Father. His atoning blood sacrifice
restored the way of fellowship for all mankind back to the Father. How then did Jesus‘ atoning blood
sacrifice accomplish this? ―And you, being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, He has

made alive together with Him, having forgiven you all trespasses, blotting out the handwriting of
ordinances (law) that was against us, which was contrary to us, and has taken it out of the way, nailing it
to the cross.‖ Col 2:13-14. It also demonstrated His complete obedience to His Father‘s will, so much so,
that He said in Gethsemane, ―Father not my will, but Your will be done.‖ And in another place the scripture
says, ―He (Jesus) loved not His own life, but willing laid it down for many.‖

Generally the term finish means that (something?) has come to an end. Yes! That right! An end! IT IS
FINISHED! There is then no need to continually do the former thing/s; which, in terms of the subject
matter — is man‘s efforts (through works) to reconcile himself to Almighty God. Rome via its dogma of
transubstantiation intentionally violates and therefore subverts the completed works of Christ. Heb 1:3b

―…when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high…‖

Heb 2:17b ―…that He (Jesus) might be a merciful and faithful high priest in things pertaining to God,
to make propitiation for the sins of His people.‖
The Holy Spirit also is a witness to us; for after He had said before, this is the covenant that I will
make with them after those days, says the Lord; I will put My Laws into their hearts, and in their
minds I will write them," also He adds, "their sins and their iniquities I will remember no more.
Now where remission of these is, there is no more offering for sin. Heb 10:15-18
―For Christ has not entered into the Holy of Holies made with hands, which are the figures of the
true, but into Heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us. Nor yet that He should
offer Himself often, even as the high priest enters into the Holy of Holies every year with the blood
of others (for then He must have suffered often since the foundation of the world), but now once in
the end of the world He has appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself. And as it is
appointed to men once to die, but after this the judgment, so Christ was once offered to bear the
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sins of many. And to those who look for Him He shall appear the second time without sin to salvation.‖
Heb 9:24-28
― …then He said, "Lo, I come to do Your will, O God." He takes away the first so that He may
establish the second. By this will we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus
Christ once for all. And indeed every priest stands daily ministering and offering often the same
sacrifices (transubstantiation), which can never take away sins. But this Man, after He had
offered one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down on the right of God, from then on expecting until His
enemies are made His footstool. For by one offering He has perfected forever those who are
sanctified. Heb 10:9-14.
He takes away the first. The first, being the old covenant, which is exactly what the catholic theology in
the main, is modeled upon: Priest, robes, altar, tabernacle and daily sacrifice, etc — the list is endless!
Verse 18 makes it abundantly clear that because of Jesus‘ atonement there is no more offering for sin.
In fact, to do so, is an abomination! Therefore, the priest, by his sacrificial action (mass) nullifies
Christ‘s finished works. He (Jesus) establishes the second — the New Testament — the justified (made
right with God) shall live by faith… (Completed works of Christ).
―And. For by grace you are saved through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God, not
of works, lest anyone should boast. Rom 5:1. Salvation and forgiveness for sin is a free gift from God. It
can never be earned or worked for. Eph 2:8-9. Listen to what Isaiah has to say about our ‗good works‘,

―But we are all as an unclean thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags; and we all do fade
as a leaf; and our iniquities, like the wind, have taken us away Isa 64:6. It is very clear that God will have
nothing to do with our attempts of righteousness — which is what the roman mass is all about!

Our beloved Saviour is seated at the right hand of His father in heaven and all power and authority has
been given to Him. Jesus came and spoke to them, saying, ―All authority is given to Me in Heaven and in
earth.‖ Mat 28:18 He is our King and High Priest of the order of Melchizedek. He is also our advocate,
and daily intercedes on our behalf, ―My little children, I write these things to you so that you may not sin.

And if anyone sins, we have an Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous. And He is the
propitiation concerning our sins, and not concerning ours only, but also concerning the sins of all the
world. Jn 2:1-2 ―If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us
from all unrighteousness.‖ 1Jn 1:9 Therefore, if we contritely confess our sin/s — Jesus is bound by His
word to totally forgives us. Our sin/s are not just erased! The DELETE button is hit in heaven. For the
word declares: as far as the east is from the west (in reality there is no east and west), as our globe is
circular, which is a metaphor. Jesus also says, ―I will remember (recall) your sin/s no more.‖

Therefore, it is proved beyond doubt from all of the above, that the Roman Catholic sacrificial system
(mass) is a complete and utter sham!! And has no validity whatsoever in the New Testament dispensation.
The theology of the mass keeps millions, upon millions, of roman cathoilcs in bondage (to Satan); and will
ultimately send them not to purgatory (because it does not exist) but straight to hell, and then the Lake
of Fire! ―

―And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that they should believe a lie,‖ 2Th 2:11
―And there shall in no way enter into it anything that defiles, or any making an abomination or a lie; but
only those who are written in the Lamb's Book of Life.‖ Rev 21:27 For they changed the truth of God into
a lie, and they worshiped and served the created thing more than the Creator, who is blessed forever.
Amen. Rom 1:25
―And I heard another voice from Heaven, saying, Come out of her, My people, that you may not be
partakers of her sins, and that you may not receive of her plagues. Rev 18:4. Acknowledgement:
www.thefinalword.co.za
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Eucharistic Communion with Bread Only
Question: Why do Catholics take the bread only during communion (Roman Rite)?
Answer: The Lord wants His disciples to partake of both the bread and the wine in remembrance of His
body and blood given for us. The Bible says,
And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, blessed and broke it, and gave it to the disciples and said,
"Take, eat; this is My body." Then He took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, "Drink
from it, all of you. For this is My blood of the new covenant, which is shed for many for the remission of
sins" (Matthew 26:26-28).
Jesus gave bread and wine to all the apostles present at the meal. Jesus emphasized that all should take
the cup: ―Drink from it, ALL OF YOU.‖ This was the practice of the apostolic church, and the general
practice in all churches down to the twelfth century. We also notice that the Eucharist was celebrated
during a meal (―as they were eating‖).
In the fifteenth century, the Roman Catholic Church decided to establish a new and binding law:
Although Christ instituted this venerable sacrament after a meal and ministered it to his apostles under
the forms of both bread and wine, nevertheless and notwithstanding this, the praiseworthy authority of
the sacred canons and the approved custom of the church have and do retain that this sacrament ought
not to be celebrated after a meal nor received by the faithful without fasting…although this sacrament
was received by the faithful under both kinds in the early church, nevertheless later it was received
under both kinds only by those confecting it, and by the laity only under the form of bread…it should be
held as a law which nobody may repudiate or alter at will without the church's permission (Council of
Constance, Session 13).
This rule was re-affirmed by the Council of Trent in the sixteenth century, adding a curse on
anyone who dares to say that it is a precept of God that all Christians should receive both bread
and wine:
―If any one saith, that, by the precept of God, or, by necessity of salvation, all and each of the faithful of
Christ ought to receive both species of the most holy sacrament not consecrating; let him be anathema.‖
(Council of Trent, Session 21, Canon 1).
So, the Roman Catholic Church freely admits that:
1. The first Eucharist was taken during a meal, and not after a fast.
2. The apostles received both bread and wine.
3. The early Christians took both bread and wine.
Yet, despite the Biblical teaching and the tradition of the early church, the Roman Catholic Church
presumes to have the power to enact different rules (e.g., obligatory fasting before communion and
partaking only of the bread by the laity) on the basis of the authority of the magisterium.
While these rules are not the most serious errors with regard to the Catholic teaching on the
Eucharist, they do show clearly that Rome‘s claim to infallibly teach God‘s Word is a sham. They do
not teach God‘s Word; they teach their own! By their own presumed authority and with complex
arguments, the Catholic bishops twist the evident meaning of the Bible to replace it with their own
inventions. Was it not for this same attitude that Jesus rebuked and warned the religionists of His time?
Is His warning not applicable to the Catholic magisterium today as well ? ―This people honor Me with their

lips, but their heart is far from Me. And in vain they worship Me, teaching as doctrines the commandments
of men… making the word of God of no effect through your tradition which you have handed down. And
many such things you do‖ (Mark 7:6, 13). Acknowledgement: Dr Joe Mizzi. Permission to copy and distribute this article
without textual changes.
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There is absolutely no doubt whatsoever, that the contents of the above discourse — totally and
absolutely demolish the legitimacy of the roman mass. And proves that the mass is a massive
deceptive scheme of Satan; which is sending millions of catholic straight to Hell, and ultimately the
Lake of Fire!
―And I heard another voice from Heaven, saying, Come out of her, My people, that you may not be
partakers of her sins, and that you may not receive of her plagues. Rev 18:4.
Apostolic Succession
Apostolic Succession has to be one of the Roman Catholic Church‘s most successful con-jobs of all time. It
is quite clear from Madrid and Scott Hahan‘s books, and a host of others, that Apostolic Succession, and
the perceived stability thereof — is one of the primary draw-cards for many so-called Protestants,
evangelicals, etc converting to Catholicism.
Jesus Head Of The Church — Not Peter!

―And He (Abba) has put all things under His (Jesus‘) feet and gave Him to be Head over all things to the
church, which is His body, the fullness of Him who fills all in all.‖ Eph 1:22-23.
Acknowledgement: www.thefinalword.co.za
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SIMON PETER VERSUS SIMON THE SORCERER
NOTE: The following discourse of the late Dr Ernest L. Martin thoroughly demolishes the Roman Catholic
claim of Apostolic Succession via the Apostle Peter. Therefore, it is not necessary for the writer to
disprove the hoax of Apostolic Succession; as espoused and perpetuated by the church of Rome —
thereby condemning countless millions to Hell and ultimately the Lake of Fire.

St. Paul established the "congregation" of Christ at Rome.
Simon the Sorcerer established the "church" of Rome.
What were the origins of Catholic-Babylonian Christianity? What was Simon‘s religion before he met
Peter? Where did that religion originate? Read this documented account of Simon Magus and his great
COUNTERFEIT CHRISTIANITY!
More About Simon Magus
THE FALSE religious system began very early — almost with Pentecost in 31 A.D. Even in the earliest of
Paul‘s epistles, he informs us that "the mystery of iniquity DOTH ALREADY WORK" (II Thess. 2:7). Paul
wrote this in 50 or 51 A.D. The plot to supplant the Truth had already begun. In the later epistles of Paul
and in those of the other Apostles, we find it gaining considerable momentum. However, even though the
Apostles discuss the diabolical system, which was arising, THEY NO WHERE MENTION HOW IT
STARTED. They had no need in mentioning its beginning — that had already been done!
The book of Acts is the KEY to the understanding of Christian beginnings. Not only does it show the
commencement of the TRUE Church, but it equally reveals the origins of the False Church masquerading as
Christianity. Indeed, you would think it odd if the book of Acts did not discuss this vital subject.

10

The Book of Acts — the Key
First, let us recall two points of necessary understanding.
1.

The book of Acts was written by Luke about 62 A.D.— some 31 years after the True Church began.
Acts recalls ALL events, which affected, in a major way, the True Church. It especially tells us about
the beginnings of matters relating to Church history.

2.

Acts does NOT record every single event relative to the Church, important as one might think them
to be.

For example, Luke doesn't‘ mention a single thing about the activities often of the original twelve Apostles
of Christ. Yet are we to assume that they did nothing important in the history of the Church? Absolutely
NOT! They must have done many mighty works. But we can see from this omission that Luke recorded
ONLY THOSE EVENTS WHICH WERE ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY for God‘s Church of the future to
know.
Notice that Luke‘s geography leads him towards the Northwest and West of Palestine. He discusses
Church history in Asia Minor, Greece and ROME. He wanted to leave us with the truth of what was going
on in the West and North because the prophecies showed the false system arising in these localities.
All other activities of God‘s Church — all about the other ten Apostles, etc. — fall into relative
unimportance because the trouble wasn‘t going to come from Palestine itself. It was to come from ROME
and adjacent areas. It is no wonder that Luke spares no pains to tell us the truth of what was really going
on in these critical areas, and that is the reason Acts concerns itself primarily with Paul.
These are well-known principles that help us understand the overall viewpoint of Acts.
With the foregoing in mind, read the incident recorded by Luke, of the first encounter of God‘s Apostles
with a heretic. This encounter was not with an ordinary run-of-the-mill individual, but with one of the
greatest men in the East at that time — Simon the Magus!
The reason Luke describes the intentions of this man so thoroughly is the profound effect this man, and
his followers, had on God‘s Church in Asia Minor, Greece, and ESPECIALLY ROME. Actually, this man by 62
A.D., (when Luke composed the book of Acts) had caused the True Church so much trouble that Luke had
to show the people that he was NOT, as he claimed to be, a part of the Christian Church.
All scholars realize that Luke tells about Simon‘s beginning because of his later notoriety and danger to
the Church.
In this regard, notice the comment of Hasting‘s Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, Vol. 2, p. 496: "It
seems beyond question that Luke KNEW THE REPUTATION which Simon acquired, and that he regarded
the subsequent history of Simon as the natural result of what occurred in the beginning of his connection
with the Christians."
If we assume that Luke recorded this encounter of the Apostles with Simon Magus simply to show that
"simony" was wrong, we miss the point completely. There is a score of places in other parts of the Bible to
show the error of buying ecclesiastical gifts.
Luke was exposing SIMON MAGUS HIMSELF. This IS the important point!! Luke was clearly showing that
Simon was NEVER a part of God‘s Church, even though by 62 A.D., many people were being taught that
Simon was truly a Christian and that he was the HEAD of the only TRUE Christians; the Apostle to the
Gentiles!
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What Luke Tells Us About Simon Magus
Notice the points Luke places clearly before us:
1.

Simon was a Samaritan, not a Jew — (Acts 8:9). Remember that the Bible tells us salvation was of
the Jews — not of the Samaritans (John 4:22).

2. Simon Magus greatly used demonistic powers to do miracles and wonders (Acts 8:9).
3. The whole population of Samaria (both small and great) gave heed to him (Verse 10). He was looked on
as the greatest prophet — all Samaritans BELIEVEDIVED IN HIM!
4. The Samaritans WORSHIPPED him as "the Great One" — a god. "This man is that power of God called
Great [that is the Almighty]" (RSV. Verse 10). Imagine it! They called him god in the flesh!
5. Luke is also careful to inform us that Simon had become firmly established in Samaria as "the Great
One" and had practiced his powers "for a long time" (Verse 11).
6. Luke wants us to understand that he nominally became a Christian ("Simon himself believed") and was
baptized — that is, he physically, outwardly "entered" the Christian Church (Verse 13).
7. Simon even recognized that Christ‘s power was greater than his but wanted to be associated with
that great name (Verse 13).
8. Simon, seeing the potential of the Christian religion waited until the authorities, Peter and John,
came to Samaria and then offered to pay them money to OBTAIN AN APOSTLESHIP IN THE
CHRISTIAN CHURCH (Verses 18-21).
Simon Coveted Apostle‘s Office
Those who carelessly read this section of Scripture may get the mistaken notion that Simon wanted only
to buy the Holy Spirit. Yes, he wanted that — but his main intention went far beyond. He had eyes on
becoming an APOSTLE!
Peter immediately perceived his intention and said "You have neither PART nor LOT in this matter" (Verse
21). The true Apostles had been chosen after Christ‘s death to take PART in the apostleship by LOT (Acts
1:25, 26). Peter was telling Simon couldn‘t buy an APOSTLESHIP.
Luke is showing that Simon wanted to be one of the APOSTLES -a top man in the Christian Church. He was
after that office. After all Simon imagined himself to be fully qualified to be an APOSTLE, especially over
the Samaritans since they already looked to him as the greatest religious leader of the age. However,
Peter rebuked him sternly.
Peter perceived that Simon was in the "gall of bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity [lawlessness]" (Verse
23).
NOTE: This verse has been misunderstood because the King James Version fails to give the full force of
Peter‘s accusation. This verse when understood in the manner Peter intended is one of the most important
of the whole chapter. IT IS A PROPHECY! Peter knew the mind of this man and what this man was to
become. This is made plain by Sir William Ramsay in his Pictures of the Apostolic Church, p. 60. He says:
"Peter rebuked him in strong and PROPHETIC TERMS. The PROPHECY is concealed in the ordinary
translation: the Greek means ‗thou art FOR a gall of bitterness and a fetter of unrighteousness
[lawlessness]‘, i.e., a cause of bitterness and corruption to others."
This makes it plain. Peter was uttering a prophecy by the Holy Spirit. He was telling what this Simon was
to become; Lange‘s Commentary says:
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"Peter‘s words, literally, mean: ‗I regard you as a man whose influence WILL BE like that of bitter gall
[poison] and a bond of unrighteousness [lawlessness], or, as a man who has reached such a state‘." (Vol. 9,
p. 148).
Not only was Simon, in Peter‘s time, a great antagonist to the Church, but he would be the adversary of
the future.
This prophecy is the KEY that opens to our understanding the ORIGINS of the heresies mentioned in the
letters of the Apostles. Peter clearly knew he wouldn‘t repent. Verse 22 shows that in the original.
Gall of Bitterness Defined
It is also interesting to note Peter‘s statement that Simon was to become a "gall of bitterness." People
today may not realize the exact meaning of such a phrase, but no Jew in the First Century was in any
doubt as to its meaning.
It was a figure of speech adopted from the Old Testament which denoted going over to the idols and
abominations of the heathen. Read Deuteronomy 29:16-18 and see how plainly this figure of speech is
used. When the Apostle Peter applied to Simon Magus the phrase "gall of bitterness," he meant that
Simon would be the responsible party for the introduction of heathen beliefs and idols into Christianity.
The prophecy takes on a new and important scope when we realize this real meaning of Peter‘s prophecy.
No wonder Jude later says, speaking about the very men who followed Simon Magus (including Simon
himself): "For there are certain men crept in unawares, who were before of old ORDAINED to this
condemnation" (Verse 4). We can be confident that Peter recognized that Satan was going to use this
Simon Magus as the GREAT PROTAGONIST OF FALSE CHRISTIANITY.
The later history of Simon Magus shows that Peter‘s prophecy came true in a most remarkable way.
Simon Magus Unrepentant
Even after Peter‘s strong rebuke, Simon DID NOT REPENT! And Peter knew that he wouldn't!
Conclusion: This means that Simon thought he deserved to be an Apostle — if not the chief Apostle — in
the Christian Church. He became baptized which, in a physical way, made him ostentatiously a "member."
It is important to remember that he DID NOT REPENT of his error. There is not the slightest hint that
he gave up believing that he had divine right to be an Apostle.
He deliberately continued in this error, with his later followers — calling himself "Christian"! It is because
of the later deceptive activities of this would-be Apostle that Luke was compelled to show his ignominious
beginning and to reveal what Peter prophesied about him.
It is by identifying the real beginning of the great false church system with this Simon that opens up a
whole new vista of understanding in regard to the counterfeit Christianity which began even in the infancy
of the Church.
What Did Simon and the Samaritans Believe?
One of the most scholarly of early church historians was Harnack, who wrote an extensive seven-volume
work titled The History of Dogma. This man is recognized as one of the top authorities in the world on
this subject.
He states: "Long before the appearance of Christianity, combinations of religion had taken place in Syria
and Palestine, ESPECIALLY IN SAMARIA, insofar as the ASSYRIAN and BABYLONIAN religious
philosophy . . . with its manifold interpretations, had penetrated as far as the eastern shore of the
Mediterranean" (Vol. 1, pp. 243, 244).
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Notice he says the Babylonian religion had come ESPECIALLY TO SAMARIA! !
And why not? The Samaritans were largely Babylonian by race. The Bible tells us in II Kings 17:24 that
most of the Samaritans had been taken to Samaria from Babylon and adjacent areas. Later on, Ezra
informs us that others who were mainly of Babylonian stock came to Samaria (Ezra 4:9-10). These people
amalgamated their Babylonian religious beliefs with some of the teachings from the Old Testament. But
they NEVER DEPARTED basically from their own Babylonian-Chaldean religious teachings.
If anyone doubts that these Samaritans practiced outright paganism under the guise of YHVH worship, let
him read the extraordinarily clear indictments recorded in the inspired Word of God (II Kings 17:24-41).
A Brief History of the Samaritans
There were originally five Babylonian tribes who had been transported to the area where Northern Israel
once lived before Israel‘s inglorious defeat and captivity by the Assyrians. When these five tribes moved
INTO the vacant land of Samaria, they brought their Babylonian and Assyrian gods with them. After a
short while in their new country, they were ravaged by lions. They interpreted this punishment as coming
upon them because they failed to honor the god of the new land — not realizing that there is only One
Great GOD, who is not confined to any one land. These Samaritans didn't‘t have sense enough to realize
that the True God of the land had sent Israel into captivity because of their calf-worship and their
introduction of Phoenician religion.
They asked the Assyrian king to send back one of the priests of Israel to teach them the former religion
in order that the plague of lions would be stayed.
The Israelitish priest who was sent to them taught the religion of Northern Israel. Remember that the
priests of Northern Israel were NOT Levites. At the time of Jeroboam, the true priests of God were
forced to flee to Jerusalem and Judea (II Chron. 11:14). Jeroboam set up his own form of religion with
the calves at Dan and Bethel (I Kings 12:28-30). He moved the Holy Days from the seventh to the eighth
month. He made priests of the lowest of the people, those who were NOT of Levi (I Kings 12:31).
All of these acts of Jeroboam were outright violations of God‘s law. It was from the time of Jeroboam
down to the time of Israel‘s captivity, that the majority of Israel was NOT worshipping the True God at
all! Jerusalem and God‘s temple had been repudiated, and paganism had been introduced on a grand scale.
When these transplanted Babylonians who were being afflicted by lions in Samaria asked for a priest of
the former people — THEY GOT ONE!
But that priest was one of the former calf-worshipping priests of the rebel Israelites. He was almost as
pagan as the Babylonians themselves!
This priest of Israel taught the Babylonians (now called Samaritans) to adopt the former worship of the
Northern Israelites. The priest taught them to revere YHVH as the "God of the Land." Thus, these
Samaritans finally took upon themselves the NAME: The People of YHVH; but their religion was outright
paganism — a mixture of Israelitish calf-worship and Babylonianism — just as Simon Magus later was
eager to appropriate Christ‘s NAME, but continue his pagan abominations!
Notice what God says about the final condition of these Samaritans.
"So these nations feared the Lord [calling themselves God‘s people], AND served their graven images,
both their children, and their children‘s children: as did their fathers [the Babylonians], so do they unto
this day" (II Kings 17:41).
These people called themselves the worshippers of the True God, but were actually Babylonian idolaters.
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What Deities Did the Samaritans Worship?
It will pay us to notice the gods and goddesses that these forefathers of Simon Magus brought with them
to Samaria. The people from the City of Babylon adored SUCCOTH-BENOTH; the Cuthites: NERGAL; the
Hamathites: ASHIMA; the Avites: NIBHAZ and TAR-TAK; the Sepharvites: ADRAM-MELECH and
ANAM-MELECH.
The first deity is SUCCOTH-BENOTH, a goddess. It was Semiramis in the form of Venus. Listen to Jones
in his Proper Names of the O.T., p. 348. He says the name signifies "Tabernacles of daughters." It means:
"Chapels made of green boughs, which the men of Babylon, who had been transported into Samaria,
erected in honor to Venus, and where their daughters were PROSTITUTED by the devotees of that
abominable goddess. It was the custom of Babylon, the mother of harlots, and therefore HER SONS DID
THE SAME THING IN SAMARIA." What about the god NERGAL of Cuth? We are informed by
McClintock and Strong‘ s Encyclopedia that the name signifies "the great man," "the great hero" or "the
god of the chase," i.e., the Hunter. In other words, as the Encyclopedia further points out, he was a form
of NIMROD. This Hunter-god was honored by the people of CUTH for Arabian tradition tells us that
CUTH was the special city of NIMROD (vol. VI, p. 950).
The next god was that of Hamath: ASHIMA. Jones shows us that he was the great pagan god of
propitiation, i.e., the god who bore the guilt of his worshippers (p. 42). This god was the pagan REDEEMER
— the OSIRIS of Egyptian fame or the dying NIMROD.
The Avites worshipped NIBHAZ (masc.— the god of HADES) and TAR-TAK, "the mother of the gods".
This last-mentioned goddess was supposedly the Mother of the Assyrian race, or, as Jones says, she was
SEMIRAMIS (see p. 354).
The fifth Babylonian tribe worshiped pre-eminently two gods. ADRAM-MELECH and ANAM-MELECH. The
first was the "god of fire," the Sun or the Phoenician Baal (Jones, p. 14); the second was "the god of the
flocks" or the Greek HERMES, the Good Shepherd (p. 32)
It is self-evident that these gods and goddesses were the major Babylonian deities, and at the same time,
the very gods and goddesses which the Roman Catholic Church deifies today as Christ, Mary, etc.
Simon Magus grew up in this mixed-up society. The Samaritans called themselves the people of the True
God, but religiously were practicing Babylonians. Simon himself was a priest of these people (the word
"Magus" is the Chaldean/Persian word for "priest"). Thus, in the encounter of Peter with Simon Magus, we
find the first real connection of true Christianity with the Chaldean priest who was prophesied to bring in
its false counterpart.
Next, we will see how Simon Magus managed to startle the Roman world with his plan to bring in one
universal religion under the guise of Christianity.
Simon Magus Begins UNIVERSAL Church
History comes alive with the startling story of how Simon Magus— branded a FALSE PROPHET by the
book of Acts — established HIS OWN UNIVERSAL church! SIMON MAGUS was a Babylonian priest. He
was a part of the Babylonian community that had been living in the land of Northern Israel ever since the
Northern Ten Tribes were carried away captive by the Assyrians. God tells us that these Samaritans, as
they were called, were claiming to be the true people of God while at the same time practicing many
heathen rites, which came directly from Babylon (II Kings 17:41).
This was the type of religious environment in which Simon Magus was born. This was the environment in
which he commenced his own ministry and was finally proclaimed the "great one . . . the great power of
God" – that is, God Himself (Acts 8:9-10).

15

He so swayed the whole of the Samaritan nation that all gave heed to him — they did for a very long time
(Verses 9-11). But when he saw the potential of Christianity, he endeavored to buy an apostleship in the
Church. Peter rebuked him sternly.
Simon Magus and HIS Universal Church
Simon Magus, after his rejection by Peter, began to fashion his own "Christian" church — a church of
which HE was head — a church designed to completely overthrow the True Church of God. His idea was to
blend together Babylonian teaching with some of the teachings of Christ— especially to take the name of
Christ— and thus create ONE UNIVERSAL CHURCH! But a church with Babylonianism as its basis.
Harnack, a church historian, states that Simon Magus "proclaimed a doctrine in which the Jewish faith
was strangely and grotesquely mixed with BABYLONIAN myths, together with some Greek additions. The
mysterious worship . . . in consequence of the widened horizon and the deepening religious feeling, finally
the wild SYNCRETISM [that is, blending together of religious beliefs], whose aim WAS A UNIVERSAL
RELIGION, all contributed to gain adherents for Simon" (Vol. 1, p. 244).
Simon can be classified among the major group of so-called Christians (and Simon called himself such),
called by Harnack the: "decidedly anti-Jewish groups…They advanced much further in the criticism of the
Old Testament and perceived the impossibility of saving it [that is, the Old Testament] for the Christian
UNIVERSAL RELIGION. They rather connected this [universal] religion with the cultus-wisdom of
BABYLON and SYRIA" (VoI. 1, p. 246).
With this background, we can understand why Peter so strongly rebuked Simon for his Babylonian ideas.
Peter prophesied that this was the man who was to be the "gall of bitterness, and bond of iniquity" to the
True Church. Simon‘ s attitude was corrupt in the extreme!
The Bible shows he had been working through demons. And yet, he finally called himself a "Christian." Dr.
McGiffert, speaking of Simon Magus, says: "His effort to rival and surpass Jesus very likely began after
his contact with the Christians that Luke records. His religious system was apparently a SYNCRETISM of
Jewish and Oriental elements" (Hasting‘s Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, Vol. 2, p. 497).
Simon‘s Later Activities
To read all the material that the writers of the second to the fourth centuries wrote about this man and
his followers, would literally take days. He has been called by many of them "the father of HERESY," and,
apart from the Bible, the amount of literature devoted to him and his activities, shows he lived up to that
title. Some of the following authorities to be brought forth were eyewitnesses of many of the things
mentioned, and they were writing to others who were likewise eyewitnesses. Much of the testimony to be
mentioned is conclusive and cannot be set aside.
With this evidence of Simon‘s activities after his rejection by Peter, we will clearly be able to see why
Luke thought it most important to tell the real condition of this man, proving that he was in actuality
NEVER an Apostle of Christ. In this regard, notice the comment of Hasting‘s Dictionary of the Apostolic
Church, Vol. 2, p. 496: "But it need NOT be supposed that when Simon broke with the Christians HE
RENOUNCED ALL HE HAD LEARNED. It is more probable that he carried some of the Christian ideas
with him, and that he wove these into a system of his own. This system did contain some of the later
germs of Gnosticism. Thus he became a leader of a retro-grade sect, perhaps nominally Christian, and
certainly using some of the Christian terminology but in reality anti-Christian and exalting Simon himself
to the central position which Christianity was giving to Jesus Christ" (Ibid).

16

Simon Magus Blends Paganism With Christianity!
What Simon did was to bring the Babylonian and Greek religious beliefs into a form of Christianity in
order to bring about, as Harnack says, a UNIVERSAL [Catholic] religion.
"The amalgam of paganism and Christianity which was characteristic of Gnosticism, and which was
especially obvious in the Simonian system, is readily explicable in the teaching of Simon Magus, who,
according to the story in Acts, was brought into intimate contact with Christian teaching without
becoming a genuine member" (Ibid., p. 496).
We further find in Schaff‘s History of the Church a reference to this Simon Magus. He says: "The
author, or first representative of this baptized HEATHENISM, according to the uniform testimony of
Christian antiquity, is Simon Magus, who unquestionably adulterated Christianity with pagan ideas and
practices, and gave himself out, in a pantheistic style for an emanation of God" (Apostolic Christianity),
Vol. 2, p. 566).
Simon only used the name of Christianity to bring about his own desired ends. The Dictionary of Religion
and Ethics says that Simon was "a false Messiah, who practiced magical arts and subsequently attempted,
by the aid and with the sanction of Christianity, to set up a rival UNIVERSAL [Catholic] RELIGION" (Vol.
11, p. 514).
Again, what do the histories tell us Simon‘s doctrines consisted of primarily?
"Two independent traditions profess to preserve the teaching of Simon, the one betraying the influence
of Alexandrian allegory, the other of Syrian and Babylonian religion" (Dictionary of Religion and Ethics,
Vol. 11, p. 516).
It is no wonder that Luke hits hard at the infamy of Simon — for Simon claimed to be a Christian — even
an Apostle — and yet was preaching Babylonian paganism. HE WAS CALLING PAGANISM BY THE NAME
OF CHRISTIANITY!
"Evidently the Simonian heresy always had a Christian tinge. This made it more dangerous to Christians
than a gnostic, which did not affect any Christian influence. Luke therefore would be anxious to disclose
the true circumstances that accounted for the origin of the sect — circumstances highly discreditable to
Simon" (Hasting‘s Bible Dictionary, p. 498).
The reason Luke recorded this encounter with Simon was its far-reaching effects. As Hasting‘s explains,
the important reason was that of "Luke‘s well-known plan of describing THE FIRST MEETING between
Christianity and rival systems" (Ibid., p. 498).
Luke gives in detail the principal character who established the so-called Christian counterpart of the
Truth in the Apostles‘ days. This is the reason the Apostles in their Church letters many times mention
the false system as ALREADY IN EXISTENCE, but fail to describe its origin. They didn‘t have to. That
was already done RIGHT AT THE FIRST by Luke!
Who History Says This Simon Became!
"When Justin Martyr wrote [152 A.D.] his Apology, the sect of the Simonians appears to have been
formidable, for he speaks four times of their founder, Simon; and we need not doubt that he identified
him with the Simon of the Acts. He states that he was a Samaritan, adding that his birthplace was a
village called Gitta; he describes him as a formidable magician, and tells that he came to ROME in the days
of Claudius Caesar (45 A.D.), and made such an impression by his magical powers, THAT HE WAS
HONORED AS A GOD, a statue being erected to him on the Tiber, between the two bridges, bearing the
inscription ‗Simoni deo Sancto‘ (i.e., the holy god Simon)" (Dictionary of Christian Biography, Vol. 4, p. 682).
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That these things actually happened CANNOT BE DOUBTED! Justin was writing to the Roman people at
the time and they could certainly have exposed Justin‘s credulity if what he said was not so. And, that a
statue of Simon was actually erected is definite, for Justin asks the authorities in Rome to destroy it!
There are many writers, who lived in Rome itself, who afterwards repeated Justin‘s account. Those who
want to reject these clear statements have nothing in their favor. Justin is clearly giving us fact!
Hasting‘s Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, Vol 2, p. 496, states that there is "very slight evidence on
which to reject so precise a statement as Justin makes; a statement he would scarcely have hazarded in
an apology addressed to Rome, where every person had the means of ascertaining its accuracy. If he made
a mistake, it must have been at once exposed, and other writers would not have frequently repeated the
story as they have done."
At the time of Claudius, it was illegal to erect a statue to any man as a god or greatly honored person
unless the permission of the Emperor and the Senate had been secured. The statue was still standing in
Justin‘s day (152 A.D.), people were still giving regard to it.
There are many other accounts of Simon‘s traveling to Rome and becoming one of the great gods to the
city and to the people of Rome. There are records which show that Simon "prophesies that Rome will be
the scene of his crowning glory, when he will be adored as a god" (Dictionary of Religion & Ethics, Vol. 11, p.
522).
Simon Peter NOT With Simon Magus in Rome
Later, about the fourth century, a flood of works came out about Peter encountering Simon Magus in Rome
and overthrowing him. But these works are clearly fiction. Almost all scholars realize the absurdity of
maintaining such a thing. In the first place, it can be Biblically shown that Peter The Apostle was NEVER
in Rome when these fictitious writings say he should be.
It was NOT Simon Peter who went to Rome to become Apostle to the Gentiles, but the SIMON in Rome
was SIMON MAGUS!
That Peter the Apostle was not with Simon Magus in Rome is made plain by the Encyclopedia Biblica, col.
4554.
"The attempt has been made to meet this by pointing out that church fathers mention the presence of
SIMON in Rome while at the same time NOT speaking of controversies between him and PETER. This is
indeed true of Justin [one of the earliest witnesses — 152 A.D.] who knows nothing of any presence of
Peter in Rome at all, as also of Irenaeus."
Not only did Justin feel that Peter was NOT in Rome at the time, but his deliberate silence shows he
didn't‘ want to perpetrate such fiction. After all, Justin lived very early in the history of the church, and
the legend of the Apostle Peter‘s being in Rome HADN‘T GOT STARTED YET! Continuing with the
Encyclopedia Biblica about Justin‘s reference to SIMON MAGUS: "One part of this tradition — that
about Simon‘s presence in Rome — he [Justin] found himself able to accept [in fact he held it to be
confirmed by the statue, which he brought into connection with Simon]; the other — that about Peter‘ s
presence in Rome — he was unable to accept" (col. 4555).
Of course Justin was unable to accept the latter teaching. The fact is, Simon Peter was NOT in Rome. It
was another Simon who went there — SIMON MAGUS, the one bringing "Christianity" to them in the guise
of the old Babylonian mystery religions. Simon came to Rome with the grand idea of establishing a
UNIVERSAL RELIGION in the NAME of Christianity! And what is remarkable, he did just that!
Next, we will see how Simon Magus became later confused with Simon Peter and how he cleverly brought
into "Christianity" the mystery religions of Babylon.
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Peter Was NOT The First Pope!
Here are ELEVEN solid, Biblical proofs that Peter was not at Rome. Mark each in your Bible and
understand them well, so YOU will not be deceived.
THE PRIMACY of the Roman Catholic Church depends upon one fundamental doctrine: the claim that Peter
was the first Bishop of Rome and the founder of the Roman Church.
The teaching of Catholic historians tells us that Simon Peter went to Rome at the same time as Simon
Magus in order to thwart his evils. This was during the reign of Claudius. After successfully combating the
Magus, they tell us, Peter assumed the Roman bishopric and ruled it until the Neronian persecutions of 68
A.D., during which Peter was supposed to have been crucified upside down on Vatican hill. This is the basic
story and Catholic writers never shirk in attempting to defend it. Some of them say that this general
account is one of the most provable of historical events.
But is it?
The fact remains, many ecclesiastical authors of the second century, Justin Martyr among them, give
information completely negating Peter‘s supposed Roman bishopric. This is admitted by virtually all
scholars – except conservative Catholics (Ency. Biblica, col. 4554). But, more important than this, the
records of the True Church of God — the writings of the New Testament — absolutely refute the Roman
Catholic claim.
It is time that the world gets its eyes open to the truth of this matter — the truth, which is clearly
revealed in the Word of God. The Apostle Peter was NEVER the Bishop of Rome!
The Bible Teaching
There are eleven major New Testament proofs, which completely disprove the claim that Peter was in
Rome from the time of Claudius until Nero. These Biblical points speak for themselves and ANY ONE of
them is sufficient to prove the ridiculousness of the Catholic claim. Notice what God tells us! The truth
IS conclusive!
Proof One: We should consider Christ‘s commission to Peter. This is often very embarrassing to Catholics,
because Christ commissioned Peter to become chief minister to the CIRCUMCISED, not to
uncircumcised Gentiles.
"The gospel of the CIRCUMCISION was unto Peter; (For He that wrought effectually in Peter to the
apostleship of the circumcision, the same was mighty in me toward the Gentiles:)" (Gal. 2:7-8).
Here we have it in the clearest of language. It was Paul, NOT Peter, who was commissioned to be the chief
Apostle to the Gentiles. And who was it that wrote the Epistle to the ROMANS? It certainly WASN‘T
Peter!
"And when James, Cephas [Peter], and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace [i.e., the gift
or office] that was given unto me, they gave to me and Barnabas the right hands of fellowship; that we
should go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision" (Gal. 2:9).
Paul further mentioned his special office as the Gentile Apostle in II Timothy 1:11: "Whereunto I am
appointed a preacher, and an apostle, and a teacher of the Gentiles."
PETER is NOWHERE called the Apostle to the Gentiles! This precludes him from going to Rome to become
the head of a Gentile community.
Proof Two: Paul specifically told the Gentile Romans that HE had been chosen to be their Apostle, not
Peter.
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"I should be the minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, ministering the gospel of God, that the offering
up of the Gentiles might be acceptable" (Rom. 15:16).
How clear!
Paul had the direct charge from Christ in this matter. He even further relates in Romans 15:18 that it was
Christ who had chosen him "to make the Gentiles obedient, by word and deed."
PAUL Established the only TRUE Church at Rome
Proof Three: We are told by Paul himself that it was he — not Peter — who was going to officially found
the Roman Church. "I long to see you, that I may impart unto you some spiritual gift, to the end ye may be
established" (Rom. 1:11).
Amazing! The Church at Rome had not been ESTABLISHED officially even by 55 or 56 A.D. However, the
Catholics would have us believe that Peter had done this some ten years before — in the reign of Claudius.
What nonsense! Of course you understand that NEITHER Peter nor Paul established the Catholic Church!
But these proofs are given to illustrate that it is utterly impossible for PETER to have been in any way
associated with ANY Church at Rome.
Proof Four: We find Paul not only wanting to establish the Church at Rome, but he emphatically tells us
that his policy was NEVER to build upon another man‘s foundation. "Yea, so have I strived to preach the
gospel, not where Christ was named, LEST I SHOULD BUILD UPON ANOTHER MAN‘S FOUNDATION"
(Rom. 15:20).
If Peter had "founded" the Roman Church some ten years before this statement, this represents a real
affront to Peter. This statement alone is proof that Peter had never been in Rome before this time to
"found" any church.
Peter Not in Rome
Proof Five: At the end of Paul‘s Epistle to the Romans he greets no fewer than 28 different individuals,
but never mentions Peter once! See Romans 16 — read the whole chapter!
Remember, Paul greeted these people in 55 or 56 A.D. Why didn't‘ he mention Peter? — Peter simply
wasn‘t there!
Proof Six: Some four years after Paul wrote Romans, he was conveyed as a prisoner to Rome in order to
stand trial before Caesar. When the Christian community in Rome heard of Paul‘s arrival, they all went to
meet him. "When THE brethren [of Rome] heard of us, they came to meet us" (Acts 28:15).
Again, there is not a single mention of Peter among them. This would have been extraordinary had Peter
been in Rome, for Luke always mentions by name important Apostles in his narration of Acts. But he says
nothing of Peter‘s meeting with Paul.
Why? Because Peter was not in Rome!
Proof Seven: When Paul finally arrived at Rome, the first thing he did was to summon "the chief of the
Jews together" (Acts 28:17) to whom he "expounded and testified the kingdom of God" (Verse 23).
But what is amazing is that these chief Jewish elders claimed they knew very little even about the basic
teachings of Christ. All they knew was that ‗‗as concerning this sect, we know that everywhere it is spoken
against" (Verse 22). Then Paul began to explain to them the basic teachings of Christ on the Kingdom of
God. Some believed — the majority didn't‘.
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Now, what does all this mean? It means that if Peter, who was himself a strongly partisan Jew, had been
preaching constantly in Rome for 14 long years before this time, AND WAS STILL THERE — how could
these Jewish leaders have known so little about even the basic truths of Christianity?
This again is clear proof Peter had not been in Rome prior to 59 A.D.
No Mention of Peter in Paul‘s Letters
Proof Eight: After the rejection of the Jewish elders, Paul remained in his own hired house for two years.
During that time he wrote Epistles to the Ephesians, the Philippians, the Colossians, Philemon, and to the
Hebrews. And while Paul mentions others as being in Rome during that period, he nowhere mentions Peter.
The obvious reason is — the Apostle to the circumcision wasn‘t there!
Proof Nine: With the expiration of Paul‘s two year‘s imprisonment, he was released. But about four years
later (near 65 A.D.), he was again sent back a prisoner to Rome. This time he had to appear before the
throne of Caesar and was sentenced to die. Paul describes these circumstances at length in II Timothy.
In regard to his trial, notice what Paul said in II Timothy 4:16.
"At my first answer no man stood with me, but all men [in Rome] forsook me: I pray God that it may not be
laid to their charge."
This means, if we believe the Catholics, that Peter forsook Paul, for they tell us Peter was very much
present at Rome during this time! Peter once denied Christ, but that was before he was converted. To
believe that Peter was in Rome during Paul‘s trial, is untenable!
Proof Ten: The Apostle Paul distinctly informs us that Peter was not in Rome in 65 A.D. — even though
Catholics say he was. Paul said: "Only Luke is with me" (II Tim. 4:11).
The truth becomes very plain. Paul wrote TO Rome; he had been IN Rome; and at the end wrote at least
six epistles FROM Rome; and not only does he NEVER mention Peter, but at the last moment says: "Only
Luke is with me."
Peter, therefore, was never Bishop of Rome!
Proof Eleven: Peter‘s death is foretold by Christ himself (John 21:18-19.) ―. When you are old you will
stretch out your hands, and someone else will dress you and lead you where you do not want to go.‖ Jesus
said this to indicate the kind of death by which Peter would glorify God. Hmm, it sounds like Christ
himself said that Peter would die of old age. Why would Peter‘s death in old age glorify God? Peter was
the one that ran from Christ the night of his trial and crucifixion. This exchange is after Christ rose
from the tomb and Peter was forgiven three times, just as he denied his master three times before the
cock crowed that fateful night of Christ‘s trial.
Where was Peter the apostle of Christ? At the times the Catholics believe Peter was in Rome, The Bible
clearly shows that he was elsewhere. The evidence is abundant and conclusive. By paying attention to God‘s
own words, no one need be deceived. Peter was NEVER the Bishop of Rome!
Near 45 A.D., we find Peter being cast into prison at Jerusalem (Acts 12:3, 4). In 49 A.D., he was still in
Jerusalem, this time attending the Jerusalem Council. About 51 A.D., he was in Antioch of Syria where he
got into differences with Paul because he wouldn‘t sit or eat with Gentiles. Strange that the "Roman
bishop" would have nothing to do with Gentiles in 51 A.D.!
Later in about 66 A.D., we find him in the city of Babylon among the Jews (I Pet. 5:13). Remember that
Peter was the Apostle to the CIRCUMCISED. Why was he in Babylon? Because history shows that there
were as many Jews in the Mesopotamian areas in Christ‘s time as there were in Palestine. It is no wonder
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we find him in the East. Perhaps this is the reason why scholars say Peter‘s writings are strongly Aramaic
in flavor, the type of Aramaic spoken in Babylon. Why of course! Peter was used to their eastern dialect.
At the times the Catholics believe Peter was in Rome, the Bible clearly shows he was elsewhere. The
evidence is abundant and conclusive. By paying attention to God‘s own words, no one need be deceived.
Peter was NEVER the Bishop of Rome!
Added By The Final Word Ministries:
The Catholic Church says that Peter was Pope in Rome from 41 to 66 A.D., a period of twenty-five
years, but the Bible shows a different story. The book of the Acts of the Apostles (in either the Catholic
or Protestant Bible) records the following: Peter was preaching the Gospel to the circumcision (the Jews)
in Caesarea and Joppa in Palestine, ministering unto the household of Cornelius, which is a distance of
1,800 miles from Rome (Acts 10:23, 24). Soon after, about the year 44 A.D. (Acts 12), Peter was cast
into prison in Jerusalem by Herod, but he was released by an angel. From 46 to 52 A.D., we read
in the 13th chapter that he was in Jerusalem preaching the difference between Law and Grace.
Whilst Paul makes it clear that he, a Jew, was called to the Gentiles, Peter did minister to Gentiles. The
following scriptures substantiate this:

And after much disputing, Peter rose up and said to them, Men, brothers, you recognize that from ancient
days God chose among us that through my mouth the nations (Gentiles) should hear the Word of the
gospel, and believe. Act 15:7 And going down to the men, those sent to him from Cornelius, Peter said,
Behold, I am the one you are seeking. For what reason have you come? Act 10:21 And the next day they
entered into Caesarea (Palestine). And Cornelius was waiting for them, and had called together his
kinsmen and near friends. Act 10:24 Therefore send to Joppa (Palestine) and call here Simon whose last
name is Peter; he is staying in the house of Simon, a tanner by the seaside; who, when he comes, shall
speak to you. Act 10:32
A "PETER" Was in Rome Two Thousand Years B.C.!
Who was the first "Peter" of Rome? What were his successors called? The history of ancient religion
reveals the plain truth about the original Peter of Rome. The truth about his real successors is now clear
to us — but hidden to the world. Here is what history shows us of the ORIGINAL Peter of Rome. The
truth is startling!
THE BIBLE records that in the earliest ages, right after the Flood of Noah, men began to rebel against
the teachings of God. They began to build cities, found religions, and bring in idolatries. Pagan temples
were erected — the Tower of Babel came on the scene. All o these things started within the first two
hundred years after the Flood.
Pagan Gods Called "Peters"
Surprising as it may sound, it is a well-known fact among students of ancient religion, that the chief pagan
gods worshipped in the early civilizations were generally known by the name PETER. It is also known that
the priests of those heathen gods were also called PETERS. That same name in one form or another, was
even applied to the pagan TEMPLES consecrated to those gods.
Notice what Bryant, in his work Ancient Mythology says: "Not only the gods, but the Hierophantae [special
priests], in most temples; and those priests in particular, who were occupied in the celebration of
mysteries, were styled PATRES" (vol. 1, p. 354).
This is significant! The word PATRE is the same as PATOR or PETER in meaning and pronunciation.
Bryant continues: "PATRE was undoubtedly a religious term . . . the same as PATOR and PATORA."
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The ancient pagan gods, the priests who were their ministers, and their sacred sanctuaries — their
temples — were ALL called PETORS or PETERS (either spelling is acceptable since vowels are fluid in all
languages — especially the Semitic).
The Meaning of "Peter"
What did the word PATOR or PETER really mean to the ancients? Surprisingly enough, the word is in the
Bible. When Moses wrote about the Egyptian priests, he shows they were called PETERS or "interpreters"
— interpreters of the ancient Egyptian mysteries.
Notice Genesis 41:8. Davidson shows in his Hebrew Lexicon that the consonantal word P-T-R (PETER)
signifies "to interpret" or "interpretation" (p. 638; of Brown, Driver, Briggs, p. 837; and Gesenius, p. 877
and p. 843). Bryant points out "the term always related to oracle interpretation" (p. 308).
The pagan priests of the mystery religions were called PATORS or PETERS. They had the power to
interpret the heathen mysteries. This is further brought out by Bunson in his Hieroglyph, page 545, where
he shows that the Egyptians — as the Bible also indicates — called their "interpreters" or priests: PETR,
that is, PETER.
The term PETER was one of the earliest names for the pagan gods. It lasted as late as Greek and Roman
times. But by that time the term also took on a widespread secular meaning. It came generally to mean
"father" or "parent." But this was not its primary meaning at all. Bryant continues: "The word PATER, when
used in the religious addresses of the Greeks and Romans, meant NOT, as is supposed, a father or parent;
but related to the divine influence of the Deity, called by the people of the East, PATOR" (Ibid., p. 353).
In many ancient religions the father was the chief priest of the family. That is the reason the head of the
family became known as PATOR or "father." The father, because of his priestly position, became known as
the ARCHPATOR, or, as it is commonly rendered, PATRIARCH. This is how the term PATOR came to
signify, in a secular sense, "a father." But originally, it always meant, "interpreter" — especially one of the
mystery religions.
Chief Pagan Gods Called PETERS
We have clear evidence showing that the ancient Romans called their chief gods PETERS — the divine
interpreters. The early Roman writer Lucilius, mentions Neptune, Liber, Saturn, Mars, Janus and Quirnus
— all were PATERS. (See the Lucilii Fragments.) He did not mean they were "father-gods." He meant they
were gods of PETER-rank — the chief gods.
Lucilius doesn‘t exhaust the list. In fact, he leaves out JUPITER, the "Father" of the Roman gods. But it
was unnecessary to mention him as a "PETER-god." Due to his high rank, the title PETER was actually
incorporated as a part of his name. He was called JU-PETER.
Gladstone in his work on the antiquities of Greece, shows that Jupiter and the Greek god ZEUS were one
and the same, JU-PETER was the Roman way of saying ZEUS-PETER, the chief god of the Greeks (Homer
and the Homeric Age, vol. I, p. 287), PETER was the name that came to signify high rank among the gods —
and among their priests
Greeks Used Term "Peter"
The Romans were not the only ones who called their gods PETERS, The Classical Manual reveals that the
Greeks used the term PETER (or its variants) as often as did the Romans.
For example, Apollo was called PATRIUS and his followers APOLLO PATRIUS (p. 23). Pausanius tells us
that Artemis and Bacchus were called PATORA, that is PETER-gods (Books 1, 2). Pindar speaks of Poseidon
Petraios. He says the Thessalians worshipped Neptune under this title (Pyth. Ode 4).
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In Egypt, the Ammonian priests — who headed one of the chief pagan oracles of ancient Egypt — were
called Petors, as Bryant also says: "The chief instrument (idol) in their hands was styled PIETAURUM"
(Ibid., p. 356).
This idol on many occasions took the form of a pole or upright stake (Ibid., p. 358). The pagan god Artemis
is often pictured standing by a stone pillar, which is called PATROA or PETER (Pausanius, Bk. 1). These
pillars, and all the phallic symbols like them, came to be known as PETRAS — the sacred PETERS. (It is
still common among the vulgar to refer to the male member by its original religious name — PETER.) These
phallic Peter-stones can be found all over the ancient world. In fact, there is not a mention of an ancient
pagan oracle temple without some notice being given to a PETER emblem — the sacred stone.
Like the word PATOR — which came to indicate simply a "father" or "parent" — the word PETRA came to
mean any large stone. But in the earliest times, it conveyed only the original religious meaning.
"The term PETRA came at length to signify any rock or stone and to be in a manner confined to that
meaning. But in the first ages it was ALWAYS TAKEN IN A RELIGIOUS SENSE; and related to the
shrines of Osiris, or the Sun (Baal), and to other oracles which were supposed to be exhibited" (Bryant, p.
359). In other words, the term PETRA meant the sacred PETER-stone — a stone usually phallic in design.
"Petras" in Pagan World
Notice some references to these sacred PETRAS found throughout the pagan world.
At the temple of Delphi in Greece, the chief object in the ritual was the PETRA (Pausanius, Bk. 10). At the
Acropolis in Athens, Euripides tells us, the niches which held the idols were called the PETRAE (verse
935). It is well known that even the sacred book which was used in the celebration of the Eleusinian
mysteries, was entitled "Book PETROMA," PETER-ROMA — PETER‘S BOOK (see Potter‘s Antiquities, vol. 1,
p. 356).
Remember that the pagan temples were also called after the PETERS. The temple at Elis in Greece was
called PETRON (Lycophron, verse 159). Pytho at Delphi was called PETRAessa (Olymp. Ode 6). The oracle
temple dedicated to Apollo in Asia Minor was called the PATARA and the oracle there was called
PATAReus ("Eus" means "person who, one") — (Lempriere‘s Classical Dictionary, p. 438).
Also PATRAE — an ancient town where DIANA had a temple (p. 438), and the oracle in Achaia was called
PATRA (Jones, Proper Names of the Old Testament, p. 296).
Examples are too numerous to mention, but this should be enough to show that the name PETER, or its
variants, figured very high in every phase of pagan worship. These PETER stones and temples were found
all over the ancient world.
"There is in the history of every oracular temple some legend about a stone; some reference to the word
PETRA" (Bryant, p. 362).
Origin of Ancient PETER-worship
PETER-worship can be traced directly back to MESOPOTAMIA. It was there that idolatry had its
beginning. There is where the Tower of Babel was erected. It is no wonder that in Mesopotamia we find
the first mention of a PETER-temple. In Numbers 23; 22:4-5 we read that the false prophet Balaam was
called to prophesy against Israel. Further, in Deuteronomy 23:4, we read that this Balaam had been called
from "Pethor of Mesopotamia" — that is, from the PETER of MESOPOTAMIA.
This Pethor or Peter (either spelling is correct) was the place of an oracle temple. In the Dictionary of
Proper Names of the Old Testament, edited by A. Jones, we find that Balaam‘s PETHOR was the sacred
high place "where there was an oracular temple, and hence called PETHOR, and PETHORA, which meant,
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place of interpretation, or oracular temple. Here was, no doubt, a college of priests of whom Balaam had
been appointed chief PATORA" (p. 296).
Yes, Balaam was the chief PATORA (Peter) of the PETHOR (Peter-temple) of Mesopotamia.
It was customary for each pagan country to have a chief oracle or tempIe. The PETHOR or PETER in
Greece was Delphi, In Egypt it was Ammon. In Asia Minor it was Lycia — and later Pergamos. Professor
Jones tells about the other PETHORS throughout the world.
Notice: "These ‗high places‘ were scattered about in many parts. There was a city of ‗interpretation‘ in
Acaia, called PATRAE, and another in Lycia, called PATARA, where Apollo had an oracle. PETHOR was in
after times celebrated for the worship of Ailat" (Ibid., p. 296).
Balaam "Chief Peter"
But Balaam came from PETHOR on the Euphrates — the oracle of Mesopotamia. He was no less than the
CHIEF PATORA (as Jones mentions) of the VERY HOME of idolatry and false religion.
The very meaning of the name "Balaam" shows he considered himself as sitting in the very chair of
Nimrod, the beginner of the mystery religions. The name "Balaam" means in Semitic tongues "Conqueror of
the People." This was the exact proper name the Greeks used to designate NIMROD. They called him
NICOLAUS, which also meant "Conqueror of the People."
In the New Testament we read of people following the doctrines of NICOLAUS (Nimrod). They were
called Nicolaitanes. McClintock and Strong‘s Encyclopaedia speaking of them says: "The sect of the
Nicolaitanes is described as following the doctrine or teaching of Balaam —and it appears not improbable
that this name is employed symbolically, as NICOLAUS is equivalent in meaning to BALAAM" (vol. 1, p.
621).
Yes, the two names NICOLAUS and BALAAM are exactly the same in meaning — they both point to
NIMROD, the originator of paganism. We also find that when Simon Magus (alias Simon Peter)
"Christianized" the religion of NIMROD, John the Apostle plainly labels his followers NICOLAITANES
and followers of BALAAM. All of the heresies mentioned in the Seven Churches are of only ONE system —
the system of NIMROD, under the leadership of Simon Magus.
Balaam Represents Nimrod
The name of Balaam is another name for NIMROD. But, understand this clearly — the "Balaam" who met
Israel on their way out of Egypt was NOT the original Nimrod. He had been killed several hundred years
before. This Balaam merely represented Nimrod as his successor. We are all aware that Joshua, being a
successor of Moses, was looked on as sitting in Moses‘ seat. Even in Christ‘s time the scribes and Pharisees
sat in Moses‘ seat of authority (Matt. 23:1-4).
So it was with Balaam. He maintained one of the proper names of Nimrod to signify that he was the
legitimate successor of the Arch-Rebel. And to emphasize his authority, Balaam could point to his
headquarters as the PETHOR or PETER of Mesopotamia. Therefore, the Moabites in their hatred for
Israel called for the chief priest of the pagan world. They ignored the priesthood of their own national
gods — going to the highest authority they knew! Josephus represents this false prophet as "Balaam, who
lived by the Euphrates, and was the greatest of the prophets of that time" (Ant. IV, 6,2). Balaam was the
successor of Nimrod — the PONTIFEX MAXIMUS of the pagan world. His headquarters was the "PETER
on the Euphrates" — the SAINT PETER‘S OF MESOPOTAMIA, the chief oracle of paganism. This is a
shocking revelation — but one which stands the test of the Bible and ancient religious history.
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PETER-gods Come to Rome
It is well-known history that in the earliest ages, the center of civilization was in Asia and Mesopotamia.
In later times, political power passed to the Greeks and then to the Romans. It is also well recognized that
the religions of Asia, by Greek and Roman times, had also passed to the West. By the First Century, the
mystery religions of the Babylonians were centered primarily in Rome! By that time, Rome had become the
chief city of the world.
Early records mention this transference of pagan religion from Asia right to the city of Rome. The First
Century book by Virgil, The Aenid, in Imperial times became a type of Roman "Bible." It gives the story of
one Aeneas who wandered away from Asia right after the Trojan War and settled in Italy.
The main theme of the book concerns the so-called "sacred task" of Aeneas: bringing the pagan gods of
Asia to Italy! Virgil spares no words in glorifying Aeneas‘ journey. He shows how Aeneas brought the
Romans ORGANIZED RELIGION — with all the pagan gods and goddesses necessary for performing it.
And most important: Virgil constantly says that these deities were the PATRII of Asia. (See the CIassical
Manual, page 592, for full information confirming this.) These gods and goddesses were the PETER-deities
— the chief deities which were destined to favor Rome and Italy above all other countries.
Asia had been the original home of the PETER-gods. Through Virgil we find them being transported to the
doorstep of Rome. And why not? By the First Century, Rome was considered "the home of the gods."
Prudentius, an ancient Roman himself, says that there wasn‘t a single pagan deity that did not in the end
find its headquarters at Rome.
Notice what he says: "There came to be one single home for all earth-born gods, and you may count as
many temples of gods AT ROME as tombs of heroes in all the world" (Symmachus, 189 to 197).
It could hardly be clearer! By Imperial times, Rome became the headquarters of pagan religion. It was the
chief oracle of the world, the PETER for the earth.
The Chief gods of Rome
There were two gods of ancient Rome, which were pre-eminently worshipped as PETER-gods. One was JUPETER (Zeus-Peter). The other, says the Classical Manual, was JANUS, called PATER or PETER (see page
389). Sometimes these two gods are confused. But they are to be reckoned as distinct — relative to
Roman paganism of the First Century. The latter god, JANUS-PETER, had some interesting roles to play in
the pagan religion at Rome. These roles answer the question: Who was the original Peter of Rome? Notice
a brief history and some of the activities of this god.
Plutarch in his life of Numa, gives us the identity of JANUS. Originally, according to Plutarch, Janus was
an ancient prince who reigned in the infancy of the world. He brought men from a rude and savage life to a
mild and rational system. HE was the first to build cities and the first to establish government over men.
After his death he was deified. There can be no mistaking who this JANUS was! This title was just
another of the many names of Nimrod. This ancient prince who was violently killed, was later deified by
the pagan religions. Because of his high authority, he was called a PATOR or PETER.
Here are some of the religious activities of which JANUS-PETER was in charge.
It was JANUS-PETER who was pre-eminent in interpreting the times — especially prophecy. "The past and
the future was always present in his mind" (Classical Manual, pages 388 and 389). He was pictured as being
double-faced. Plutarch said this was a symbol of his endeavor to change men from barbarism to civilization
— that is, bring them to the civilization of NIMROD. One of JANUS‘ roles, after his deification as a god,
was the continuation of his sacred task of "civilizing" men.
But let us go a little farther.
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Janus-Peter had "Keys"
The PETER-god JANUS was to the ancient Romans the "KEEPER OF THE GATES OF HEAVEN AND
EARTH." "HE IS REPRESENTED WITH A KEY IN ONE HAND . . . as emblematic of his presiding over
GATES and highways."
How shocking! The pagan Romans were calling their JANUS a PETER hundreds of years before the birth
of the Apostle Peter. It was this JANUS who was in charge of the "pearly gates"! The very word JANUS
means "gates," that is, the one in charge of the GATES.
The Classical Manual continues: "Ovid speaks of him [Janus] in the first book of his Fasti; his face is
double to denote his equal empire over the heavens and the earth — [does not the Pope claim the same
power today?] — and that all things are open and shut to him AT HIS WILL — [he was infallible and
answered to no one for his actions, so the Pope] — that he governs the universe [Catholicum], and alone
possesses the power of making the world revolve on its axis; THAT HE PRESIDES OVER THE GATES OF
HEAVEN."
Catholics Claim "Keys"
The Catholic Church claims Peter gave to it the keys of the gates of heaven and that no one will enter into
God‘s presence unless that church opens the gates. The very word "Cardinal" means, "hinge." The Cardinals
of the Roman Church are the HINGES upon which the GATE — the Pope — is able to turn.
The Classical Manual continues: "the successions of day and night are regulated by his influence; and that
the east and the west is at one moment open to his view." It was JANUS-PETER who also controlled the
calendar by his priests. The first month of the year was named after him to show his control over the
years. So, today, we still have JANU-ary as the first month. The Catholic Church, like the priests of
Janus, feels it has this same authority over the calendar today.
Another Name for Nimrod
Finally, it is necessary to notice at least one more name under which Nimrod masqueraded — the name
MITHRAS, the Persian name for Baal, the sun god. This Mithras-worship of Nimrod was popular and was
one of the last to plant itself in Rome, but it had a very old theme — outright PETER-worship. "Mithras
was styled by the nations of the East PATOR; his temples were PATRA and PETRA and his festivals
PATRICA" (Bryant, vol. 1, p. 370).
Yes, even Nimrod under the name Mithras, the sun-god, was called PETER!!!
Sir James Frazer tells us of this religion of Mithra — the religion of the pagan PETER — coming to Rome.
Notice it. "Among the gods of eastern origin who in the decline of the ancient world competed against
each other for the allegiance of the West was the old Persian deity of MITHRA. The immense popularity
of his worship is attested by the monuments illustrative of it, which have been found scattered in
profusion ALL OVER THE ROMAN EMPIRE. In respect both of doctrines and of rites the cult of MITHRA
appears to have presented many points of resemblance not only to the religion of the Mother of the Gods
but also to Christianity" (Golden Bough, St. Martin‘s ed., vol. 1, p. 471).
Catholics Accept "Peter" Worship
What he means is that the Christianity of the third and fourth centuries had already by that time
inherited so much from pagan beliefs, that this PETER-religion coming from the East found many
similarities with Roman Christianity. The Catholics had already, by this late date, accepted the pagan
festivals of Christmas, Easter and a host of other rituals and beliefs. Frazer continues: "Taken
altogether, the coincidences of the Christian with the heathen festivals are too close and too numerous to
be accidental" (Ibid., p. 475).
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It was this pagan MITHRAISM which gave the most to "Christianity."
Bryant shows that the chief name of MITHRA in the East was PATOR or PETER — "his temples were
PATRA and PETRA and his festivals PATRICA." Everything connected with this ancient pagan religion can
be traced right back to the original PETER — the original "interpreter of the mysteries" who was none
other than NIMROD. This is the same mystery system, which the Roman Catholics have absorbed.
Sits in ‗Peter‘s‘ Chair
No wonder the Roman Catholic Church claims to sit in PETER‘S CHAIR and that the chief temple of the
world is today called SAINT PETER‘S.
That Church has accepted the practices and symbols of the oldest pagan religion on earth: PETER-worship
— the religion of Nimrod.
This pagan religion was believed and practiced before Christ ever told the Apostle Peter and the other
Apostles that they were to have the "keys of the kingdom of heaven" (Matt. 16:19). Satan counterfeited
God‘s true religion centuries before Christ came!
This was Satan‘s attempt to smother God‘s true religion with a counterfeit that to the untrained eye looks
genuine. He did this principally through Simon Magus (Pater) who amalgamated all the pagan religions into
one UNIVERSAL religion and called the system "Christianity."
The Bible tells us to come completely out of this false religious system masquerading under the name of
Christianity. We are to get back to the faith once delivered to the saints. We can thank God for His
goodness in giving to His Church the TRUTH.
Simonites Establish UNIVERSAL CHURCH
Elevating his personal teachings above the Bible, and preaching a "no-works" doctrine of salvation, Simon
Magus soon had a universal, popular following. Deified by the Romans, he was buried on Vatican Hill. Read
how it happened in this article.
SIMON Magus, just like his Samaritan forefathers, deliberately blended together the teachings of
Babylon with Biblical phrases.
One of his main intentions was to appropriate a Christian vocabulary to the Babylonian ceremonial system.
In other words, he kept on with his heathenism, but now called his system "Christian" in origin.
Let‘s go on. "But he [Simon] promised that the world should be dissolved, and that those who were his own
should be redeemed. And accordingly, HIS PRIESTS, Irenaeus tells us [yes, Simon established a
priesthood], led lascivious lives, used magic and incantations, made philtres, HAD FAMILIAR SPIRITS by
whose aid they were able to trouble with dreams those whom they would. They had IMAGES of Simon and
Helen, in the forms respectively of JUPITER and MINERVA" (Dict. of Christian Biography, vol. 4, p. 683).
Simon Honored as Jupiter
People who had demonic powers as Simon did, were honoured as gods in the first century — even sacrifices
were offered to them. Does this seem unlikely? Then read Acts 14:11-13. After seeing the great miracles
that Paul and Barnabas had done through the Holy Spirit, Luke says: "When the people saw what Paul had
done, they lifted up their voices, saying in the speech of Lycaonia, The gods are come down to us in the
likeness of men. And they called Barnabas, Jupiter; and Paul, Mercury." Then the priest of Jupiter came
out to offer them sacrifice.
Paul and Barnabas "rent their clothes" at such action. What would SIMON MAGUS have done? Or rather,
what did Simon Magus do? He let the Roman Senate with the approval of the Emperor Claudius deify him
as a god and erect a statue to him. And, the people who followed SIMON called him JUPITER — at the
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same time calling themselves Christians. The statue that must have been dedicated to Simon was in the
likeness of the chief god of the pagan world — the god that desolated the Holy Place in God‘s temple —
Jupiter Capitolinus.
The Death of Simon Magus
The records regarding Simon‘s death vary widely. Many of the stories try to incorporate some fiction
from the Greek and Egyptian myths to enhance the reader‘s interest in this fascinating character. But the
earliest records say that he was buried in Rome after a long period of great honour and deification.
It is not clearly known where Simon Magus alias Simon Pater or Simon Jupiter was buried. But this much is
known. The place of burial for ALL prophets and holy men of the Romans was in the sacred cemetery on
Vatican Hill. This much is certain.
Notice what Werner Keller in his The Bible as History says about the so-called burial of the Catholics‘
Peter. (Before reading Keller‘s statement, let us remember that he is a thoroughgoing Catholic and firmly,
himself, believed that the Apostle Peter was buried in Rome. However, the Bible shows nothing of the
kind. Now, let‘s read Keller‘s comment — the official comment of the Roman Catholic Church):
"On the night of his death on the cross Peter‘s followers BURIED his body. As in the case of Jesus on the
hill of Calvary it was wrapped in linen and secretly taken to a PAGAN BURIAL GROUND on the Via
Cornelia, behind the stone structure of the arena. This PAGAN CEMETERY lay on a knoll called
VATICANUS: the Latin word ‗vatis‘ means a ‗prophet‘ or ‗SOOTHSAYER‘. In days gone by there had been
an Etruscan oracle on this spot" (p. 368).
What an admission!
Keller ought to have better sense to know that this Peter buried in this cemetery, of all places, could NOT
be the Apostle Peter. In the first place, Peter was a Jew, and they had to be buried in their own
cemeteries. And even if by a happen-chance a Jew could be buried in a Roman cemetery, it is most unlikely
that a Jew — especially one who attacked the Roman religion as the Apostle Peter did — would ever have
been allowed into the most holy of pagan cemeteries! This cemetery was reserved for prophets,
soothsayers and the great ones of pagan Rome. It would be as sensible to say that Hitler could find a
place of burial in Westminster Abbey. And too, can you imagine TRUE Christians searching out a PAGAN
CEMETERY — the chief one — in which to bury the chief Christian Apostle, the inveterate enemy of
PAGANISM?
This place, of all places, could not be the place of the Apostle Peter‘s burial — even if he had been in
Rome. But, there is really no better place for the burial of SIMON MAGUS. He had been, and was being,
honoured as a god — not only by the people of Rome, but even by the Emperor and the Senate.
Yes, Keller and his Catholic friends have undoubtedly found a SIMON, but not the Apostle Peter.
Catholic Church Accepts SIMON MAGUS‘ Teachings
We have the record of history which tells us that Simon‘s teaching spread like wildfire — especially in
Rome where he was honoured as a god. In fact, after going there he made that city his headquarters. But
let us recall that the followers of Simon called themselves TRUE Christians.
Simon steadfastly adhered to this. In fact, it finally became the desired name for his followers to use.
The names Simonians and Samaritans began to die out in the 2nd century A.D. Justin tells us that some
were still going by the parent name in his day (152 A.D.). But by the time of Origen (220 A.D.), he states
that there were hardly 30 people in the world, which went by the parent name. Yet Eusebius, who lived
about 100 years later, said they were indeed still numerous all over the world.
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The fact is, they were divorcing themselves from the use of the name SIMON or Samaritans because by
the fourth century their names were beginning to have an odious connotation to them. Nonetheless the
Simonians were very much around — this time with the name of "Christian." And we have the exact
testimony of Eusebius himself (325 A.D.) that these people were flocking into the Catholic Church.
Notice what Eusebius says, after stating that Simon Magus in the days of the Apostles received baptism
and feigned Christian belief: "And what is more surprising, the same thing IS DONE EVEN TO THIS DAY
by those who follow HIS most impure heresy. For they, after the manner of their forefather, SLIPPING
INTO THE CHURCH, like a pestilential and leprous disease GREATLY AFFLICT THOSE [a great number
of people] into whom they are able to infuse the deadly and terrible poison concealed in themselves" (Eccl.
Hist., II, ch. I, sect. 12).
This is amazing testimony, for Eusebius is telling us that these people were now "Christians" and that they
were corrupting the entire church as a pestilential disease which hits the whole body. Eusebius later
maintains that the chief troublemakers were being expelled from the Catholic Church. But how could they
expel all of them? Almost the whole church by this time was affected.
It is not to be supposed that all of the early heretical sects were direct branches of the Simon Magus
religion. By the end of the first century there were at least 50 minor sects. The Simon Magus group
represented several of these sects, but not all of them. The truth is, the Simonians, whose headquarters
were at Rome, finally absorbed ALL these minor sects by the fifth century.
Simonism IS Catholicism
It is also true that even some of the Catholics (in Eusebius‘ time) were unwilling to go all the way and
accept the SIMON MAGUS doctrines of IMAGES, PICTURES, INCANTATIONS, etc., but within another
hundred years, history shows the bars were let down completely.
But in Eusebius‘ day, he even balked at their bringing outright images into the churches and worshiping
them. Notice what he finally says of these "Christians" of SIMON: "Simon was the author of all heresy.
From his time down to the present those who have followed his heresy have FEIGNED the sober
philosophy of the Christians, which is celebrated among all on account of its purity of life. But they
nevertheless have embraced again the superstitions of idols, which they seemed [ostentatiously] to have
renounced; and they fall down before pictures and images of Simon himself and of the above-mentioned
Helena who was with him [that is, the images of JUPITER and MINERVA — the Catholics do exactly this
today]; and they venture to worship them with incense and sacrifices and libations" (Eccl. Hist. II, 13, 6).
What clear and revealing statements! Eusebius is not talking about what he considers distinct heretics
outside the Catholic Church. He is talking about the MAJOR group IN THAT CHURCH which was
continually adding more and more on a large scale. He attributes these evils to the "Christians" who
followed SIMON MAGUS. They were so active in his day INSIDE THE CHURCH as to give him grave
concern.
But what happened?
Did the few Catholic leaders of the fourth century who abhorred outright IDOLATRY manage to persuade
the masses to give it up and turn away from the SIMONIANS (now called Christians) who were the cause
of it all?
The answer from history is NO!
The Simonian "Christians" won out. Imagery, idolatry and paganism — became the Universal Church just as
planned in the very beginning by SIMON MAGUS — or by the Devil who possessed him. Can we now
understand why God, through Luke, devotes a whole section of Acts to warn us of this man‘s origin. He was
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NEVER a part of the Church of God —NEVER!! But he, and his followers — from clear history — have
succeeded in bringing in their UNIVERSAL religion — a pagan blend, called "Christian"!
Magus Counterfeit Marked Throughout New Testament
WHILE the book of Acts gives us the KEY which shows the beginnings of the false religious system under
Simon Magus, it does not describe its activities in any great detail. The Acts, however, performs its
purpose in exposing who started the whole mess. God leaves it to the epistles, Revelation, and also the
Gospel of John to describe the heresy IN DETAIL. We are certainly NOT left in doubt concerning its
abominable teachings.
The Chief Books of Expose
There is hardly an epistle that does not mention the religion of Simon Magus. Even the scholars who have
studied Church History have clearly seen that almost ALL of the references in the New Testament
epistles exposing the errors in the first age of the Church are directed exclusively to Simon Magus, or his
immediate followers.
Schaff‘s History of the Church says the following about Simon Magus and his doctrines: "Plain traces of
this error appear in the later epistles of Paul (to the Colossians, to Timothy, and to Titus), the second
epistle of Peter, the first two epistles of John, the epistle of Jude, and the messages of the Apocalypse
to the seven Churches."
"This heresy, in the second century, spread over the whole church, east and west, in the various schools of
Gnosticism" (Apostolic Christianity, vol. 2, p. 556).
But to single out the one Apostle who seems to have made the most deliberate and planned attack on the
false Christianity of Simon Magus — we must look to John.
Take his Gospel for instance. While he records a history of Christ‘s ministry, he has an entirely different
approach to the subject than the other three.
John wrote late. Times had changed. John knew that the teachings of Christ were being corrupted by a
well-known plot to destroy the TRUTH. To understand John‘s approach to his Gospel we must be aware of
his endeavour to expose this false system which had arisen and was gaining momentum.
Notice how John constantly hits at the necessity of keeping the commandments of God. Why? Because the
false system was preaching LIBERTINE doctrines. Notice also John‘s particular geographical settings for
his Gospel. He was the one who mentions Christ‘s meeting with the woman of Samaria. John is clearly
striking home at something in this Samaritan incident that the Church of his time NEEDED to know.
All the other Gospels mention SAMARIA about five times, and even then only casually or in order to give a
simple geographical indication. But, when we get to John, writing years after the others, he devotes more
space to matters in SAMARIA than is done in all the rest of the New Testament put together. He had a
definite and precise REASON for doing so.
John is noted for his plan of "tying up" or "capping off" the Gospel accounts of Christ so as to give the
Church a well-rounded Gospel — bringing in the extra points, which were necessary for our knowing.
Also, John‘s epistles are jam-packed with specific information regarding the conspiracy to overthrow the
Truth. But yet, none of these works of John mentioned above represent his LAST efforts to warn the
Church of that conspiracy which was very much present. John‘s last witness to God‘s Church before his
death was the book of Revelation. Christ gave His last written message of WARNING of this system
through John in Revelation! He tells us specifically the VERY NAMES OF THE SYSTEM TO WATCH in a
remarkable and hidden way. Hidden, and yet SO PLAIN once the KEYS are understood. God certainly does
NOT leave His Church in the dark.
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The Book of Revelation
This book is perhaps the most important towards our study of SIMON MAGUS‘ Christianity. Why? Three
clear-cut reasons.
a.

The book of Acts gives us the PAST history of the Church. It tells us about Simon Magus who
started the false system. Without the book of Acts identifying the MAN behind it all, the activities
of that false system as recorded in the epistles becomes obscured and in some cases unintelligible.
So, the book of Acts is vitally important! !

b. The epistles then come on the scene, describing the false system. With the epistles, the incident of
SIMON MAGUS in Acts represents dynamite!! Each section of Scripture is designed to fulfill specific
duties. It is when we understand those duties that the Bible really makes sense.
c.

Now to the all-important book of Revelation. While Acts describes the beginning of the false system;
the epistles nail down its doctrines and describe its activities; the Book of Revelation next comes to
the foreground showing the false system‘s PROPHETIC HISTORY THROUGH ALL ERAS OF THE
CHURCH. We must remember that Revelation intends to show us "things which shall be hereafter."
This is its duty — and it marvelously performs what it was intended to do.

The Seven Churches of Revelation
This section of Revelation gives a big KEY. It describes a brief prophetic history of the Church until the
coming of Christ. But also — and this is important — it continually shows the false system with which the
TRUE Church would come in contact. Though different names are used to describe the corrupters of the
Truth, careful study shows Christ is referring to ONE general false system — perhaps with ramifications,
but nevertheless ONE system which will counter the True Church in its entire history.
And in regard to this, Christ tells us in the plainest of words what people it will be, who represent this
false system. He tells us it will be SAMARITANS! That is, it will be Samaritans, alias Christians or, plainly,
the followers of SIMON MAGUS!
Christ gives us double witness of this identification in a most remarkable way. What He tells us in Acts of
SIMON MAGUS being the beginning of the diabolical scheme, He reinforces by telling us in Revelation
that Simon‘s followers will make up the false system until Christ returns to this earth. Remember that Dr.
Schaff, speaking of Simon Magus, says that "plain traces of this error appear in . . . the messages of the
Apocalypse to the seven Churches."
But before seeing these clear references, I must say that the material to follow would have been in the
past classified as ABSURD in the extreme, but recent discoveries put a whole new complexion on the
matter. Let us see.
The Evidence
Christ identifies the people behind the false system with several names, but these are simply different
names of the same system. Notice this. In two distinct AGES of the Church we read of these people with
a distinct description.
"Behold, I will make them of the synagogue of Satan, which say they are Jews, and are not, but do LIE;
behold, I will make them to come and worship before thy feet" (Rev. 3:9).
This is a promise for US today in the Philadelphia Church. We also read of these false people called by
this same name afflicting the Christians of the Smyrna church era (Rev. 2:9). The identification is
repeated TWICE and both are describing conditions hundreds of years apart. Now the question remains:
WHO ARE INTENDED? The answer is so clear. They are Samaritan-Christians, that is, the followers of
SIMON MAGUS the Samaritan!
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The Proof
Look again at this verse. . . which say they are Jews, and are not, but do LIE. . . .
If we would take that expression out of its Biblical context and, for example, place it into an ordinary
secular work written in the first century, that expression could IDENTIFY only one people — and
especially if a Jew was doing the writing: THE SAMARITANS.
The Samaritans were the only distinct people in the world in the first and second centuries who said they
were Jews, and yet were NOT Jews and they knew it. The Samaritans were LIARS!!
Notice what Josephus said at the end of the first century — just about the time John wrote Revelation.
He is speaking of the Samaritan nation: "When the Jews are in adversity they [the Samaritans] deny that
they are kin to them, and THEN THEY CONFESS THE TRUTH; but when they perceive that some good
fortune hath befallen them, they immediately PRETEND to have communion with them, saying, that they
belong to them, and desire their genealogy from the posterity of Joseph, Ephraim, and Manasseh"
(Antiquities, XI, 8, 6).
This is plain history! The Samaritans, if to their advantage, called themselves Jews. But they were LIARS!
They knew better. Their own records showed they came from Babylon and adjacent areas. This is exactly
what the Old Testament says. They were clearly Gentiles.
Josephus continues about these Samaritans: "And when they see the Jews in prosperity, they PRETEND
they are changed and allied to them, and call them kinsmen, as though they were derived from Joseph, and
had by that means an original alliance with them; but when they see them falling into a low condition, they
say that they are no way related to them, and that the Jews have no right to expect any kindness or
marks of KINDRED from them, but they declare that they are sojourners, that come from OTHER
countries"(Antiquities, IX, 14, 3).
Now this should begin to make sense. At the time of Simon Magus it was clearly an advantage to the
Samaritan followers of Simon (and Simon himself) to call themselves JEWS. Why? ALL the prophecies
stated that Christ and Christianity would come from the Jews. There was no way around this. So Simon
went over to the time-honored custom of his Babylonian ancestors and contemporaries of calling
themselves Jews WHEN IT WAS TO THEIR ADVANTAGE.
The Jews, however, never had any real association with these Babylonian imposters. Even when Christ
discussed matters with the Samaritan woman at the well, she acknowledged — with amazement because
Christ, a Jew, talked with her — that "the Jews have no dealings with the Samaritans" (John 4:9). But
even though the Samaritans were Gentiles, they consistently lied about their origin when it was profitable
to them.
Notice that the woman at the well carried on the fiction of kinship with the Jews when she said, "Art thou
greater than OUR father Jacob, who gave us the well?" (John 4:12). They claimed to be a type of Jew, but
they were LIARS.
This is made plain by Christ Himself when He first sent forth the twelve. He charged them: "Go not into
the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not: but go rather to the lost sheep
of the house of Israel" (Matt. 10:5, 6).
Pretty plain, isn‘t it? The Apostles were to go to the Jews and Israel — but not to the Gentiles or
Samaritans. The Samaritans were plainly Gentiles — NOT Jews!
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Review
With the foregoing in mind, let us now go back to the two identifying scriptures in Revelation. The whole
matter becomes so plain when the KEY about Simon Magus and the Samaritan-Christian heresy is realized.
"Behold, I will make them of the synagogue of Satan [inspired by Satan himself], which say they are Jews,
and are NOT, but do LIE; behold, I will make them to come and worship before thy feet" (Rev. 3:9).
The synagogue of Satan are those "Samaritan-Christians" — the followers of Simon Magus.
The phrase "which say they are Jews, and are not, but do lie" could easily be set off by brackets, for that
is the way John intended it. He meant only one people — the "Christian" Samaritans.
The Other Churches of Revelation Two and Three
When we now look at the other indications about this heretical system, the Simon Magus (and followers)
identification becomes exact. Look, for example, at the Ephesus Church era. Notice the group they had to
counter.
"And thou hast tried them WHICH SAY THEY ARE APOSTLES, and are NOT, and hast found them
LIARS" (Rev. 2:2).
Now, if we let the Bible be our guide in understanding this matter, it shows only one man who heretically
sought an APOSTLESHIP and never repented of his desire to have that office — it was Simon Magus.
History shows us that Simon established his own "Christianity" with his own apostles.
And also, notice this important point. Compare the statements about the Samaritans — ―Which say they
are JEWS, and are NOT, but do LIE" (Rev. 3:9) — with our present Scripture under discussion "which say
they are APOSTLES, and are NOT, and hast found them LIARS" (Rev. 2:2).
The only differences are the words "JEWS" and "APOSTLES." But — if we get the point at which John is
driving — he is saying that these people were calling themselves JEWISH APOSTLES, but that they were
all LIARS.
The Female Counterpart of Simon
It is well known that the history of Simon and his religion is connected with the old Babylonian idea of the
male and female religious principles. Simon‘s Helen (alias Semiramis) figured high in his system.
It would seem odd if the book of Revelation didn‘t mention something of the female side of the false
system. However, Christ seems to emphasize the male portion of the system in six of the Church eras —
the genders are all masculine. But, when He comes to the Thyatira era, Christ switches remarkably to the
female part. Yet, there are not different false systems being discussed, but only the various divisions of
the ONE system.
It is when we come to Thyatira that we find the system described under the symbol of a woman — the
woman Jezebel. This analogy was deliberately chosen for many obvious reasons. Reasons so plain that
John‘s first century readers could not help but comprehend what he was talking about.
We must remember that John was writing to seven literal Churches all contemporaneous with one another,
and he was using language or symbols with which they were acquainted. We, of course, realize the
prophetic meaning of the seven churches, but we know that John also had distinct and pertinent messages
to the seven congregations which existed in his day. By keeping this obvious fact in mind, the real truth of
what John was talking about is made clear to us today.
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Prostitute Prophetess
First, we notice that John says this "Jezebel" called herself a "prophetess" (Rev. 2:20). There must have
been a particular false prophetess which had caused God‘s servants to commit fornication and to eat
things sacrificed to idols. By looking on this "Jezebel" as having been contemporaneous with all the
heresies of the other Churches — and that these heresies were in reality only ONE false system which
originated with Simon Magus — we can then easily see that this "Jezebel" can be equated with the
"Female Principle" which Simon introduced into his "Christianity." None other than Simon‘s Helen — the
reclaimed temple prostitute from Tyre. Helen WAS a prostitute — what better type of person is there
who could so expertly "teach" and "seduce My servants to commit fornication," literally as well as
spiritually?
Simon Magus came in contact with a priestess of Tyre who had been a temple prostitute. The Samaritans
worshiped SUCCOTH-BENOTH who was the goddess VENUS. Her devotees continually prostituted
themselves. It was their religious duty to do so.
This woman was overawed by Simon‘s demonic power and was persuaded to follow him — to live with him —
to become the female principle, the necessary counterpart to his claim as being a type of male deity.
Relative to this, the Encyclopaedia Britannica, vol. 25, p. 126, quoting from Justin states: "And almost all
the Samaritans and a few among the other nations, acknowledge and adore him as the first god. And one
Helen, who went about with him at the time, who before had had her stand in a brothel, they say was the
First Thought that was brought into being by him."
This is interesting because Justin was himself a Samaritan — born and reared in the country. He certainly
knew his people‘s native traditions and teachings. What he says agrees exactly with the New Testament
revelation of how the Samaritans regarded Simon. They actually called him the "great power of God" (Acts
8:10). It is because of this that they believed him to have creative powers. He himself said he created
Helen, his female companion whom he later elevated to a goddess.
"Irenaenus, Theodoret, and Epiphanius agree in identifying Simon with the Supreme God and Helena with
ennoia, the first conception of his mind and his agent in creation" (Dict. of Religion of Ethics, vol. 11, p.
517).
What blasphemy!! But this is what he taught everywhere he went — and under the guise of Christianity.
Typically Pagan
There always had to be the Man and Woman divinities in paganism. Or, to make it plain, Nimrod and
Semiramis.
Now notice what the Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics says about this teaching of Simon which he took
to Rome and they accepted: "The original of Simon‘s Helena is the moon-goddess of Syria and Babylonia.
In the Clementine Recognitions Helena is always translated ‗Luna.‘ The theory that Simon was accustomed
to borrow from paganism IS CORROBORATED by the assertion of the Fathers that he and Helena were
worshipped by their sect with the attributes of ZEUS and ATHENE and received the cult-title ‗Lord‘ and
‗Lady‘ (i.e. our Lord and our Lady)" (ibid. p. 518).
As stated before, it was Simon‘s plan to bring about a UNIVERSAL religion under the powerful name of
Christianity. Remember that Simon NEVER gave up the Christian name.
His followers were called Christians. In amalgamating the pagan Babylonian religious beliefs with
Christianity, he placed himself at the head — the personification of the chief pagan gods of old, and
Helena as his companion in creation, the personification of the female deities. The name Helena for his
consort fit his plan exceptionally well.
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"There existed a wide-spread cult of the moon goddess in Syria and Egypt under the name Helene; she was
identified with Aphrodite, Atargatis, and the Egyptian Isis, who was after represented with Horns to
betoken her relation to the moon. One feature of the myth of Helen can be traced to the very ancient
connection of the religion of Osiris with Syria. According to legend, Isis spent ten years at a brothel in
Tyre during the course of her wanderings in search of the scattered limbs of her husband. The
imprisonment of Helen (Simon‘s Helen) is then only a variant of the many myths relating the degradation
of the Queen of Heaven" (ibid.).
How important these observations are, for Osiris was clearly Nimrod and Isis was Semiramis. Thus, Simon
Magus said that he had been the power that motivated Nimrod and that Helen was Semiramis — the
Queen of Heaven.
Now let us carefully note that Simon brought his "Female Principle" from the City of TYRE. And who was
the original Jezebel — the woman who seduced Israel to worship BAAL? She was the daughter of the king
of the Sidonians whose capital city was TYRE. (I Kings 16:31). The original Jezebel was also from TYRE.
And not only that, Helen claimed herself to be the creation of Simon — that it was Simon who brought her
into existence (Ency. Britannica, vol. 25, p. 126). She was, in a sense, the daughter of Simon. But, the
original Jezebel WAS THE LITERAL DAUGHTER OF THE KING OF TYRE (I Kings 16:31).
The Gospel of John
With all of these things in mind, we can see why John hits hard at the Samaritans in his Gospel, as well as
the book of Revelation. He was the only Gospel writer who mentions the incident of the Samaritan woman
at the well. He saw it absolutely necessary by his time, for doing so.
Actually, the whole incident at the well is of relative unimportance if it was simply put there to show us
that Christ could perceive that the woman had had five husbands. But there was MUCH more to it than
that. If we will carefully notice what the conversation between this Samaritan woman and Christ was, we
will see that John is giving the DEATH BLOW to the claims of the "Christian" —Samaritans of his day —
the anti-Christ system.
Since these false Christians DID NOMINALLY REGARD Christ as the (or perhaps better) a founder of
the "Christian Church," John tells them what Jesus informed the Samaritan woman:
1.

"Ye worship ye know not what" (John 4:22). Christ meant by those words that the Samaritans were
NOT worshiping the True God at all. They were worshiping something foreign to the God of the Bible.
It was the Devil.

2. "We know what we worship: FOR SALVATION IS OF THE JEWS" (v. 22). We can see why John saw
the necessity of explaining what Christ really said on this matter. Christ said the JEWS would give
forth salvation, NOT the Samaritans and He was even talking to a Samaritan at the time. John put
this here primarily to show that Simon Magus, the Samaritans and his followers, were in COMPLETE
error in their grandiose claims.
And to further emphasize the true Messiahship of Christ — who was a Jew — John records that one
whole city even of the Samaritans recognized Jesus as the Christ (vs. 39-42). He was showing that some
of the people in Simon‘s own home ground knew that Jesus Christ and the Jews were responsible for
salvation.
John tells us that the woman at the well had FIVE husbands. This is to be taken literally, but isn‘t it
remarkable that the original Babylonian tribes, which became the Samaritans were FIVE in number — and
they each brought their false deities with them. Thus, according to the figurative language of the Old
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Testament, these Samaritans — who claimed to be worshippers of YHVH — were in reality, like the woman
at the well, committing adultery with FIVE spiritual "husbands."
The late Dr Ernest L. Martin‘s discourse thoroughly demolishes the Roman Catholic claim of Apostolic
Succession via the Apostle Peter.
Therefore, it is not necessary for the writer to disprove the hoax of Apostolic Succession; as espoused
and perpetuated by the church of Rome — thereby condemning countless millions to Hell and ultimately
the Lake of Fire. Acknowledgement: Dr Ernest L Martin‘s deceased estate.

MORE ON: SIMON, SON OF JOHAH (PETER), NOT THE FIRST DISCIPLE
As to the keys of heaven, it is nonsense. He (Peter, already) had the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and
opened the door on Pentecost to Jews, and, in letting in Cornelius, to Gentiles. When Hilary says Peter
believed first, the man makes a mistake. It was Andrew (see John chapter 1 below who sought him,
and brought him to Jesus. Jesus gave him the place of eminency he had among the apostles. Saint
Ambrose owns that Paul was to learn nothing from him (Peter); but Peter, to know that the same power
was given to him (Paul) as to himself. The truth is, that Paul, and not Peter, had the doctrine of the church
revealed to him — its unity and union with Christ. This is not the subject of Peter's teaching. Paul declares
he had it by express revelation, as a mystery and dispensation committed to him, and that he was
minister of the church as well as of the gospel to fulfil, that is, complete the word of God by this
wonderful truth of the one body united to Christ from among all, Jews and Gentiles. See Colossians 1: 24,
25, 26; Ephesians 3: 1-10; Romans 16: 25, 26, and, indeed, other passages.
Acknowledgement: JN Darby - Establishing covenant in the Old Testament – procedure.

―Again, the next day afterward, John stood with two of his disciples. And looking upon Jesus as He
walked, he says, Behold the Lamb of God! And the two disciples heard him speak, and they followed
Jesus. Then Jesus turned and saw them following and said to them, What do you seek? They said to Him,
Rabbi (which is called, being translated, Teacher), where do you live? He says to them, Come and see. They
came and saw where He lived, and stayed with Him that day, for it was about the tenth hour.‖ One of the

two who heard John and followed Him was Andrew, Simon Peter's brother. He first found his own
brother Simon and said to him, ―We have found the Messiah (which is, being translated, the Christ).

And he brought him to Jesus. And when Jesus saw him, He said, You are Simon the son of Jonah; you shall
be called Cephas (which translated is, A stone)‖. Joh 1:35 –42
Simon (Peter) Only Converted (Saved) After His Denial of Jesus

―And the Lord said, Simon, Simon, behold, Satan has desired you, that he may sift you as wheat. But I
have prayed for you, that your faith fail not. And when you are converted, strengthen your brothers.‖
Luke 22:31-32.
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ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP SPEAKS OUT AGAINST ERRONEOUS CHURCH
DOCTRINE (1870)
(Strossmayer says Peter, the apostle, was never in Rome)
Below you will find a very old document that was covered up by the Roman Catholic Church to try and keep
the lie going that Peter was the first pope. In the document a Roman Catholic Bishop named Strossmayer
speaks out on this using historic and Scriptural fact as well as common sense. Better yet, he does this at
the Vatican I council no less! Yes, Rome has lied for many years that this man never spoke ot the council,
however, their own Catholic Encyclopedia (©1913 Vol. XIV p.316) declares other wise. In that encyclopedia
it is declared, "At the Vatican Council he was one of the most notable opponents of papal infallibility, and
distinguished himself as a speaker. The pope praised Strossmayer's "remarkably good Latin." A speech in
which he defended Protestantism made a great sensation. Afterwards another speech, delivered
apparently on 2 June, 1870, was imputed to him."
So, for those that claim Strossmayer never spoke at Vatican I, me-thinks you need to explain your own
church encyclopedia.
Bishop Strossmayer's Speech Begins
"Venerable Fathers and Brethren: - It is not without trembling, yet with a conscience free and tranquil
before God who lives and sees me, that I open my mouth in the midst of you in this august assembly. From
the time that I have been sitting here with you I have followed with attention the speeches that have
been made in the hall, hoping with great desire that a ray of light descending from on high might enlighten
the eyes of my understanding, and permit me to vote the canons of this Holy Ecumenical Council with
perfect knowledge of the case.‖
Study Of Old And New Testaments
"Penetrated with the feeling of responsibility, of which God will demand of me an account, I have set
myself to study with the most serious attention the Old and New Testaments, and I have asked these
venerable monuments of truth to make known to me if the holy pontiff, who presides here, is truly the
successor of St. Peter, vicar of Jesus Christ, and the infallible doctor of the church. To resolve this grave
question I have been obliged to ignore the present state of things, and to transport myself in mind, with
the evangelical torch in my hand, to the days when there was neither Ultramontanism nor Gallicanism, and
in which the church had for doctors St. Paul, St. Peter, St. James, and St. John - doctors to whom no one
can deny the divine authority without putting in doubt that which the holy Bible, which is here before me,
teaches us, and which the Council of Trent has proclaimed as the rule of faith and of morals. I have then
opened these sacred pages. Well (shall I dare to say it?), I have found nothing either near nor far which
sanctions the opinion of the Ultramontanes. And still more, to my very great surprise, I find in the
apostolic days no question of a pope, successor to St. Peter, and vicar of Jesus Christ, any more than of
Mahomet who did not then exist. You, Monsignor Manning, will say that I blaspheme; you, Monsignor Fie,
that I am mad. No, Monsignori, I do not blaspheme, and I am not mad. Now having read the whole New
Testament, I declare before God, with my hand raised to that great crucifix, that I have found no trace
of the papacy as it exists at this moment. Do not refuse me your attention, my venerable brethren, and
with your murmuring and interruptions do not justify those who say, like Father Hyacinthe, that this
Council is nothing, but that our votes have been from the beginning dictated by authority. If such were
the case, this august assembly, on which the eyes of the whole world are turned, would fall into the most
shameful discredit. If we wish to make it great, we must be free. I thank his Excellency, Monsignor
Dupanloup, for the sign of approbation which he makes with his head: this gives me courage, and I go on.‖
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Jesus Gave No Mastery To Peter
"Reading then the sacred books with that attention with which the Lord has made me capable, I do not
find one single chapter, or one little verse, in which Jesus Christ gives to St. Peter the mastery over the
apostles, his fellow-workers. If Simon, son of Jonas, had been what we believe his holiness Pius IX, to be
today, it is wonderful that He had not said to him, "When I have ascended to my Father, you should all
obey Simon Peter as you obey Me. I establish him my vicar upon earth. Not only is Christ silent on this
point, but so little does He think of giving a head to the church, that when He promises to His apostles to
judge the twelve tribes of Israel (Matt. 19:28), He promises them twelve thrones, one for each, without
saying that among those thrones one shall be higher than the others - which shall belong to Peter.
Certainly, if He had wished that is should be so, He would have said it. What do we conclude from this
sentence? Logic tells us that Christ did not wish to make St. Peter the head of the apostolic college. When
Christ sent the apostles to conquer the world, to all He gave the promise of the Holy Spirit. Permit me to
repeat it: if He had wished to constitute Peter His vicar, He would have given him the chief command over
His spiritual army. Christ - so says the Holy Scripture - forbade Peter and his colleagues to reign or to
exercise lordship, or to have authority over the faithful like the kings of the Gentiles (St. Luke 22:25). If
St. Peter had been elected pope, Jesus would not have spoken thus; but according to our tradition, the
papacy holds in its hands two swords, symbols of spiritual and temporal power‖.
"One thing has surprised me very much. Turning it over in my mind, I said to myself, If Peter had been
elected Pope, would his colleagues have been permitted to send him with St. John to Samaria to announce
the gospel of the Son of God? What do you think, venerable brethren, if at this moment we permitted
ourselves to send his holiness Pius IX. and his Excellency Mons. Plantier to go to the Patriarch of
Constantinople, to pledge him to put an end to the Eastern schism?‖
"But here is another still more important fact. An Ecumenical Council is assembled at Jerusalem to decide
on the questions which divide the faithful. Who would have called together this Council if St. Peter had
been pope? St. Peter. Well, nothing of this occurred. The apostle assisted at the Council as all the others
did, yet it was not he who summed up, but St. James; and when the decrees were promulgated, it was in
the name of the apostles, the elders, and the brethren (Acts 15). Is it thus what we do in our church? The
more I examine, O venerable brethren, the more I am convinced that in the scriptures the son of Jonas
does not appear to be first.‖
Paul And The Apostles Silent On Papacy
"Now, while we teach that the church is built upon St. Peter, St. Paul (whose authority cannot be doubted)
says, in his epistle to the Ephesians 2:20, it is built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus
Christ Himself being the chief corner-stone. And the same apostle believes so little in the supremacy of
St. Peter, that he openly blames those who would say, We are of Paul, We are of Apollos (I Cor. 1:12), as
those who say, We are of Peter. If therefore this last apostle had been the vicar of Christ, St. Paul would
have taken great care not to censure so violently those who belonged to his own colleagues. The same
apostle, counting up the offices of the church, mentions apostles, prophets, evangelists, doctors, and
pastors. Is it to be believed, my venerable brethren, that St. Paul, the great apostle of the Gentiles, would
have forgotten the first of these offices, the papacy, if the papacy had been of divine institution? The
forgetfulness appeared to me to be as impossible as if an historian of this Council were not to mention one
word of his holiness Pius IX. [Several voices - 'Silence, heretic, silence!] Calm yourselves, my brethren, I
have not yet finished. Forbidding me to go on, you show yourselves to the world to do wrong in shutting
the mouth of the smallest member of this assembly.‖
"I continue. The apostle Paul makes no mention, in any of his letters directed to the various churches, of
the primacy of Peter. If this primacy had existed, if, in one word, the church had in its body a supreme
head infallible in teaching, would the great apostle of the Gentiles have forgotten to mention it? What do
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I say? He would have written a long letter on this all-important subject. Then, as he has actually done,
when the edifice of the Christian doctrine is erected, would the foundation, the key of the arch, be
forgotten? Now, unless you hold that the church of the apostles was heretical (which none of us would
either desire or dare to say), we are obliged to confess that the church has never been more beautiful,
more pure, or more holy, than in the days when there was no pope. [Cries of, 'It is not true; it is not
true.'] Let not Monsignor di Laval say, 'No.' since if any of you, my venerable brethren, should dare to
think that the church which has today a pope for its head is more in the faith, more pure in its morals
than the Apostolic church, let him say it openly in the face of the universe, for this enclosure is the
center from which our words fly from pole to pole.
"I go on. Neither in the writings of St. Paul, St. John, nor St. James, have I found a trace or germ of the
papal power. St. Luke, the historian of the missionary labors of the apostles, is silent on this all-important
point. The silence of these holy men, whose writings make part of the canon of the divinely inspired
Scriptures, has appeared to me burdensome and impossible, if Peter had been pope, and as unjustifiable as
if Thiers, writing the history of Napoleon Bonaparte, had omitted the title of emperor.
"I see here before me a member of the assembly, who says, pointing at me with his finger, 'There is a
schismatic bishop who has got among us under false colors.' No, no, my venerable brethren, I have not
entered this august assembly as a thief, by the window, but by the door like yourselves. My title of bishop
gave me a right to it, as my Christian conscience forces me to speak and to say that which I believe to be
true.‖
"What has suprised me most, and what moreover is capable of demonstration, is the silence of St. Peter.
If the apostle had been what we proclaim him to be - that is, the vicar of Jesus Christ on earth - he
surely would have known it; if he had known it, how is it that not once did he act as pope? He might have
done it on the day of Pentecost, when he pronounced his first sermon, but did not do it; neither in the two
letters directed to the church. Can you imagine such a pope, my venerable brethren, if St. Peter had been
pope? Now, if you wish to maintain that he was the pope, the natural consequence arises that you must
maintain that he was ignorant of the fact. Now I ask whoever has a head to think and a mind to reflect,
are these two suppositions possible?‖
"To return, I say, while the apostle lived, the church never thought that there could be a pope; to maintain
the contrary, all the sacred writings must be entirely ignored.
Peter At Rome - A Ridiculous Legend
"But it is said on all sides, Was not St. Peter at Rome? Was he not crucified with his head down? Are not
the pulpits in which he taught, the altars at which he said the mass, in this eternal city? St. Peter having
been at Rome, my venerable brethren, rests only on tradition; but, if he had been Bishop of Rome, how can
you from that episcopate prove his supremacy? Scaliger, one of the most learned of men, has not
hesitated to say that St. Peter's episcopate and residence at Rome ought to be classed with ridiculous
legends. [Repeated cries, 'Shut his mouth, shut his mouth; make him come down from the pulpit.‖
"Venerable brethren, I am ready to be silent; but is it not better, in an assembly like ours, to prove all
things, as the apostle commands, and to hold fast what is good? We have a dictator, before whom we even his holiness Pius IX. himself - must prostrate ourselves, and be silent and bow our heads. That
dictator is history. This is not like a legend, which can be made as the potter makes his clay, but is like a
diamond, which cuts on the glass what cannot be canceled. Till now I have only leant on her; and if I have
found no trace of the papacy in the apostolic days, the fault is hers, not mine. Do you wish to put me into
the position of one accused of falsehood? You may do it, if you can‖
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"I hear from the right some one expressing these words - 'Thou art Peter, and on this rock I will build my
church.' I will answer this objection presently, my venerable brethren; but, before doing so, I wish to
present you with the results of my historical researches.‖
No Pope In The First Four Centuries
"Finding no trace of the papacy in the days of the apostles, I said to myself, I shall find what I am in
search of in the annals of the church. Well, I say it frankly - I have sought for a pope in the first four
centuries, and I have not found him. None of you, I hope, will doubt the great authority of the holy Bishop
of Hippo, the great and blessed St. Augustine. This pious doctor - the honor and glory of the Catholic
church, was secretary in the Council of Melvie. In the decrees of this venerable assembly are to be found
these significant words - 'Whoever wills to appeal to those beyond the sea shall not be received by any
one in Africa to the communion.' The bishops of Africa acknowledged the bishop of Rome so little that
they smote with excommunication those who would have recourse to an appeal. These same bishops, in the
sixth Council of Carthage, held under Aurelius, Bishop of that city, wrote Celestinus, Bishop of Rome, to
warn him not to receive appeals from the bishops, priests, or clerics of Africa; and that he should send no
more legates or commissaries; and that he should not introduce human pride into the church.‖
"That the Patriarch of Rome had from the earliest times tried to draw to himself all the authority is an
evident fact; but it is an equally evident fact that he had not the supremacy which the Ultramontanes
attribute to him. Had he possessed it, would the bishops of Africa - St. Augustine first among them - have
dared to prohibit the appeals of their decrees to his supreme tribunal? I confess without difficulty that
the Patriarch of Rome held the first place. One of Justinian's laws says, 'Let us order, after the
definition of the four Councils, that the holy pope of ancient Rome shall be the first of the bishops, and
that the most high Archbishop of Constantinople, which is the new Rome, shall be the second.' 'Bow down
then to the supremacy of the pope,' you will say to me. Do not run so fast to this conclusion, my venerable
brethren, inasmuch as the law of Justinian has written on the face of it, 'Of the order of the patriarchal
sees.' Precedence is one thing, the power of jurisdiction is another. For example, supposing that in
Florence there was an assembly of all the bishops of the kingdom, the precedence would be given to the
Primate of Florence, as among the Easterns it would be accorded to the Patriarch of Constantinople, as in
England to the Archbishop of Canterbury. But neither the first, nor the second, nor the third, could
deduce from the position assigned to him a jurisdiction over his colleagues.‖
"The importance of the bishops of Rome proceeded not from a divine power, but from the importance of
the city in which they had their seat. Monsignor Darboy (in Paris) is not superior in dignity to the
Archbishop of Avignon; but, in spite of that, Paris gives him a consideration, which he would not have, if,
instead of having his palace on the bank of the Seine, he had it on that of the Rhone. That which is true in
the religious order is the same in civil and political matters: the Prefect of Rome is not more a prefect
than one at Pisa; but civilly and politically he has a greater importance.‖
"I have said that from the very first centuries the Patriarch of Rome aspired to the universal government
of the church. Unfortunately he very nearly reached it; but he had not succeeded assuredly in his
pretensions, for the Emperor Theodosius II made a law by which he established that the Patriarch of
Constantinople should have the same authority as he of Rome (Leg.cod. de sacr., etc.). The fathers of the
Council of Chalcedon put the bishops of the new and the old Rome in the same order on all things, even
ecclesiastical (Can. 28). The sixth Council of Carthage forbade all the bishops to take the title of prince
of the bishops, or sovereign bishop. As for this title of universal bishop, which the popes took later, St.
Gregory I, believing that his successors would never think of adorning themselves with it, wrote these
remarkable words, 'None of my predecessors has consented to take this profane name; for when a
patriarch gives himself the name of Universal, the title of patriarch suffers discredit. Far be it then from
Christians to desire to give themselves a title which brings discredit upon their brethren!‖
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The words of St. Gregory are directed to his colleagues of Constantinople, who pretended to the primacy
of the church. Pope Pelagius II calls John, Bishop of Constantinople, who aspired to the high priesthood,
'impious and profane.' 'Do not care,' he said, 'for the title of universal, which John has usurped illegally.
Let none of the patriarchs take this profane name; for what misfortunes may we not expect, if among the
priests such elements arise? They would get what has been foretold for them - He is the king of the sons
of pride' (Pelagius II, Lett. 13). Do not these authorities prove (and I might add a hundred more of equal
value), with clearness as the sun at midday that the first bishops of Rome were not till much later
recognized as universal bishops and heads of the church? And on the other hand, who does not know that
from the year 325, in which the first Council of Nice was held, down to 580, the year of the second
Ecumenical Council of Constantinople, among more than 1,109 bishops who assisted at the first six general
Councils, there were not more than nineteen Western bishops? Who does not know that the Councils were
convoked by the Emperors without informing, and sometimes against the wish of, the bishop of Rome? that Hosius, Bishop of Cordova, presided at the first Council of Nice, and edited the canons of it? The
same Hosius presided afterwards at the Council of Sardica, excluding the legates of Julius, Bishop of
Rome.
Thou Art Peter
"I say no more, my venerable brethren; and I come now to speak of the great argument - which you
mentioned before - to establish the primacy of the bishop of Rome by the rock (petra). If this were true,
the dispute would be at an end; but our forefathers - and they certainly knew something - did not think of
it as we do. St. Cyril in his fourth book on the Trinity, says, 'I believe that by the rock you must
understand the unshaken faith of the apostles.' St. Hilary, Bishop of Poitiers, in his second book on the
Trinity, says, 'The rock (petra) is the blessed and only rock of the faith confessed by the mouth of St.
Peter;' and in the sixth book of the Trinity, he says, 'It is on this rock of the confession of faith that the
church is built.' 'God,' says St. Jerome in the sixth book on St. Matthew, 'has founded His church on this
rock, and it is from this rock that the apostle Peter has been named.' After him St. Chrysostom says in
his fifty-third homily on St. Matthew, 'On this rock I will build my church - that is, on the faith of the
confession.' Now, what was the confession of the apostle? Here it is - 'Thou art the Christ, the Son of
the living God.' Ambrose, the holy Archbishop of Milan (on the second chapter of the Ephesians), St. Basil
of Seleucia, and the fathers of the Council of Chalcedon, teach exactly the same thing. Of all the doctors
of Christian antiquity St. Augustine occupies one of the first places for knowledge and holiness. Listen
then to what he writes in his second treatise on the first epistle of St. John: 'What do the words mean, I
will build my church on the rock? On this faith, on that which said, Thou art the Christ, the Son of the
living God.' In his treatise on St. John we find this most significant phrase - 'On this rock which thou hast
confessed I will build my church, since Christ was the rock.' The great bishop believed so little that the
church was built on St. Peter that he said to the people in his thirteenth sermon, 'Thou art Peter, and on
this rock (petra) which thou hast confessed, on this rock which thou hast known, saying, Thou art Christ,
the Son of the living God, I will build my church - upon Myself, who am the Son of the living God: I will
build it on Me, and not Me on thee.' That which St. Augustine thought upon this celebrated passage was
the opinion of all Christendom in his time.‖
"Therefore, to resume, I establish:
1.

That Jesus has given to His apostles the same power that He gave to St. Peter.

2. (That the apostles never recognized in St. Peter the vicar of Jesus Christ and the infallible doctor of
the church.
3. That St. Peter never thought of being pope, and never acted as if he were pope.
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4. That the Councils of the first four centuries, while they recognized the high position which the
Bishop of Rome occupied in the church on account of Rome, only accorded to him a pre-eminence of
honor, never of power or of jurisdiction.
5. That the holy fathers in the famous passage, 'Thou art Peter, and on this rock I will build my church,'
never understood that the church was built on Peter (super Petrum) but on the rock (super petram),
that is, on the confession of the faith of the apostle. I conclude victoriously, with history, with
reason, with logic, with good sense, and with a Christian conscience, that Jesus Christ did not confer
any supremacy on St. Peter and that the bishops of Rome did not become sovereigns of the church,
but only by confiscating one by one all the rights of the episcopate. [Voices - 'Silence, impudent
Protestant! Silence!]‖
"No, I am not an impudent Protestant. History is neither Catholic, nor Anglican, nor Calvinistic, nor
Lutheran, nor Arminian, nor schismatic Greek nor Ultramontane. She is what she is - that is, something
stronger than all confessions of faith of the Canons of the Ecumenical Councils. Write against it, if you
dare! But you cannot destroy it; any more than taking a brick out of the Coliseum would make it fall. If I
have said anything which history proves to be false, show it to me by history, and without a moment's
hesitation I will make an honorable apology; but be patient, and you will see that I have not said all that I
would or could; and even were the funeral pile waiting for me in the place of St. Peter's, I should not be
silent, and I am obliged to go on. Monsignor Dupanloup, in his celebrated Observations on this Council of
the Vatican, has said, and with reason, that if we declared Pius IX infallible, we must necessarily, and from
natural logic, be obliged to hold that all his predecessors were also infallible.‖
Papal Errors And Contradictions
"Well, venerable brethren, here history raises its voice to assure us that some popes have erred. You may
protest against it or deny it, as you please, but I will prove it. Pope Victor (192) first approved of
Montanism, and then condemned it. Marcellinus (296-303) was an idolater. He entered into the temple of
Vesta, and offered incense to the goddess. You will say that it was an act of weakness; but I answer, a
vicar of Jesus Christ dies rather than become an apostate. Liberius (358) consented to the condemnation
of Athanasius, and made a profession of Arianism, that he might be recalled from his exile and reinstated
in his see. Honorius (625) adhered to Monothelitism: Father Gratry has proved it to demonstration.
Gregory I (590-604) calls any one Antichrist who takes the name of Universal Bishop, and contrariwise
Boniface III, (607,8) made the parricide Emperor Phocas confer that title upon him. Paschal II (10991118) and Eugenius III (1145-53) authorized dueling; Julius II (1509) and Pius IV (1560) forbade it.
Eugenius IV (1431-39) approved of the Council of Basle and the restitution of the chalice to the church of
Bohemia; Pius II (1458) revoked the concession. Hadrian II (867-872) declared civil marriages to be valid;
Pius VII (1800-23) condemned them. Sixtus V (1585-90) published an edition of the Bible, and by a bull
recommended it to be read; Pius VII condemned the reading of it. Clement XIV (1769-74) abolished the
order of the Jesuits, permitted by Paul III, and Pius VII reestablished it.‖
"But why look for such remote proofs? Has not our holy Father here present, in his bull which gave the
rules for this Council, in the event of his dying while it was sitting, revoked all that in past times may be
contrary to it, even when that proceeds, from the decisions of his predecessors? And certainly, if Pius IX
has spoken ex cathedra, it is not when, from the depths of his sepulcher, he imposes his will on the
sovereigns of the church. I should never finish, my venerable brethren, if I were to put before your eyes
the contradictions of the popes in their teaching. If then you proclaim the infallibility of the actual pope,
you must either prove, that which is impossible - that the popes never contradicted each other - or else
you must declare that the Holy Spirit has revealed to you that the infallibility of the papacy only dates
from 1870. Are you bold enough to do this?
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"Perhaps the people may be indifferent, and pass by theological questions which they do not understand,
and of which they do not see the importance; but though they are indifferent to principles, they are not
so to facts. Do not then deceive yourselves. If you decree the dogma of papal infallibility, the Protestants,
our adversaries, will mount in the breach, the more bold that they have history on their side, whilst we
have only our own denial against them. What can we say to them when they show up all the bishops of
Rome from the days of Luke to his holiness Pius IX? Ah! if they had all been like Pius IX, we should
triumph on the whole line; but alas! it is not so. [Cries of 'Silence, silence; enough, enough!']
"Do not cry out, Monsignori! To fear history is to own yourselves conquered; and, moreover, if you made
the whole waters of the Tiber pass over it, you would not cancel a single page. Let me speak, and I will be
as short as it is possible on this most important subject. - Pope Vigilius (538) purchased the papacy from
Belisarius, lieutenant of the Emperor Justinian. It is true that he broke his promise and never paid for it.
Is this a canonical mode of binding on the tiara? The second Council of Chalcedon had formally condemned
it. In one of its canons you read that 'the bishop who obtains his episcopate by money shall lose it and be
degraded.' Pope Eugenius III (IV in original) (1145) imitated Vigilius. St. Bernard, the bright star of his
age, reproves the pope, saying to him, 'Can you show me in this great city of Rome any one who would
receive you as pope if they had not received gold or silver for it?‖
My venerable brethren, will a pope who establishes a bank at the gates of the temple be inspired by the
Holy Spirit? Will he have any right to teach the church infallibly? You know the history of Formosus too
well for me to add to it. Stephen XI caused his body to be exhumed, dressed in his pontifical robes; he
made the fingers which he used for giving the benediction to be cut off, and then had him thrown into the
Tiber, declaring him to be a perjurer and illegitimate. He was then imprisoned by the people, poisoned, and
strangled. Look how matters were re-adjusted; Romanus, successor of Stephen, and, after him, John X,
rehabilitated the memory of Formosus.‖
"But you will tell me these are fables, not history. Fables! Go, Monsignori, to the Vatican Library and read
Platina, the historian of the papacy, and the annals of Baronius (A.D. 897). These are facts, which, for the
honor of the Holy See, we should wish to ignore; but when it is to define a dogma, which may provoke a
great schism in our midst, the love, which we bear to our venerable mother church, Catholic, Apostolic, and
Roman, ought it to impose silence on us?
Papal Sins and Excesses
"I go on. The learned Cardinal Baronius, speaking of the papal court, says (give attention, my venerable
brethren, to these words), 'what did the Roman church appear in those days? How infamous! Only allpowerful courtesans governing in Rome! It was they who gave, exchanged, and took bishoprics; and
horrible to relate, they got their lovers, the false popes, put on the throne of St. Peter' (Baronius, A.D.
912). You will answer, These were false popes, not true ones: let it be so; but in that case, if for fifty
years the see of Rome was occupied by anti-popes, how will you pick up again the thread of pontifical
succession? Has the church been able, at least for a century and a half, to go on without a head, and find
itself acephalous?‖
"Look now: The greatest number of these anti-popes appear in a genealogical tree of the papacy; and it
must have been this absurdity that Baronius described; because Genebrardo, the great flatterer of the
popes, had dared to say in his Chronicles (A.D. 901), "This century is unfortunate, as for nearly 150 years
the popes have fallen from all the virtues of their predecessors, and have become apostates rather than
apostles.' I can understand how the illustrious Baronius must have blushed when he narrated the acts of
these Roman bishops. Speaking of John XI (931), natural son of Pope Sergius and of Marozia, he wrote
these words in his annals - The holy church, that is, the Roman, has been vilely trampled on by such a
monster.' John XII (956) elected pope at the age of eighteen, through the influence of courtesans, was
not one whit better than his predecessor.‖
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"I grieve, my venerable brethren, to stir up so much filth. I am silent on Alexander VI, father and lover of
Lucretia; I turn away from John XXII (1319), who denied the immortality of the soul, and was deposed by
the holy Ecumenical Council of Constance. Some will maintain that this Council was only a private one; let it
be so; but if you refuse any authority to it, as a logical sequence you must hold the nomination of Martin V
(1417) to be illegal. What, then, will become of the papal succession? Can you find the thread of it?
"I do not speak of the schisms which have dishonored the church. In those unfortunate days the See of
Rome was occupied by two competitors, and sometimes even by three. Which of these was the true pope?
Resuming once more, again I say, if you decree the infallibility of the present bishop of Rome, you must
establish the infallibility of all the preceding ones, without excluding any. But can you do that, when
history is there establishing with a clearness equal to that of the sun, that the popes have erred in their
teaching? Could you do it and maintain that avaricious, incestuous, murdering, simoniacal popes have been
vicars of Jesus Christ? Oh, venerable brethren! to maintain such an enormity would be to betray Christ
worse than Judas. It would be to throw dirt in His face. [Cries, 'Down from the pulpit, quick; shut the
mouth of the heretic!]‖
Return To Divinely-Inspired Holy Scriptures
"My venerable brethren, you cry out; but would it not be more dignified to weigh my reasons and my
proofs in the balance of the sanctuary? Believe me, history cannot be made over again; it is there, and will
remain to all eternity, to protest energetically against the dogma of papal infallibility. You may proclaim it
unanimously; but one vote will be wanting, and that is mine! Monsignori, the true and faithful have their
eyes on us, expecting from us a remedy for the innumerable evils which dishonor the church: will you
deceive them in their hopes? What will not our responsibility before God be, if we let this solemn occasion
pass which God has given us to heal the true faith? Let us seize it, my brethren; let us arm ourselves with
a holy courage; let us make a violent and generous effort; let us turn to the teaching of the apostles, since
without that we have only errors, darkness, and false traditions. Let us avail ourselves of our reason and
of our intelligence to take the apostles and prophets as our only infallible masters with reference to the
question of questions, "What must I do to be saved?' When we have decided that, we shall have laid the
foundation of our dogmatic system firm and immovable on the rock, lasting and incorruptible, of the
divinely inspired holy Scriptures. Full of confidence, we will go before the world, and, like the apostle Paul,
in the presence of the free-thinkers, we will 'know none other than Jesus Christ, and Him crucified.' We
will conquer through the preaching of 'the folly of the Cross,' as Paul conquered the learned men of
Greece and Rome; and the Roman church will have its glorious '89 [Clamorous cries, 'Get down! Out with
the Protestant, the Calvinist, the traitor of the church.'] Your cries, Monsignori, do not frighten me. If
my words are hot, my head is cool. I am neither of Luther, nor of Calvin, nor of Paul, nor of Apollos, but of
Christ. [Renewed cries, 'Anathema, anathema, to the apostate.‖
"Anathema? Monsignori, anathema? You know well that you are not protesting against me, but against the
holy apostles under whose protection I should wish this Council to place the church. Ah! if wrapped in their
winding-sheets they came out of their tombs, would they speak a language different from mine? What
would you say to them when by their writings they tell you that the papacy had deviated from the gospel
of the Son of God, which they have preached and confirmed in so generous a manner by their blood?
Would you dare say to them, we prefer the teaching of our own popes, our Bellarmine, our Ignatius Loyola,
to yours? No, no! a thousand times, no! unless you have shut your ears that you may not hear, closed your
eyes that you may not see, blunted your mind that you may not understand. Ah! if He who reigns above
wishes to punish us, making His hand fall heavy on us, as He did on Pharaoh, He has no need to permit
Garibaldi's soldiers to drive us away from the eternal city. He has only to let them make Pius IX a god, as
we have made a goddess of the blessed Virgin. Stop, stop, venerable brethren, on the odious and ridiculous
incline on which you have placed yourselves. Save the church from the shipwreck which threatens her,
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asking from the holy Scriptures alone for the rule of faith which we ought to believe and to profess. I
have spoken: may God help me!"
Acknowledgement: Presents of God Ministry for this very rare insightful document.

Back to ‘TABLE OF CONTENTS’
FULFILLED PROPHECY: Colours and Wealth of Rome
‗Romanism is a refined system of Christian heathenism and chiefly differs from its prototype in
being more treacherous, more cruel, more dangerous and more intolerant.‘
(Sir George Sinclair, a Scottish Protestant from Ulbster, Scotland)
Arrayed In Purple and Scarlet

Rev 17:4 And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet. And she was gilded with gold and precious
stones and pearls, having a golden cup in her hand full of abominations and filthiness of her fornication.
Rev 18:3 because of the wine of the anger of her fornication which all the nations have drunk. And the
kings of the earth have committed fornication with her. And the merchants of the earth became rich
from the power of her luxury. Rev 18:9 And the kings of the earth who have committed fornication
and lived in luxury with her will weep for her, and will wail over her when they see the smoke of her
burning; Rev 18:10 standing afar off for fear of her torment, saying, Woe! Woe to the great city,
Babylon, that strong city! For in one hour your judgment came. Rev 18:11 And the merchants of the earth
will weep and mourn over her, for no one buys their cargo any more; Rev 18:12 the cargo of gold, and
silver, and precious stones, and of pearls, and fine linen, and purple, and silk, and scarlet, and all thyine
wood, and every ivory vessel, and every vessel of very precious wood, and of bronze, and of iron, and of
marble, Rev 18:13 and cinnamon, and incenses, and ointment, and frankincense, and wine, and oil, and fine
flour and wheat, and beasts, and sheep, and horses, and chariots, and slaves, and souls of men. Rev 18:15
The merchants of these things, who were made rich by her, will stand afar off because of the fear of her
torment, weeping and mourning Rev 18:16 and saying, Woe! Woe to the great city, which was clothed in
fine linen and purple and scarlet, and adorned with gold and precious stones and pearls! Rev 18:17 For
in one hour such great riches was desolated. And every ship-pilot, and all the company on the ships, and
sailors, and as many as work the sea, stood afar off. Rev 18:18 And they cried out, seeing the smoke of
her burning, saying, What is like the great city? Rev 18:19 And they threw dust on their heads, and
cried, weeping and mourning, saying, Woe! Woe to the great city, by which all who had ships in the sea
were rich out of her costliness! For in one hour she was ruined.
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THE VATICAN IS THE TWO-HORNED BEAST OF REVELATION
―Then I saw another beast, which came up out of the earth. It had two horns like a lamb's horns, and it
spoke like a dragon (Satan).‖ Rev 13:11 ―And the woman that you saw is the great city (Rome-Vatican),

which has dominion over the kings of the earth.‖ Rev 17:18

The Vatican is simultaneously a spiritual and political Beast. There is no King or President upon the face
of the earth that sits in authority without Vatican sanction.
The Kings (Presidents, Prime Ministers, Religeous leaders, etc) of the earth commit fornication with
the woman (Vatican). See Rev 18:9.
The below dignitaries list applicable to the late pope‘s funeral service confirms this fact in no uncertain
terms. The Pope‘s funeral took place on April 8, 2005, and was the largest gathering of
statesmen/women in history.
Foreign dignitaries and world religious leaders who attended Pope John Paul II's funeral Mass at St.
Peter's Square. (Sources: Wire News Services and the Vatican):
AFGHANISTAN: Funeral delegation led by: President Hamid Karzai.
ALBANIA:: Funeral delegation led by: President Alfred Moisiu, former presidents Sali Berisha and Rexhep Meidani, Prime Minister
Fatos Nano; Albanian religious leaders: Selim Muca of the (Sunni) Muslim community, Rrok Mirdita, the Catholic Archbishop, Ha xhi
Dede Reshat Bardhi of the (Shiite) Bektashi Muslim sect and Orthodox Archbishop Anastasios of the Orthodox community. Pope
John Paul II visited Albania in April 1993.
ARAB LEAGUE: Funeral delegation led by: Secretary General Amr Moussa
ARMENIA: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Andranik Markarian, Head of Armenian Apostolic Church Catholicos Garegin II
AUSTRALIA: Funeral delegation led by: Governor-General Michael Jeffery, who represents Britain's Queen Elizabeth as Australia's
head of state. Pope John Paul II visited Australia in November 1986 and January 1995.
AUSTRIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Heinz Fischer, Chancellor Wolfgang Schuessel, Parliament Speaker Andreas Khol.
Pope John Paul II visited Austria in September 1983, June 1988 and June 1998.
AZERBAIJAN: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Artur Rasizade. Pope John Paul II visited Azerbaijan in 2002.
BANGLADESH: Funeral delegation led by: Food and Disaster Management Minister Chowdhury Kamal Ibne Yusuf. Pope John Paul II
visited Bangladesh in November 1986.
BELGIUM: Funeral delegation led by: King Albert II and Queen Paola, Prime Minister Guy Verhofstadt. Pope John Paul II visited
Belgium in May 1985 and June 1995.
BENIN: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Rogatien Biaou. Pope John Paul II visited Benin in February 1982 and February
1993.
BOLIVIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Carlos Mesa and his wife, Elvira Salinas
Pope John Paul II visited Bolivia in May 1988.
BOSNIA: Funeral delegation led by: Chairman of the state presidency, Borisav Paravac. Pope John Paul II visited Bosnia and
Herzegovina in April 1997 and in 2002.
BRAZIL: Funeral delegation led by: President Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva. Pope John Paul II visited Brazil in June 1980, June 1982,
October 1991 and October 1997.

BRITAIN: Pope John Paul II is kissed by Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan Williams, leader of the Anglican Church, during a private
audience in the papal library at the Vatican on Oct. 4, 2003. Funeral delegation led by: Prince Charles, Prime Minister Tony Blair,
Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan Williams
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Pope John Paul II visited Britain in May 1982.
BULGARIA : Funeral delegation led by: President Georgi Parvanov, Bulgaria's Orthodox Rousse Bishop Neofit and Vidin Bishop
Domitian. Pope John Paul II visited Bulgaria in 2002.
CAMEROON : Funeral delegation led by: President Paul Biya, Minister of External Relations Laurent Esso. Pope John Paul II visited
Cameroon in August 1985 and September 1995.
CANADA : Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Paul Martin. Pope John Paul II visited Canada in September 1984, September
1997 and 2002.
CHILE: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Ignacio Walker. (President Ricardo Lagos cannot attend as his 108-year-old
mother is very ill.) Pope John Paul II visited Chile in March 1987.
CHINA: China said Thursday it would not send a delegation to the funeral because of the Vatican's diplomatic relations with rival
Taiwan, whose president, Chen Shui-bian, took advantage of a rare chance to meet other leaders at an international event.
COLOMBIA: Funeral delegation led by: Vice President Francisco Santos and his wife, Maria Victoria. Pope John Paul II visited
Colombia in July 1986. Funeral delegation led by: President Abel Pacheco. Pope John Paul II visited Costa Rica in March 1983.
COSTA RICA: Funeral delegation led by: President Abel Pacheco. Pope John Paul II visited Costa Rica in March 1983.
COUNCIL OF EUROPE: Funeral delegation led by: Daniel Rotfeld, chairman of committee of ministers; Rene van der Linden,
chairman of Parliamentary Assembly; Giovanni di Stasi, chairman council's body overseeing local authorities
CROATIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Stjepan Mesic, Prime Minister Ivo Sanader. Pope John Paul II visited Croatia in
September 1994, October 1998 and 2002.
CUBA: Cuban President Fidel Castro and Pope John Paul II check the time on Castro's watch during a papal welcoming ceremony in
Havana on Jan. 21, 1998. The pope spent five days touring the communist country. As a result of the trip, Castro allowed Cuban
Catholics to celebrate Christmas. Funeral delegation led by: National Assembly President Ricardo Alarcon and Caridad Diego, head of
religious affairs for Communist Party.
CYPRUS: Funeral delegation led by: President Tassos Papadopoulos.
CZECH REPUBLIC: Funeral delegation led by: President Vaclav Klaus, Foreign Minister Cyril Svoboda. Pope John Paul II visited the
Czech Republic in April 1990, May 1995 and April 1997.
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO Funeral delegation led by: President Joseph Kabila, Vice President Jean-Pierre Bemba. Pope
John Paul II visited the Democratic Republic of Congo in May 1980.
DENMARK: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Queen Margaret II and Prince Consort Henrik. Pope
John Paul II visited Denmark in June 1989.
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC: Funeral delegation led by: First lady Margarita Cedeno, Secretary of Education Alejandrina German. Pope
John Paul II visited the Dominican Republic in January 1979, October 1984 and October 1992.
ECUADOR: Funeral delegation led by: President Lucio Gutierrez..Pope John Paul II visited Ecuador in January 1985.
EL SALVADOR Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Francisco Lainez, first lady Ana Ligia Mixco de Saca, Interior Minister
Rene Figueroa. Pope John Paul II visited El Salvador in March 1983 and February 1996.
EGYPT: Funeral delegation led by: Culture Minister Farouk Hosni. Pope John Paul II visited Egypt in February 2000.
ESTONIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Arnold Ruutel. Pope John Paul II visited in September 1993.
ETHIOPIA: Funeral delegation led by: Patriarch of the Ethiopian Orthodox Church Abune Paulos
EUROPEAN UNION: Funeral delegation led by: European Commission President Jose Manuel Barroso and his wife, Regional Policy
Commissioner Danuta Hubner; Justice Commissioner Franco Frattini and External Relations Commissioner Benita Ferrero -Waldner;
also European Parliament President Josep Borrell
FINLAND: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Matti Vanhanen. Pope John Paul II visited Finland in June 1989.
FRANCE: French President Jacques Chiracand his wife, Bernadette, welcome John Paul II to France on Aug. 21, 1997. The pope had
traveled to partake in World Youth Days, a religious festival held outside Paris that attracted 2 million young pilgrims. Funeral
delegation led by: President Jacques Chirac and his wife Bernadette. Pope John Paul II visited France in May 1980, August 1983,
October 1986, October 1988, September 1996, September 1997 and 2003.
GEORGIA: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Salome Zurabishvili. Pope John Paul II visited Georgia in November 1999.
GERMANY: German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder signs the condolence book for the late Pope John Paul II at the Papal Nunciature
in Berlin on April 5. German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder met with the pope on May 18, 1999, to discuss solutions to help end
violence in the Balkans. The date was also the Pope's 79th birthday. Funeral delegation led by: President Horst Koehler, Chancellor
Gerhard Schroeder
Pope John Paul II visited Germany in November 1980, April 1987 and June 1996
GREECE: In May 2001, John Paul II became the first modern pope to visit Greece, meeting with Greek Orthodox Church leader
Archbishop Christodoulos in an effort toease religious tensions stemming from the "Great Schism" that separated the Christian
church over 1,000 years ago. Funeral delegation led by: President Karolos Papoulias and Archbishop Christodoulos
GUATEMALA: Nobel Peace Prize-winning activist Rigoberta Menchu had a personal audience with John Paul II during his visit to
Guatemala in July 2002. The pope apologized for church abuses against the indigenous population during the colonization of the
Americas. Funeral delegation led by: President Oscar Berger and first lady Wendy de Berger, Foreign Minister Jorge Briz and
Rigoberta Menchu. Pope John Paul II visited Guatemala in March 1983, February 1996 and 2002.
HAITI: Funeral delegation led by: Interim Prime Minister Gerard Latortu. Pope John Paul II visited Haiti in March 1983..
HONDURAS: Funeral delegation led by: President Ricardo Maduro. Pope John Paul II visited Honduras in March 1983.
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HUNGARY: Funeral delegation led by: President Ferenc Madl and his wife, Dalma, Prime Minister Ferenc Gyurcsany, former prime
minister Viktor Orban, Parliamentary Speaker Katalin Szili, Supreme Court Chief Justice Zoltan Lomnici. Pope John Paul II visited
Hungary in August 1991 and September 1996.
INDIA: Funeral delegation led by: Vice President Bhairon Singh Shekhawat. Pope John Paul II visited India in January 1986 and
November 1999.
INDONESIA: Funeral delegation led by: Social Welfare Minister Alwi Shihab, Religious Affairs Minister Maftuh Basyuni. Pope John
Paul II visited Indonesia in October 1989.
IRAN: Iranian President Mohammad Khatami met Pope John Paul II at the Vatican on March 11, 1999. Funeral delegation led by:
President Mohammad Khatami.
IRELAND : Funeral delegation led by: President Mary McAleese, Prime Minister Bertie Ahern. Pope John Paul II visited Ireland in
September 1979.
ISRAEL: Funeral delegation led by: President Moshe Katsav, Foreign Minister Silvan Shalom. Pope John Paul II visited Israel in
March 2000.
ITALY: Funeral delegation led by: President Carlo Azeglio Ciampi, Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi
JAPAN: Funeral delegation led by: former foreign minister Yoriko Kawaguchi. Pope John Paul II visited Japan in February 1980.
JORDAN : Funeral delegation led by: King Abdullah. Pope John Paul II visited Jordan in March 2000.
KENYA: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Chirau Ali Mwakwere, Local Government Minister Musikari Kombo. Pope John Paul
II visited Kenya in May 1980, August 1985 and September 1995.
KOSOVO: Funeral delegation led by: President Ibrahim Rugova.
LATVIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Vaira Vike-Freiberga. Pope John Paul II visited Latvia in September 1993
LEBANON: Funeral delegation led by: President Emile Lahoud (Maronite Christian), Prime Minister Omar Karami (Sunni Muslim),
Parliamentary Speaker Nabih Berri (Shiite Muslim) and Maronite Patriarch Nasrallah Sfeir. Pope John Paul II visited Lebanon i n May
1997.
LESOTHO: Funeral delegation led by: King Letsie III, Foreign Minister Monyane Moleleki. Pope John Paul II visited Lesotho in
September 1988.
LIECHTENSTEIN :Funeral delegation led by: Prince Hans-Adam II, Princess Marie and Prince Nicholas. Pope John Paul II visited
Liechtenstein in September 1985.
LITHUANIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Valdas Adamkas. Pope John Paul II visited Lithuania in September 1993.
LUXEMBOURG: Funeral delegation led by: Grand Duke Henri and Grand Duchess Maria Teresa, Prime Minister Jean-Claude Juncker.
Pope John Paul II visited Luxembourg in May 1985.
MACEDONIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Branko Crvenkovski.
MADAGASCAR : Funeral delegation led by: President Marc Ravolomanana, Foreign Affairs Minister Marcel Ranjeva. Pope John Paul
II visited Madagascar in April 1989.
MALAYSIA: Funeral delegation led by: Bernard Dompok, minister in charge of the civil service Abdullah Mohamad Zin, minister in
charge of religious affairs.
MAURITANIA: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Mohamed Vall Ould Bellal.
MEXICO: Mexican President Vicente Fox speaks with Pope John Paul II in Mexico City on July 30, 2002..Funeral delegation led by:
President Vicente Fox. John Paul II visited Mexico in January 1979, May 1990, August 1993, January 1999 and 2002.
MONTENEGRO: Funeral delegation led by: President Filip Vujanovic.
MOZAMBIQUE: Funeral delegation led by: President Armando Guebuza. Pope John Paul II visited Mozambique in September 1988
MYANMA: Funeral delegation led by: Ambassador Khin Maung Aye, Archbishop Charles Bo.
THE NETHERLANDS: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende. Pope John Paul II visited the Netherlands in
May 1985.
THE NETHERLANDS: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende. Pope John Paul II visited the Netherlands in
May 1985.
NEW ZEALAND: Funeral delegation led by: Governor General Silvia Cartwright. Pope John Paul II visited New Zealand in November
1986.
NICARAGUA: Funeral delegation led by: President Enrique Bolanos, Foreign Minister Norman Caldera. Pope John Paul II visited
Nicaragua in March 1983 and February 1996.
NIGERIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Olusegun Obasanjo. Pope John Paul II visited in February 1982 and March 1998.
NORWAY: Funeral delegation led by: Queen Sonja, Prime Minister Kjell Magne Bondevik (King Harald is in hospital recovering from
heart surgery), and Norwegian Bishop Finn Wagle of the Protestant state church.Pope. John Paul II visited Norway in June 1989
PAKISTAN: Funeral delegation led by: Minister for Religious Affairs Mohammed Ijaz-ul Haq. Pope John Paul II visited Pakistan in
February 1980.
PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Ahmed Queria. Pope John Paul II visited with Palestinian
leaders in Israel in March 2000.
PANAMA: Funeral delegation led by: President Martin Torrijos, first lady Vivian Fernandez de Torrijos, Foreign Minister Samuel
Lewis. Pope John Paul II visited Panama in March 1983.
PARAGUAY: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Minister Leila Rachid. Pope John Paul II visited Paraguay in May 1988.
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THE PHILIPPINES: Philippines President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo had an audience with Pope John Paul II on September 27, 2003,
at the Vatican.. Funeral delegation led by: President Arroyo. Pope John Paul II visited the Philippines in February 1981 and January
1995.
POLAND: Pope John Paul II hugs Lech Walesa, leader of Poland's Solidarity trade union and later the nation's first post -communist
president, in Gdansk, Poland, on June 11, 1987. Walesa maintained very close ties with the Polish pope, who was once the Archbishop
of Krakow. Pope John Paul II had been a powerful supporter of Solidarity, which played a key role in overthrowing communism in
Poland. Funeral delegation led by: President Aleksander Kwasniewski and his wife, Prime Minister Marek Belka, former president Lech
Walesa and Tadeusz Mazowiecki, Poland's first post-communist president and prime minister.Pope John Paul II visited his native
Poland in June 1979, June 1983, June 1987, June 1991, August 1991, May 1995, May 1997, June 1999 and 2002.
PORTUGAL: Funeral delegation led by: President Jorge Sampaio and first lady Maria Jose Ritta, Foreign Minister Diogo Freitas do
Amaral, former president Gen. Antonio Ramalho Eanes. Pope John Paul II visited Portugal in May 1982, March 1983, May 1994 and
2000.
ROMANIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Traian Basescu, Prime Minister Calin Tariceanu and Romania's Orthodox patriarch
Teoctist. Pope John Paul II visited Romania in May 1999.
RUSSIA: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Mikhail Fradkov and Metropolitan Kirill, head of external relations for the
Moscow Patriarchate. (Patriarch Alexiy II -- who repeatedly refused to meet the pope -- will not attend.). Pope John Paul II
attempted to visit Russia many times during his papacy, but was never granted permission due to objections by the Russian Ort hodox
patriarch. During the early years of his pontificate, the communist government of the Soviet Union also refused his requests for
entry.
RWANDA: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Affairs Minister Charles Murigand. Pope John Paul II visited Rwanda in September
1990.
SENEGAL: Funeral delegation led by: President Abdoulaye Wade. Pope John Paul II visited Senegal in February 1992
SERBIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Boris Tadi.
SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO: Funeral delegation led by: President Svetozar Marovic.
SEYCHELLES: Funeral delegation led by: President James Michel. Pope John Paul II visited the Seychelles in November 1986.
SIERRA LEONE: Funeral delegation led by: Foday Seasay, ambassador to Germany.
SINGAPORE: Funeral delegation led by: Deputy Prime Minister Professor S. Jayakumar. Pope John Paul II visited Singapore in
November 1986.
SLOVAKIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Ivan Gasparovic, Parliament Chairman Pavol Hrusovsky. Pope John Paul II visited
Slovakia in June 1995, May 1996 and 2002.
SLOVENIA: Funeral delegation led by: President Janez Drnovsek, Prime Minister Janez Jansa, Foreign Minister Dimitrij Rupel.
(Rupel will represent the head of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe.). Pope John Paul II visited Sloven ia in
September 1999.

SOUTH AFRICA: South African President Nelson Mandela talks with Pope John Paul II at the Vatican on June 18, 1998. Mandela
thanked the pope for the Catholic Church's help with education and health care for black South Africans during apartheid. Funeral
delegation led by: Deputy President Jacob Zuma, former president Nelson Mandela Pope John Paul II visited South Africa in
September 1995.
SOUTH KOREA: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Lee Hae-chan. Pope John Paul II visited South Korea in May 1984 and
October 1989.
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SPAIN: Spain's King Juan Carlos kisses the hand of Pope John Paul II during a ceremony attended by hundreds of thousands of
people in Madrid's central Plaza de Colon on May 4, 2003. Funeral delegation led by: King Juan Carlos and Queen Sofia, Prime
Minister Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero. Pope John Paul II visited Spain in October 1982, October 1984, August 1989, June 1993 and
2002.
SRI LANKA: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Mahinda Rajapakse. Pope John Paul II visited Sri Lanka in January 1995.
SWEDEN: Sweden's Crown Princess Victoria greets Pope John Paul II at the Vatican on Oct. 4, 2002, and extends an invitation for
the pontiff to visit the following year to honor a Swedish-born saint.. Funeral delegation led by: King Carl XVI Gustav and Queen
Silvia, Prime Minister Goeran Persson and Swedish Lutheran Archbishop K.G. Hammar. Pope John Paul II visited Sweden in June
1989.
SWITZERLAND: Funeral delegation led by: President Samuel Schmid. Pope John Paul II visited Switzerland in June 1982, June 1984
and September 1985.
SYRIA: Pope John Paul II shakes hands with Syrian President Bashar Assad as the pontiff departs Syria for Malta on May 8, 2001.
During the pope's three-day visit, part of a pilgrimage to walk in the footsteps of St. Paul, Assad asked for assistance in the
creation of a Palestinian state. Also, John Paul II became the first pope to enter a mosque when he visited the Umayyad Mosque in
Damascus.. Funeral delegation led by: President Bashar Assad.
TAIWAN: Funeral delegation led by: President Chen Shui-bian, Foreign Minister Chen Tan-sun and imam Ma Shiao-chi.
TANZANIA: Funeral delegation led by: Minister for Cooperative Development George Kahama. Pope John Paul II visited Tanzania in
September 1990.
THAILAND: Funeral delegation led by: Deputy Prime Minister Surakiart Sathirathai. Pope John Paul II visited Thailand in May 1984.
TURKEY: Funeral delegation led by: Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan, Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople Bartholomew I, Turkey's
Armenian Patriarch Mesrob II. Pope John Paul II visited Turkey in November 1979.
UGANDA: Funeral delegation led by: Head of Uganda's Catholic Church Cardinal Emmanuel Wamala. Pope John Paul II visite d Uganda
in February 1993.
UKRAINE: Funeral delegation led by: President Viktor Yushchenko.
UNITED NATIONS: Funeral delegation led by: Secretary General Kofi Annan.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: President Bush and first lady Laura Bush greet Pope John Paul II at the Vatican on June 4, 2005.
The president and the pope were in accord in opposing abortion, but John Paul II was a staunch, vocal opponent of the Iraq war.
Funeral delegation led by: President George W. Bush and first lady Laura Bush, former presidents George H.W. Bush and Bill Cl inton,
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, New York Mayor Michael Bloomberg. Pope John Paul II visited the United States in
September 1979, February 1980, May 1984, September 1987, August 1993, October 1995 and January 1999.
URUGUAY: Funeral delegation led by: first lady Maria Auxiliadora Delgado de Vazquez and son Aluaro Vazquez. Pope John Paul II
visited Uruguay in March 1987 and May 1988.
VENEZUELA: Funeral delegation led by: Foreign Relations Minister Ali Rodriguez, Planning Minister Jorge Giordanni.Pope John Paul
II visited Venezuela in January 1985 and February 1996.
ZIMBABWE: Funeral delegation led by: President Robert Mugabe, who is defying travel restrictions imposed by member nations of
the European Union to attend. Pope John Paul II visited Zimbabwe in September 1988.
Acknowledgement: The Washington Post Company (2005)
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Some organizations that were represented: Sovereign Military Order of the Knights of Malta, Council of Europe, NATO, OSCE,
ILO, FAO, UNESCO, IFAD, Office of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, World Food Program, UN Office on Drugs and
Crime. There were a great number mayors, senators, etc in their private capacities.

Countries which sent delegates to the funeral of Pope John Paul II shown in purple, as listed on the wikipedia article, w:List of
dignitaries at the funeral of Pope John Paul II and at the vatican site.
Acknowledgements: Wikipedia

IDOLATRY!!
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Purple & Scarlet

Gold & Pearls

No Wine
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Gilded With Gold, Precious Stones and Pearls

Gold & Pearls
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Monstrance –
Baal – sun-god

Peter‘s Chair — Gross Idolatry!
Gross idolatry!
―Queen of
Heaven‖
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Whose scull is this: Peter or Paul?

Five hundred diamonds encrust this golden chalice, first used by Pope Pius IX on December 8th,
1854, at the Mass proclaiming the Immaculate Conception of Mary.

Benedict on his throne / Giving his 'State of the World Address‘ / Jan 7, 2008
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Benedict addressing United Nations / April 2008
Pictures: Acknowledgement - Public Domain Information

Judgement Upon The Great Harlot

Rev 17:16 …‖and the ten horns which you saw on the beast, these will hate the harlot and will make her
desolate and naked. And they will eat her flesh and burn her with fire. Rev 17:17 For God gave into
their hearts to do His mind, and to act with one mind, and to give their kingdom to the beast until the
Words of God will be fulfilled. Rev 17:18 And the woman whom you saw is the great city which has a
kingdom over the kings of the earth.‖
It is a well know fact, that the Vatican has unsurpassed wealth in terms of paintings, precious
metals, stones, jewelry, property, corporate shares, etc — the list is endless!!! There is not another
organization on the face of this planet that can match her material and archival wealth.
And what does Jesus say…

―And when Jesus heard these things, He said to him, Yet you lack one thing. Sell all that
you have and distribute to the poor, and you shall have treasure in Heaven. And come, follow
Me.‖ Luk 18:22
―Jesus said to him, If you want to be perfect, go, sell what you have and give to the poor,
and you shall have treasure in Heaven. And come, follow Me‖. Mat 19:21
What a contrast between Jesus‘ words and the actions of Satan‘s masterpiece — the Mother of
Harlots and earth‘s abominations!!
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WHO IS BABYLON THE GREAT?
LET THE SCRIPTURE SPEAK
We begin our investigation into the identity of Babylon the Great with the following scriptures: ―And the
great city was divided into three parts, and the cities of the nations fell: and great Babylon came in
remembrance before God, to give unto her the cup of the wine of the fierceness of his wrath.‖ (Rev 16:19)
―And the woman whom you saw is the great city which has a kingdom over the kings of the earth.‖ (Rev
17:18) ―Here is the mind, which has wisdom: The seven heads are seven mountains (hills) on which the
woman sits.‖ (Rev 17:9) ―And on her forehead was a name written, Mystery, Babylon the Great, the
mother of harlots and of the abominations of the earth.‖ (Rev 17:5)
There is a linkage within the above scriptures which is immediately apparent:


Rev 16:19 links The Great City irrevocably to Great Babylon.



Rev 17:18 links The Woman to The Great City.



Rev 17:9 links The Woman to a geographical locality.



Rev 17:5 links Mystery Babylon to the Mother of Harlots.

Therefore, these links establish beyond doubt that: Great Babylon, The Woman, The Harlot, and The
Great City are one and the same entity, but, having different titles or descriptions - hence the mystery
referred to in Rev 17:5.
FRAMEWORK
The following chart is a graphic illustration of these links, and is further fractionated to illustrate the
structure of this system.

Revelation 17:5, is the composite title for this woman. By dissecting verse 5 an amazing Biblical axiom is
revealed:
Notice that the title is written on her forehead. The forehead is a prominent position and the title is
intentionally place there for all to see and take cognizance of – it‘s not hidden!


To the vast majority, the intent of this woman will remain an absolute enigma.



She is not any Babylon, but is the Great One – the preeminent!



She is designated a mother and by implication has daughters.



Her offspring are deemed harlots.



She is responsible for the earth‘s abominations!

THE MYSTERY
Examined in closer detail: ‗Babylon The Great‘ is the mystery, and is a composite title of Great Babylon,
The Woman, The Harlot, and The Great City.
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COMPOSITE DESCRIPTION

It is clear from what has been elucidated thus far; if we pinpoint the Great City we will know beyond a
shadow of doubt the identity of Babylon the Great. There are two Great Cities referred to in the
Revelation. ―And their bodies will lie in the street of the great city, which spiritually is called Sodom and
Egypt, where also our Lord was crucified. (Rev 11:8)
This scripture refers to the murder of the two Witnesses by the Beast (Abandon) and since Jesus was
crucified at Golgotha it is clear that this great city is Jerusalem. The other great city is the Rome of
John‘ day.
―And the woman whom you saw is the great city which rules over the kings of the earth.‖ (Rev. 17:18)
"Here is the mind, which has wisdom: The seven heads are seven mountains (hills) on which the woman
sits." (Rev 17:9)
It is an irrefutable fact that the Roman Empire was the master of the known world of John‘s day. And the
city of Rome was the capital and government of this Empire – hence the great city! Another clue is the
seven mountains, or hills. In our day, apart from documented history, travel brochures etc advertise the
fact that Rome is the eternal city upon seven hills.
At the time of the vision, John the elder was a prisoner on the Island of Patmos for preaching the gospel.
The visitation of our beloved Saviour to John occurs sometime around AD95/96. After the explanation of
what amounts to chapters 1-3 of the Revelation Jesus takes John up into heaven. Once there, he is shown
events relating to the last days. We have confirmation of this from the following scripture:
―After these things (preceding events) I looked, and behold, a door was opened in Heaven. And the first
voice, which I heard, was as it were of a trumpet talking with me, saying Come up here, and I will show you
things, which must be hereafter. (Rev.4: 1)
Sequentially the following scripture relates to the ‗hereafter‘ (future) portion of the vision and not to
John‘s day...
―And one of the seven angels who had the seven vials came and talked with me, saying to me, Come here, I
will show you the judgment of the great harlot sitting on many waters, with whom the kings of the earth
committed fornication, and became drunk with the wine of her fornication, those inhabiting the earth. And
he carried me away into a desert by the Spirit.
And I saw a woman sitting on a scarlet-colored beast, filled with names of blasphemy, having seven
heads and ten horns. And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet. And she was gilded with gold
and precious stones and pearls, having a golden cup in her hand full of abominations and filthiness of
her fornication. And on her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT, THE
MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND OF THE ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH. And I saw the woman drunk
with the blood of the saints and with the blood of the martyrs of Jesus. And when I saw her, I marveled
with a great marveling. And the angel said to me, Why did you marvel? I will tell you the mystery of the
woman and of the beast that carries her, that has the seven heads and ten horns.‖ (Rev. 17:1-7)
The reason why John was so shocked is that he was shown modern-day Rome and not the ancient Rome of
his day. In his day, Christians were enemies of the Empire primarily because they would not bow down and
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worship the image of Caesar – or, acknowledge his deity in any way. Because of this, they were brutally
persecuted. However, here he is shown modern-day Rome (Vatican) in all her ecclesiastical glory. This
modern Rome has the outward appearance of Christianity, but inwardly he is told she is spiritually
bankrupt! In his day, Rome was very clearly the enemy of the Christians and now he sees her as the socalled preeminent universal Church of Christ. The shear scale of this corrupt religious organization would
have been beyond his comprehension! The angel basically explains to him that it is this woman that
controls and manipulates the political system (10 kings) of the last days. It is an established fact, that
purple and scarlet are the colours of the Catholic hierarchy. The Roman Catholic Church in her official
documents and catechisms refers to herself as ‗Mother Church‘ (woman). Roman Catholicism is Satan‘s
masterpiece because it masquerades behind the mask of Christianity. It never, ever, was Christian! Nor
can it ever be!
We are to have nothing to do with this satanic masterpiece apart from encouraging those individuals
trapped in this diabolical system to do what our beloved Saviour says:
―And I heard another voice from Heaven, saying, Come out of her, My people, that you may not be
partakers of her sins, and that you may not receive of her plagues. For her sins joined together, even up
to Heaven, and God has remembered her unjust deeds. Reward her as she has rewarded you, and
double to her double, according to her works. In the cup, which she mixed, mix double to her. As much as
she has glorified herself and has lived in luxury, so much torment and sorrow give her. For she says in her
heart, I sit as a queen, and I am not a widow; and I do not see mourning at all. Therefore her plagues will
come in one day, death and mourning and famine. And she will be consumed with fire, for the Lord God
who judges her is strong.‖ (Rev. 18:4-8)
THE MYSTERY IS SOLVED: BABYLON THE GREAT IS NONE OTHER THAT THE ROMAN
CATHOLIC CHURCH AND ITS INSTITUTIONS
―And another sign was seen in the heavens. And behold a great red dragon, having seven heads and ten
horns and seven crowns on his heads!‖ (Rev 12:3) And he carried me away into a desert by the Spirit.‖
―And I saw a woman sitting on a scarlet-colored beast, filled with names of blasphemy, having seven
heads and ten horns.‖
―And the great dragon was cast out, the old serpent called Devil, and Satan, who deceives the whole
world. He was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with him.‖ (Rev 12:9)
―And they worshiped the dragon who gave authority to the beast. And they worshiped the beast, saying,
who is like the beast? Who is able to make war with it?‖ (Rev. 13:4)
Adopting the linkage understanding to the above scriptures, it is clear that as the great dragon is Satan
and since it is the woman who rides (controls) the beast she too is of satanic origin!
N.B. The Pope by succession is the Bishop of the diocese of Rome. However, he is also the Holy
See. In this office he holds jurisdiction over the Roman Catholic Church universal!
Acknowledgement: www.thefinalword.co.za
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―APOSTLE PETER‘S TOMB RECENTLY DISCOVERED IN JERUSALEM‖ (1953)
by F. PAUL PETERSON
Chapter 1
While visiting a friend in Switzerland, I heard of what seemed to me, one of the greatest discoveries
since the time of Christ—that Peter was buried in Jerusalem and not in Rome. The source of this rumor,
written in Italian, was not clear; it left considerable room for doubt or rather wonder. Rome was the place
where I could investigate the matter, and if such proved encouraging, a trip to Jerusalem might be
necessary in order to gather valuable first hand information on the subject. I therefore went to Rome.
After talking to many priests and investigating various sources of information, I finally was greatly
rewarded by learning where I could buy the only known book on the subject, which was also written in
Italian. It is called, "Gli Scavi del Dominus Flevit", printed in 1958 at the Tipografia del PP. Francescani, in
Jerusalem. It was written by P. B. Bagatti and J. T. Milik, both Roman Catholic priests. The story of the
discovery was there, but it seemed to be purposely hidden for much was lacking. I consequently
determined to go to Jerusalem to see for myself, if possible, that which appeared to be almost
unbelievable, especially since it came from priests, who naturally because of the existing tradition that
Peter was buried in Rome, would be the last ones to welcome such a discovery or to bring it to the
attention of the world.
In Jerusalem I spoke to many Franciscan priests who all read, finally, though reluctantly, that the bones
of Simon Bar Jona (St. Peter) were found in Jerusalem, on the Franciscan monastery site called, "Dominus
Flevit" (where Jesus was supposed to have wept over [pg. 4] Jerusalem), on the Mount of Olives. The
pictures show the story. The first show an excavation where the names of Christian Biblical characters
were found on the ossuaries (bone boxes). The names of Mary and Martha were found on one box and
right next to it was one with the name of Lazarus, their brother. Other names of early Christians were
found on other boxes. Of greatest interest, however, was that which was found within twelve feet from
the place where the remains of Mary, Martha and Lazarus were found—the remains of St. Peter. They
were found in an ossuary, on the outside of which was clearly and beautifully written in Aramaic, "Simon
Bar Jona".

The charcoal inscription reads:
"Shimon Bar Yonah" which means
"Simon [Peter] son of Jonah".
Mat 16:17 And Jesus answered
and said unto him, Blessed art
thou, Simon Barjona: for flesh
and blood hath not revealed it
unto thee, but my Father which
is in heaven.
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I talked to a Yale professor, who is an archaeologist, and was director of the American School of
Oriental Research in Jerusalem. He told me that it would be very improbable that a name with three
words, and one so complete, could refer to any other than St. Peter.

But what makes the possibility of error more remote is that the remains were found in a Christian burial
ground, and more yet, of the first century, the very time in which Peter lived. In fact, I have a letter
from a noted scientist stating that he can tell by the writing that it was written just before the
destruction of Jerusalem by Titus in 70 A.D.
I talked to priest Milik, the co-writer of this Italian book, in the presence of my friend, a Christian
Arab, Mr. S. J. Mattar, who now is the warden of the Garden Tomb, where Jesus was buried and rose
again. This priest, Milik, admitted that he knew that the bones of St. Peter are not in Rome. I was very
much surprised that he would admit that, so to confirm his admittance, I said, to which he also agreed,
"There is a hundred times more evidence that Peter was buried in Jerusalem than in Rome." This was
something of an understatement, for he knew as I know that there is absolutely no evidence at all that
Peter was buried in Rome. I have spoken on the subject to many Franciscan priests who either were or
had been in Jerusalem, and they all agree that the tomb and remains of St. Peter are in Jerusalem. There
was just one exception which is interesting and which only proves the point.
The Franciscan priest, Augusto Spykerman, who was in charge of the semi-private museum inside the
walls of old Jerusalem, by the site of the Franciscan Church of the Flagellation, was that exception. When
I asked to see the museum, he showed it to the three of us, Mr. Mattar, who in addition to being warden
of the Tomb of Christ, had been the manager of an English bank in Jerusalem, a. professional
photographer and myself. But he told us nothing of the discovery. I knew that the evidence of Peter‘s
burial was there, for priests had told me that relics from the Christian burial ground were preserved
within this museum. People who lived in Jerusalem all their lives and official guides who are supposed to
know every inch of the city, however, knew nothing of this [pg 5] discovery, so well was it withheld from
the public.
I had asked an elderly official guide where the tomb of St. Peter was. He responded in a very profound
and majestic tone of voice, "The Tomb of St. Peter has never been found in Jerusalem." "Oh," I said, "but
I have seen the burial place of Peter with my own eyes." He turned on me with a fierceness that is so
common among Arabs. "What," he replied, "you a foreigner mean to tell me that you know where the tomb
of St. Peter is when I have been an official guide for thirty-five years and know every inch of ground in
Jerusalem?" I was afraid that he would jump at my throat. I managed to calm him as I said, "But sir, here
are the pictures and you can see the ossuary, among others, with Peter‘s name in Aramaic. You can also
see this for yourself on the Mount of Olives on the Franciscan Convent site called, "Dominus Flevit".
When I finished he slowly turned away in stunned amazement. A person who has seen this Christian burial
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ground and knows the circumstances surrounding the case could never doubt that this truly is the burial
place of St. Peter and of other Christians. I, too, walked around in a dreamy amazement for about a week
for I could hardly believe what I had seen and heard. Since the circulation of this article, they do not
allow anyone to see this burial place.
Before things had gone very far, I had been quite discouraged for I could get no information from the
many priests with whom I had talked. However, I continued questioning priests wherever I would find
them. Finally one priest dropped some information. With that knowledge I approached another priest who
warily asked me where I had acquired that information. I told him that a priest had told me. Then he
admitted the point and dropped a little more information. It went on like that for some time until I got
the whole picture, and I was finally directed to where I could see the evidence for myself. To get the
story, it made me feel as though I had a bull by the tail and were trying to pull him through a key hole.
But when I had gathered all the facts in the case, the priests could not deny the discovery of the tomb,
but even confirmed it, though reluctantly. In fact, I have the statement from a Spanish priest on the
Mount of Olives on a tape recorder, to that effect.
But here we were talking to this Franciscan priest in charge of the museum, asking him questions which
he tried to evade but could not because of the information I had already gathered from the many priests
with whom I had spoken. Finally after the pictures of the evidence were taken, which was nothing short
of a miracle that he allowed us to do so, I complimented him on the marvelous discovery of the tomb of
St. Peter in Jerusalem that the Franciscans had made. He was clearly nervous as he said, "Oh no, the
tomb of St. Peter is in Rome." But as he said that, his voice faltered, a fact which even my [pg. 6] friend,
Mr. Mattar, had noticed. Then I looked him squarely in the eyes and firmly said, "No, the tomb of St.
Peter is in Jerusalem." He looked at me like a guilty school boy and held his peace. He was, no doubt,
placed there to hide the facts, but his actions and words, spoke more convincingly about the discovery
than those priests who finally admitted the truth.
I also spoke to a Franciscan priest in authority at the priest‘s printing plant within the walls of old
Jerusalem, where their book on the subject was printed. He also admitted that the tomb of St. Peter is in
Jerusalem. Then when I visited the Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem, I encountered a Franciscan
monk. After telling him what I thought of the wonderful discovery the Franciscans had made, I asked him
plainly, "Do you folks really believe that those are the remains of St. Peter?" He responded, "Yes we do,
we have no choice in the matter. The clear evidence is there." I did not doubt the evidence, but what
surprised me was that these priests and monks believed that which was against their own religion and on
top of that, to admit it to others was something out of this world. Usually a Catholic, either because he is
brainwashed or stubbornly doesn‘t want to see anything only that which he has been taught, will not allow
himself to believe anything against his religion, much less to admit it to others. But there is a growing,
healthy attitude among many Catholics, to "prove all things, hold fast to that which is good" as the Master
admonished us all.
Then I asked, "Does Father Bagatti (co-writer of the book in Italian on the subject, and archaeologist)
really believe that those are the bones of St. Peter?"
"Yes, he does," was the reply.
Then I asked, "But what does the Pope think of all this?"
That was a thousand dollar question and he gave me a million dollar answer.
"Well," he confidentially answered in a hushed voice, "Father Bagatti told me personally that three
years ago he went to the Pope (Pius XII) in Rome and showed him the evidence and the Pope said to him,
‗Well, we will have to make some changes, but for the time being, keep this thing quiet‘." In awe I asked
also in a subdued voice, "So the Pope really believes that those are the bones of St. Peter?"
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"Yes," was his answer. "The documentary evidence is there, he could not help but believe."
I visited various renowned archaeologists on the subject. Dr. Albright, of the John Hopkins University in
Baltimore, told me that he personally knew priest Bagatti and that he was a very competent archaeologist.
I also spoke with Dr. Nelson Gluek, archaeologist and [pg. 7] president of the Hebrew Union College in
Cincinnati, Ohio. I showed him the pictures found in this article, but being with him for only a few minutes
I therefore could not show him the wealth of material that you have before you in this article. However,
he quickly recognized the Aramaic words to be "Simon Bar Jona". (Aramaic is very similar to Hebrew). I
asked him if he would write a statement to that effect. He said to do so would cast a reflection on the
competency of the priest J. T. Milik, who he knew to be a very able scientist. But he said that he would
write a note. I quote, "I regard Father J. T. Milik as a first class scholar in the Semitic field." He added,
"I do not consider that names on ossuaries are conclusive evidence that they are those of the Apostles."
Nelson Glueck
I quote this letter of Dr. Glueck because it shows that priest Milik is a competent archaeologist. As I
have mentioned, I was only able to be with him for a few minutes and was not able to show him but a very
small part of the evidence. Anyone, including myself, would readily agree with Dr. Glueck that if only the
name Simon Bar Jona on the ossuary was all the evidence that was available it would not be conclusive
evidence that it was of the Apostle Peter, though it would certainly be a strong indication.
The story of the cave and the ossuaries and the regular cemetery just outside of the Convent site is
this: It was a Roman custom that when a person had died and after about ten years when the body had
decomposed, the grave would be opened. The bones would be placed in a small ossuary with the name of
the person carefully written on the outside front. These ossuaries would then be placed in a cave as in the
case of this Christian burial ground and thus making room for others. But this cave or burial place where
the ossuaries were found and which was created and brought about through the natural and disinterested
sequence of events, without any reason to change facts or circumstances, was a greater testimony than if
there were a witness recorded, stating that Peter was buried there. And yet, even that is unmistakenly
recorded in the three words in Aramaic of the ossuary, Simon Bar Jona.
Herein, lies the greatest proof that Peter never was a Pope, and never was in Rome, for if he had been,
it would have certainly been proclaimed in the New Testament. History, likewise, would not have been
silent on the subject, as they were not silent in the case of the Apostle Paul. Even the Catholic history
would have claimed the above as a fact and not as fickle tradition. To omit Peter as being Pope and in [pg.
8] (NEXT PAGE…)
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Rome (and the Papacy) would be like omitting the Law of Moses or the Prophets or the Acts of the
Apostles from the Bible.
Dr. Glueck, being Jewish, and having been to Jerusalem, no doubt, is fully aware of the fact that for
centuries the Catholic Church bought up what were thought to be holy sites, some of which did not stand
up to Biblical description. For instance, the priests say that the tomb of Jesus is within the walls of the
old Jerusalem, in a hole in the ground; whereas, the Bible says that the tomb where Jesus was laid was
hewn out of rock and a stone was rolled in front and not on top of it. The Garden Tomb at the foot of
Golgotha, outside the walls of old Jerusalem, meets the Biblical description perfectly. In fact, all those
who were hated by the Jewish leaders, as Jesus was, could never have been allowed to be buried within
the gates of the Holy City. The tomb where Jesus lay was made for Joseph of Arimathaea. His family
were all stout and short of stature. In this burial place you can see to this day where someone had carved
deeper into the wall to make room for Jesus who was said to be about six feet tall.
When Pope Pius XII declared the Assumption of Mary to be an article of faith in 1950, the Catholic
Church in Jerusalem then quickly sold the tomb of Mary to the Armenian Church. Ex-priest Lavallo told
me personally that there is another tomb of St. Mary in Ephesus. But the tomb of St. Peter is altogether
different for they would rather that it never existed, and to buy or sell such a site would be out of the
question. It fell upon them in this manner, as I was told by a Franciscan monk of the monastery of
"Dominus Flevit". One of their members was spading the ground on this site in 1953, when his shovel fell
through. Excavation was started and there, a large underground Christian burial ground was uncovered.
The initial of Christ in Greek was written there which would never have been found in a Jewish, Arab or
pagan cemetery. By the structure of the writings, it was established by scientists that they were of the
days just before the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus in 70 A.D. On the ossuaries were found many
names of the Christian of the early Church. It was prophesied in the Bible that Jesus would stand on the
Mount of Olives at His return to earth. You can see then, how the Christians would be inclined to have
their burial ground on the Mount, for here also, had been a favorite meeting place of Jesus and His
disciples.
In all the cemetery, nothing was found (as also in the Catacombs in Rome) which resemble Arab, Jewish,
Catholic or pagan practices. Dr. Glueck, being Jewish, is not fully aware, no doubt, that such a discovery is
very embarrassing since it undermines the very foundation of the Roman Catholic Church. Since Peter did
not live in Rome and therefore was not martyred or buried there, it naturally follows that he [pg. 13] was
not their first Pope.
The Catholic Church says that Peter was Pope in Rome from 41 to 66 A.D., a period of twenty-five
years, but the Bible shows a different story. The book of the Acts of the Apostles (in either the Catholic
or Protestant Bible) records the following: Peter was preaching the Gospel to the circumcision (the Jews)
in Caesarea and Joppa in Palestine, ministering unto the household of Cornelius, which is a distance of
1,800 miles from Rome (Acts 10:23, 24). Soon after, about the year 44 A.D. (Acts 12), Peter was cast
into prison in Jerusalem by Herod, but he was released by an angel. From 46 to 52 A.D., we read
in the 13th chapter that he was in Jerusalem preaching the difference between Law and Grace.
Saul was converted in 34 A.D. and became Paul the Apostle (Acts 9). Paul tells us that three years after
his conversion in 37 A.D., he "went up to Jerusalem to see Peter" (Galatians 1:18), and in 51 A.D., fourteen
years later, he again went up to Jerusalem (Gal. 2:1, 8), Peter being mentioned. Soon after that he met
Peter in Antioch, and as Paul says, "Withstood him to the face, because he was to be blamed," Gal. 2:11.
The evidence is abundant; the truth is clear from the Scriptures which have never failed. It would be
breathtaking to read of the boldness of Paul in dealing with Peter. Very few, if any, have withstood a Pope
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and lived (except in these days when everybody seems to withstand him). If Peter were Pope it would have
been no different. Paul does not only withstand Peter but rebukes him and blames him of being at fault.
This reminds me of my visit to the St. Angelo Castle in Rome. This castle, which is a very strong
fortress, is connected with the Vatican by a high arched viaduct of about a mile in length over which
popes have fled in time of danger. The Roman Catholic guide showed me a prison room which had a small
air-tight chamber in it. He told me that a Cardinal who had contended with a pope on doctrine was thrown
into this air-tight chamber for nearly two hours until he almost smothered to death. He then was led to
the guillotine a few feet away and his head was cut off. Another thing remained with me forcibly. The
guide showed me through the apartments of the various popes who had taken refuge there. In each case
he also showed me the apartment of the mistresses of each of the popes. I was amazed that he made no
attempt to hide anything.
I asked him "Are you not a Catholic?"
He humbly answered, "Oh yes, I am a Catholic, but I am ashamed of the history of many of the popes,
but I trust that our modern popes are better."
I then asked him, "Surely you are aware of the affair between Pope Pius XII and his housekeeper?"
Many in Rome say that she ran [pg. 14] the affairs of the Pope and the Vatican as well.
He hung his head in shame and sadly said, "Yes, I know."
All this explains why the Catholic Church has been so careful to keep this discovery unknown. They were
successful in doing just that from 1953, when it was discovered by the Franciscans on their own convent
site, until 1959. Having succeeded for so long in keeping "this thing quiet," as the Pope had admonished,
they were off guard when a fellow at that time came along who appeared harmless but persistent. Little
did they know that this fellow would publish the news everywhere. Their position in the world is shaky
enough without this discovery becoming generally known.
As I have mentioned, I had a very agreeable talk with priest Milik, but I did not have the opportunity to
see priest Bagatti while in Jerusalem. I wrote to him, however, on March 15, 1960, as follows: "I have
spoken with a number of Franciscan priests and monks and they have told me about you and the book of
which you are a co-writer. I had hoped to see you and to compliment you on such a great discovery, but
time would not permit. Having heard so much about you and that you are an archaeologist (with the
evidence in hand), I was convinced, with you, concerning the ancient burial ground that the remains found
in the ossuary with the name on it, ‗Simon Bar Jona‘, written in Aramaic, were those of St. Peter."
It is remarkable that in his reply he did not contradict my statement, which he certainly would have
done if he honestly could have done so.
"I was very much convinced with you ... that the remains found in the ossuary ... were those of St.
Peter."
This confirms the talk I had with the Franciscan monk in Bethlehem and the story he told me of Priest
Bagatti‘s going to the Pope with the evidence concerning the bones of St. Peter in Jerusalem. In his letter
one can see that he is careful because of the Pope‘s admonition to keep this discovery quiet. He therefore
wrote me that he leaves the whole explanation of the Aramaic words, "Simon Bar Jona", to priest Milik.
This is a familiar way of getting out of a similar situation.
In priest Bagatti‘s letter one can see that he is in a difficult position. He cannot go against what he had
written in 1953, at the time of the discovery of this Christian-Jewish burial ground, nor what he had said
to the Franciscan monk about his visit to the Pope. However, he does raise a question which helps him to
get out of the situation without altogether contradicting himself and at the same time putting a smoke
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screen around the truth. He wrote, "Supposing that it is ‗Jona‘ (on the ossuary) as I believe, it may be
some other relative of St. Peter, because names were passed on from family to family. To be able to
propose the identification of it with St. Peter would go against a long tradition, which has its own value.
Anyway, another volume will come [pg. 15] soon that will demonstrate that the cemetery was Christian and
of the first century to the second century A.D.
The salute in God most devoted, P. B. Bagatti C. F. M."
As I have shown, after the admonition of the Pope to "keep this thing quiet," priest Bagatti leaves the
interpretation of the whole matter to priest Milik who offers several suggestions but in the end declares
that the original statement of priest Bagatti may be true—that the inscription and the remains were of
St. Peter.
It is also very interesting and highly significant that priest Bagatti, in his attempt to neutralize his
original statement and the consternation the discovery had and would have if it were generally known,
says in reference to the name Simon Bar Jona (St. Peter), "It may be some other relative of St. Peter,
because names were passed on from generation to generation." In other words he says that Peter‘s name,
Simon Bar Jona, could have been given him from a relative of the same name of generations before him,
or, could belong to a relative generations after St. Peter. Both speculations are beyond the realm of the
possible.
First of all, it could not refer to a relative before St. Peter for the Christian burial ground could only
have come into being after Jesus began. His public ministry and had converts; and therefore, could not
belong to a relative before Peter‘s time, since only those who were converted through Christ‘s ministry
were buried there. Titus destroyed Jerusalem in 70 A.D. and left it desolate. Therefore, it is impossible
that the inscription could refer to a relative after Peter‘s time. One encyclopedia explains the
destruction in these words, ‗‗With this event the history of ancient Jerusalem came to a close, for it was
left desolate and it‘s inhabitants were scattered abroad.
"From all evidence, Peter was about fifty years old when Jesus called him to be an Apostle, and he died
around the age of 82, or about the year 62 A.D. Since by these figures there was only eight years left
from the time of Peter‘s death until the destruction of Jerusalem, it was then impossible that the
inscription and remains belonged to generations after Peter. In those days names were passed on to
another only after a lapse of many years. But let us say that immediately after the death of St. Peter, a
baby was christened, "Simon Bar Jona", the inscription still could not have been of this baby for the
remains were of an adult and not of a child of eight years who had died just before the destruction of
Jerusalem in 70 A.D., at which time "the history of ancient Jerusalem came to a close, for it was left
desolate and its inhabitants were scattered abroad." [pg. 16]
This ancient Christian burial ground shows that Peter died and was buried in Jerusalem, which is easily
understandable since neither history nor the Bible tells of Peter‘s having been in Rome. To make matters
more clear, the Bible tells us that Peter was the Apostle to the Jews. It was Paul who was the Apostle to
the Gentiles, and both history and the Bible tells of his being in Rome. No wonder that the Roman Catholic
Bishop, Strossmayer, in his great speech against papal infallibility before the Pope and the Council of
1870 said, "Scaliger, one of the most learned men, has not hesitated to say that St. Peter‘s episcopate
and residence in Rome ought to be classed with ridiculous legends." Eusebius, one of the most learned men
of his time, wrote the Church history up to the year 325 A.D. He said that Peter never was in Rome. This
Church history was translated by Jerome from the original Greek, but in his translation he added a
fantastic story of Peter‘s residence in Rome. This was a common practice in trying to create credence in
their doctrines, using false statements, false letters and falsified history. This is another reason why we
cannot rely on tradition, but only on the infallible Word of God.
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The secrecy surrounding this case is amazing, and yet understandable, since Catholics largely base their
faith on the assumption that Peter was their first Pope and that he was martyred and buried there. But I
am somewhat of the opinion that the Franciscan priests, those who are honest, would be glad to see the
truth proclaimed, even if it displeased those who are over them. While visiting with priest Milik, I told
him of the highly educated priest with whom I had spoken just before going from Rome to Jerusalem. He
admitted to me that the remains of Peter are not in the tomb of St. Peter in the Vatican. I asked him
what had happened to them? He responded, "We don‘t know, but we think that the Saracens stole them
away." First of all, the Saracens never got to Rome, but even if they had, what would they want with the
bones of Peter? But they never got to Rome, so there it ends. We had a good laugh together, but more so
when I told him of my discussion with a brilliant American priest in Rome. I asked this American priest if
he knew that the bones of Peter were not in the "Tomb of St. Peter" in the Vatican. He admitted that
they were not there. However, he said that a good friend of his, an archaeologist, had been excavating
under St. Peter‘s Basilica for the bones of St. Peter for a number of years and five years ago he found
them. Now a man can be identified by his fingerprints, but never by his bones. So I asked him how he
knew they were the bones of St. Peter? He hesitated and tried to change the subject, but on my
insistence he finally explained that they had taken the bones to a chemist, and they were analyzed and it
was judged that the bones were of a man who had died at about the age [pg. 17] of sixty-five; therefore,
they must be Peter‘s. How ridiculous can people be?
Mark you, all the priests agree that the Vatican and St. Peter‘s were built over a pagan cemetery. This
was a very appropriate place for them to build since, as even Cardinal Newman admitted, there are many
pagan practices in the Roman Catholic Church. You realize surely, that Christians would never bury their
dead in a pagan cemetery, and you may be very sure that pagans would never allow a Christian to be buried
in their cemetery. So, even if Peter died in Rome, which is out of the question, surely the pagan cemetery
under St. Peter‘s Basilica would be the last place in which he would have been buried. Also, Peter from
every indication, lived to be over 80 and not 65 years old.
The Pope was right, going back to the early Christian burial ground, they must make changes and many of
them and fundamental ones at that. But I am afraid that the Pope‘s (Pius XII) admittance of the
discovery on Bagatti‘s presentation of the documentary evidence was to satisfy Bagatti but at the same
time admonishing him to keep the information quiet, hoping that the truth of the discovery would die out.
But they have said that after all these years of excavation under the Vatican, they have discovered
Greek words which read, "Peter is buried here," and it gives the date 160 A.D. First of all, the very
structure of the sentence immediately gives one the impression that either quite recently or long ago,
someone put the sign there hoping that it would be taken as authentic in order to establish that which
then, and even now, has never been proven. Then there is a discrepancy in the date, for Peter was
martyred around the year 62 A.D. and not 160 A.D. Thirdly, why is it that they mention nothing about
finding bones under or around the sign? While visiting the Catacombs, one sees a few things which are not
becoming to Christians, but which tend to indicate that the Christians had some pagan practices, similar
to those of Rome today. Nothing is said about them and only after persistent questioning will the Roman
Catholic priest, who acts as guide, tell you that those things, images, etc., were placed there centuries
after the early Christian era.
In 1950, just a few years prior to the discovery of the Christian burial ground in Jerusalem, the Pope
made the strange declaration that the bones of St. Peter were found under St. Peter‘s in Rome. Strange
it was, for since beginning to build the church in 1450 (finished in 1626) they erected, St. Peter‘s Tomb
(?) under the large dome and Bernini's serpentine columns. Since then multiplied millions were thereby
deceived into believing that the remains of St. Peter were there, which the hierarchy had all along known
was not true, as is proven by the late Pope‘s declaration. The following was published in the Newsweek of
[pg. 18] July 1, 1957:
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"It was in 1950 that Pope Pius XII in his Christmas message announced that the tomb of St. Peter had
indeed been found, as tradition held, beneath the immense dome of the Cathedral (there was, however, no
evidence that the bones uncovered there belonged to the body of the martyr)." The parentheses are
Newsweek‘s.
To make an announcement of such importance when there is absolutely "no evidence" is rather ridiculous
as is also brought out in the Time Magazine of October 28, 1957 (as in above, we quote the article word
for word).
"A thorough account in English of the discoveries beneath St. Peter‘s is now available ... by British
archaeologists Jocelyn Toynbee and John Ward Perkins. The authors were not members of the excavating
team, but scholars Toynbee (a Roman Catholic) and Perkins (an Anglican) poured over the official Vatican
reports painstakingly examined the diggings. Their careful independent conclusions fall short of the
Pope‘s flat statement." (The Pope‘s statement that the remains of St. Peter were found under St. Peter‘s
in Rome). The excavation under St. Peter‘s for the remains of St. Peter is still going on secretly, in spite
of the Pope‘s declaration of 1950.
Then in 1965, an archaeologist at Rome University, Prof. Margherita Guarducci, tells of a new set of
bones belonging to Peter. The story was fantastic but lacked common sense and even bordered on the
infantile—but a drowning man will grab for a straw and a straw it was to many. But the Palo Alto Times
(California), May 9, 1967, came out with an article on the subject, and I quote, "Other experts, among
them Msgr. Joseph Ruysschaert, vice prefect of the Vatican Library are not convinced by Miss
Guarducci‘s evidence. ‗There are too many unknowns,‘ he told reporters on a recent tour of the Vatican
grottoes, ‗There is no continuous tracing of the bones. We lack historical proof. They could be anyone‘s
bones.‘ The Vatican would seem to be on the monsignor's side because so far it has taken no steps to
officially recognize the bones as St. Peter‘s," continues the article. [A similar article in the Valley
Independent, Monessen Pa., May 10, 1967]
The intelligent priest of whom I have mentioned said that Peter‘s bones were found and he was a man
who died of about 62 years of age, the tests indicated. Pope Pius XII declared these bones were the
bones of St. Peter, in his Christmas message of 1950. These were the same as claimed by Newsweek,
"there was, however, no evidence that the bones uncovered there belonged to the body of the martyr
(Peter)," as well as the above doubtful statements of the archaeologists working on the case. The Pope,
notwithstanding, was overjoyed to think they had found the bones of St. Peter until further examination
proved that these bones were those of a woman. This fact came out in an article on [pg. 19] the subject in
the S. F. Chronicle of June 27, 1968.
To continue the history of another case in which they have erred: In spite of the statements by the
high Papal authority above and the resultant lesson that should have been learned, the Pope, a year later
claimed the Prof. Margherita bones as his very own, that is, those of St. Peter. When the bones were
found there was little importance placed upon them and they were filed away as such. But when the first
set of Peter‘s bones turned out so tragically, there was a vacuum left and something had to be done. Again
they turned their thoughts to the filed-away bones, the only hope they had of success. In them there was
a ray of hopes for the bones were minus a skull, which could go along with the story of the supposed skull
of St. Peter which had for centuries been guarded in the church of St. John Lateran in Rome. With a
generous mixture of ideas, suppositions, theories and wishful thinking, a fairly logical story emerged.
It was then declared by Pope Paul as the Gospel truth, which these now, were the genuine bones of St.
Peter, and most of the faithful accepted them as such. For a while all was well until another hitch
developed. This time, as fate would have it, the bones in connection with the skull which was guarded for
centuries as that of St. Peter, were found incompatible to the more recent bones of St. Peter. The
dilemma was terrible. They were between the Devil and the deep blue sea. They have juggled around the
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skulls of St. Peter causing confusion. It was a choice of claiming these bones championed by Prof.
Margherita as fake, or claiming as fake the skull accepted by hundreds of Popes as that of St. Peter.
They rejected the past rather than expose themselves to the ridicule of the present. Prof. Margherita
claims in this article which appeared in the Manchester Guardian in London, as well as the S. F. Chronicle
of June 27, 1968, concerning the long accepted skull of St. Peter, as "it is a fake." Then the article
continues, "The hundreds of Popes and millions of Roman Catholics who have accepted and venerated the
other skull were innocent victims of another early tradition." [A similar article in the Press Telegram,
Long Beach Calif., Jan. 3, 1968]
But the most astounding statement in the long article found in the above mentioned newspapers is, "The
professor did not submit them (Peter‘s bones?) to modern scientific tests, which would have determined
the approximate age, because, she feared, the process would have reduced them to dust." How could any
scientific study of bones be carried out without first scientifically determining the age of the person, or
bones? This would be of the greatest interest and the most important for further research. Also any
scientist or chemist knows that you do not have to submit the whole skeleton for testing to determine
the age. A part of the shin bone or of a rib would be sufficient. It appears that she was protecting her
"Peter‘s bones" from another [pg. 20] possible disaster, which a wrong age would have caused.
The Vatican and others have calculated through all existing evidence that Peter lived to be around 80
and 82 years, and that he died around the years of 62 or 64 A.D. These figures go along perfectly, as
does everything else in the case, with the remains found in the Christian burial ground on the Mount of
Olives and in the ossuary on which was "clearly and beautifully written," Simon Bar Jona in Aramaic.
The following was taken from the book, Races of Mankind, page 161: "Strained attempts to have Peter,
the Apostle to the Hebrews of the East, in Paul‘s territory at Rome and martyred there are unworthy of
serious consideration in the light of all contemporary evidence. At his age (eighty-two), that would not
have been practicable. In none of Paul‘s writings is there the slightest intimation that Peter ever had
been or was at that city. All statements to the contrary were made centuries later and are fanciful and
hearsay. The Papacy was not organized until the second half of the 8th century. It broke away from the
Eastern Church (in the Ency. Brit., 13th Ed., vol. 21, page 636) under Pippin III; also the Papacy, by Abbe
Guette."
The great historian, Schaff, states that the idea of Peter being in Rome is irreconcilable with the
silence of the Scriptures, and even with the mere fact of Paul‘s epistle to the Romans. In the year 58,
Paul wrote his epistle to the Roman church, but does not mention Peter, although he does name 28 leaders
in the church at Rome (Rom. 16:7). It must, therefore, be concluded that if the whole subject is faced
with detached objectivity, the conclusion must inevitably be reached that Peter was never in Rome. Paul
lived and wrote in Rome, but he declared that "Only Luke is with me." [1 Tim. 4:11]
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Scans from

Gli Scavi del Dominus Flevit

by Bellarmino Bagatti ofm (1905-1990) and Józef Tadeusz Milik (1922-2006)
Color Plate - Chi Rho inscription found in
Site 79.
Page 7 - Fig. 3 Diagram of Catacomb Site 79 contained Peter's ossuary [N. 19],
site 70 contained Mary and Martha's
ossuary [N. 27].
Page 83 - #11 text regarding Peter's
inscription.
Page 86 - Fig. 22 Diagram of Peter's
inscription (#1).
Page 108 - Name Distribution Table
Table 3 - Photo Overview of site 79, Photo
of Ossuary of Mary and Martha at site 70.
Table 4 - Ossuaries at site 79. Photo 7
As discovered, Photo 8 After first row of
ossuaries removed.
Table 28 - Photo 78 - Inscription "Martha
and Maria" - Site 70, Ossuary 27.
Table 29 - Photo 81 - Peter's inscription.
Table 34 - Photo 105. Inscriptions
Zacharias, Mariame, El'azar, Simon, and
Sheniit(?) - Site 437, Ossuary 115.
See also:
Has St. Peter returned to Jerusalem? This article contends that the inscription has been
misinterpreted.
Jerusalem:
Jerusalem Burial Cave Reveals: Names, Testimonies of First Christians by Jean Gilman.
Dominus Flevit at ChristusRex.
A Typical Tomb Near Dominus Flevit at Holy Land Photos.
The Discovery of the Tombs of Mary, Martha, and Lazarus by Grant Jeffrey
Rome:
The Bones of St. Peter (in Rome)? at University College Dublin, Ireland.
Peter's Bones and Rome's Truth
N.B. According to the venerable Bede's (673-735 A.D.) Ecclesiastical History of the English Nation, Book
III, chapter XXIX, the bones (relics) of Peter and Paul were shipped by Vitalian, bishop of Rome, to Oswy,
king of the Saxons in 665 A.D. The librarian at Canterbury Cathedral has apparently confirmed that
church inventories do record the arrival of the remains of Peter and Paul into the church's safekeeping,
shortly after Pope Vitalian sent them to Britain. Unfortunately though, the remains were apparently lost,
or record of their location was lost, probably in the aftermath of the Cromwellian Rebellion of the mid
17th century.
Acknowledgement: www.biblelight.net
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The preceding pages prove beyond a shadow of doubt, that the Roman Catholic
pillars of Apostolic succession and the Mass are a complete and utter fabrication;
and have no validity whosoever — either from the scriptures, or the historical
records. Never, ever, can true salvation be found in such an inherently wicked
system! Therefore, for those unfortunate individual who are in bondage to Satan‘s
masterpiece — the injunction of Revelation 18:4 remains: COME OUT!! While there
is still time!

Let the scripture speak:

―And on her forehead was a name written,

MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS
AND OF THE ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH.‖
Rev 17:5

The End
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