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If Peter was Pope, 
it was the inescapable duty of Paul and the 
other Apostles to acknowledge him as such, 
but nowhere in the Bible do we find anything of 
the sort! The Apostle Paul, in opening his letter 
to the Romans, does not write to "his excellent 
highness, Pope Peter," no, he writes in Romans 
1:7 "To all that be in Rome, beloved of God..." 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would have never 
ruled over temporal powers, as Popes do, for 
he knew Jesus said: "My kingdom is not of this 
world" (John 18:36). 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would have never 
made tradition equal with the Word of God, for 
he knew the scripture, "beware lest any man 
spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, 
after the traditions of men, after the rudiments 
of the world, and not after Christ" (Col. 2:8). 
Peter, himself wrote in I Peter 1:18 "Forasmuch 
as ye know that ye were not redeemed with 
corruptible things, as silver and gold, from your 
vain conversation received by tradition from 
your fathers." It is interesting that not only are 
the traditions of Rome not in the Bible, but 
they are against the Bible and against the early 
fathers of the church. 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would have written 
much if not all of his work from Rome - but not 
a word was written by Peter from Rome. It has 
never been recorded that anyone ever kissed 
his feet. When Cornelius met Peter, the Bible 
says (Acts 10:25-26) "Cornelius fell down and 
worshipped him. But Peter took him up, saying, 
Stand up; I myself also am a man." To be sure, 
nobody ever kissed his ring, for he did not have 
a ring. He said, "Silver and gold have I none." 
(Acts 3:6) 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would have 
excommunicated the Apostle Paul and all the 
other Apostles, and had them burned at the 
stake as schismatics and heretics, for Paul 
severely reprimanded Peter, saying in 
Galations 2:11, "when Peter was come to 
Antioch, I withstood him to the face, because 
he was to be blamed." All the Apostles with one 
accord told Peter to go to Samaria. We read in 
Acts 8:14, "When the Apostles which were at 
Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received the 
word of God, they sent unto them Peter and 
John." This act of the Apostles was a sacrilege 
and a scandal – if Peter was Pope. 
 

If Peter was Pope, how come he was a 
married man, whose mother-in-law the Lord 
Jesus healed (Mark 1:30-31)? Paul also shows 
that Peter was with his wife long after Christ 
arose from the grave. He writes in I Cor. 9:5 
"Have we not power to lead about a sister, a 
wife, as well as other Apostles, and as the 
brethren of the Lord, and Cephas (Peter)?" The 
Apostle Paul wrote to Timothy regarding the 
marital status of Bishops. (Timothy 3:2-5) That 
the priests do not marry, I believe, is one of the 
reasons why the Romish Church has 
apostatized from the Bible. Pope Gregory VII 
declared all clerical marriages invalid. "Our 
judgment upon marriages contracted by 
persons of this kind (the clergy) is that they 
must be broken." (First Lateran Council 1123, 
Canon XXI) The above declaration proves that 
the clergy were in the custom of being married 
up until the year 1123 A.D. or else he would 
not have declared "must be broken." This 
declaration has the church up a tree. It proves 
that the popes before Pope Gregory VII (1123) 
accepted priests who were married and 
allowed those who were not to get married, for 
they were the only ones who gave licenses 
especially to their own clergy. 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would never have 
accepted the title "Vicar of Christ," for certainly 
Christ never gave it to him or to anyone else. 
Peter knew the Scripture that says in Ephesians 
5:23, "Christ had ascended into heaven. Christ 
never relinquished His position as Head of the 
Church. There was no need then, or is there 
now, for a religious dictator or Pope. 
 
If Peter was Pope, why did Peter write of 
Jesus, "Ye were as sheep going astray; but are 
now returned unto the Shepherd and Bishop of 
your souls" (I Peter 2:25). Peter never assumed 
the position of Pope, never acted like a 
Pope, never dressed like a Pope, never spoke 
like a Pope, never wrote like a Pope, and no 
one ever approached him as though he were a 
Pope. Why is that? The answer is very simple. 
He never was a Pope. Peter and the Apostles 
knew this, as did the early fathers of the 
church. Clement, Polycarp, Ireneus, Tertullian, 
Jerome and Augustine, would surely have 
known the certainty of the matter of the 
Popery, and it would have been impossible for 
them not to mention Popery and the 
"Extremely Holy" fisherman. Augustine and 
Jerome, as well as the other early fathers, 
believed as in the words of Augustine, "He did 



not say to Peter, 'thou are Petra,' but 'thou art 
Petros,' for Christ was Petra." (Read Ephesians 
2:20) As for Apostolic succession, Peter knew 
that was all rubbish, for he it was who 
originated the idea which did not work out! In 
Acts 1:20, Peter quotes a prophecy in Psalms, 
"For it is Written in the book of Psalms, let his 
(Judas') habitation be desolate, and let no man 
dwell therein: and his bishoprick let another 
take." Peter was one of them who suggested in 
the 23rd verse the appointment of two men 
and that lots should be drawn. The lot fell to 
Matthias - but you never heard of him again! 
God's choice was the Apostle Paul. I Cor. 12:28 
tells us it is God and not man who chooses his 
servants. 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would have never 
declared, "Neither is there Salvation in any 
other: for there is none other name under 
heaven given among men, whereby we must 
be saved" (Acts 4:12). The Roman teaching has 
always been and is today, in spite of clever 
Catholic propaganda to the contrary, that there 
is no salvation outside the Roman Catholic 
Church. 
 
If Peter was Pope, he would never call 
himself infallible. Peter and everybody else 
knew how many mistakes he made before 
Christ was crucified and after. He denied Christ 
and was accused by the Apostle Paul of false 
teaching. Peter knew that and so did his so-
called successors. But they shrewdly narrowed 
the word down to "doctrine and morals". If they 
could have concealed the extreme corruption 
in the lives of many Popes, they would have 
held their Popes up to be infallible in all things, 
as the "Vicar of Christ" would demand. 
 
If Peter was Pope, and the rock upon which 
the Church was to be founded, the Scriptures 
in I Cor. 3:11, would never have been written: 
"For other foundation can no man lay than that 
is laid, which is Jesus Christ". 
 
If Peter was Pope in Rome, it would have 
been Peter, and not Paul who would have 
written to the churches in various countries. 
But not a letter, not a word, not a sermon, not 
even one admonition came from Peter in 

Rome. It is strange, is it not, and yet they say 
that Peter was Pope in Rome from the year 41 
A.D. to 66 A.D., a period of 25 years. Was Peter 
really there during those years? The book of 
Acts records that Peter was preaching the 
Gospel to the circumcision (the Jews) in 
Caeserea and Joppa in Palestine, ministering to 
the household of Cornelius, a distance of 1,800 
miles from Rome (Acts 10:23-24). About the 
year 44 A.D. Peter was cast into prison in 
Jerusalem by Herod, but he was released by an 
angel (Acts 12:9). From 46 to 52 A.D., we read 
in Acts chapter 15 that he was in Jerusalem 
preaching the different functions of 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" (Gal 
1:18) and in 51 A.D., 14 years later, he again 
went up to Jerusalem (Gal. 2:1), Peter being 
mentioned. Soon after this Paul met Peter in 
Antioch, where he withstood him to the face, 
because he was to be blamed (Gal. 2:11). Paul 
casts a great deal of light on this subject when 
he writes in Romans 1:15, "I am ready to 
preach the Gospel to you that are at Rome 
also". Then in Romans 15:20 states: "For so 
have I strived to preach the Gospel, not where 
Christ was named, lest I should build on 
another man's foundation." Certainly if Peter 
had been in Rome between the years 41 and 
66 A.D. he would not have so written. In the 
100 chapters that Paul wrote he never 
mentions anything concerning Peter being in or 
around Rome. Just before the Roman 
Government executed Paul in Rome in 66 A.D., 
he wrote (II Tim. 4:6-11): "For I am now ready 
to be offered, and the time of my departure is 
at hand. I have fought a good fight, I have 
finished my course, I have kept the faith," and 
in verse 2, "only Luke is with me." Here this 
great warrior, having faithfully proclaimed the 
Gospel in many lands and under perilous 
conditions for many years, longs to have 
fellowship. Surely he would not have said, "only 
Luke is with me", if Peter was there in Rome. If 
Peter had been within 500 miles he would have 
gone to Rome to be with Paul. Where was Peter 
then . . .      
                                . . . if Peter was Pope? 
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