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Introduction
Here's a simple little Q&A that I put together that you could share with others. It's logical and scriptural.  If you've ever heard of the "Roman Road" that a lot of Evangelicals use on Catholics to draw them out of the Church by quoting certain passages from the Book of Romans, well, this is sort of a "Roman Road" in reverse - it leads to Rome, and it uses passages from a number of places in Scripture.  Send it to some of your Protestant friends and maybe plant a little seed with them...
Q) Did Jesus found a church?  

A) Yes; Matt 16:18

 

Q) How many churches did Jesus found?  

A) One; the church is the Body of Christ and there is only one body of Christ - Rom 12:5, Ephesians 4:4, Col 1:18

 

Q) So, if Jesus founded a church, then when was it founded?  

A) 2000 years ago

 

Q) Was that church guided by the Holy Spirit?  

A) Yes; John 14:26, John 16:13; Acts 2:3-4

 

Q) If the church was founded by Jesus Christ and was guided by the Holy Spirit, could it teach doctrinal error?  

A) No; 1 Tim 3:15

 

Q) So, could we say that the church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit, taught doctrinal truth infallibly - without error - to the 1st century Christians?  

A) Yes; Luke 10:16, John 14:16-17, 1 Peter 1:12

 

Q) Did the church of the New Testament teach different doctrinal truths to different people in different areas?  

A) No; 2 Tim 1:12-14, Ephesians 4:14, Titus 1:9

 

Q) Are there any denominations in the church of the New Testament?  

A) No.  The church in the New Testament is one, just as the Body of Christ is one - 1 Cor 1:10, 1 Cor 11:18-19, Jude 19

 

Q) Would a church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit still be in existence today?  

A) Yes; Matt 16:18, Matt 28:20, Ephesians 3:21

 

Q) How old would that church be?  

A) 2000 years old

 

Q) Would that church still be guided by the Holy Spirit?  

A) Yes; Matt 28:20, John 14:16

 

Q) Could that church founded by Jesus and still guided by the Holy Spirit teach doctrinal error?  

A) No; 1 Tim 3:15, 1 Cor 12:28

 

Q) So we could say that the church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit would still teach doctrinal truth infallibly?  

A) Yes; Luke 10:16, John 14:16-17, 1 Peter 1:12

 

Q) Would that church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit teach different doctrinal truths to different people in different areas?  

A) No; Malachi 3:6, Hebrews 13:8, 1 Tim 4:6

 

Q) Would there be any denominations in that church?  

A) No; 1 Cor 1:13

 

Q) Can the Lutheran denomination be the church founded by Jesus in Israel 2000 years ago?  

A) No; it was founded by Martin Luther in Germany in the 1500's.  

 

Q) Can the Anglican/Episcopalian denomination, or any of its offshoots, be the church founded by Jesus in Israel 2000 years ago?  

A) No; it was founded by King Henry the VIII in the 1500's because he wanted to divorce his wife.

 

Q) Are there any Protestant, Baptist, Evangelical, Pentecostal, Fundamentalist, or Non-Denominational denominations that were founded by Jesus in Israel 2000 years ago?  

A) No.

 

Q) So is there any Protestant, Baptist, Evangelical, Pentecostal, Fundamentalist, or Non-Denominational denomination that could be the church founded by Jesus Christ in Israel 2000 years ago?  

A) No.

 

Q) So if Jesus founded a Church - one Church - in Israel 2000 years ago that was guided by the Holy Spirit and that Church is still in existence today and is still guided by the Holy Spirit, which means it teaches doctrinal truth infallibly, and there are no denominations of that Church now, just as there were no denominations of that Church 2000 years ago, then shouldn’t all Christians be in that one Church founded by Jesus?  
A) Yes

 

Q) Does it make sense to be in a church that was not founded by Jesus Christ in Israel 2000 years ago?  
A) No.

 

Q) How can we identify which Church - of the thousands upon thousands - is THE Church founded by Jesus?  
A) The Church founded by Jesus, should at least claim to be THE Church founded by Jesus; it should be able to trace its leadership back 2000 years to the Apostles; and it should claim to be guided by the Holy Spirit and to thus teach doctrinal truth infallibly with the authority of Jesus Christ, it’s Founder.  

 

Q) How many churches fit that description?  
A) One
 

Q) Which Church is that?  
A) The Catholic Church

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/359-which-church-is-the-church-a-protestant-response
Introduction

Last week's newsletter had a quiz, of sorts, on "Which Church is THE Church."  Apparently a lot of you really liked the simplicity of that one, as I received a whole lot of responses to it.  Well, I'm glad you liked it.  I had one person email a few days later with a response he had received from a Protestant friend of his, named Jeff, to whom he had mailed the newsletter.  So, this week, I am going to give you Jeff the Protestant's response to the quiz, and then I will answer that response, paragraph by paragraph.

One thing, though, before we jump into it, after you read through Jeff the Protestant's response, but before you read my answer to it, take a moment to think about what is missing in what this particular Protestant had to say, to see if you can put your finger on the one big glaring problem with his response...

Jeff, a Protestant, responds

I am pleased that you are so eager to share what you believe to be true, and I commend you for it.  Here are some thoughts of mine about the subject of this email:
1) The idea that the Roman Catholic Church (or any other Christian body) as a group, or any pope as its leader is actually infallible is just simply not true.  Jesus has never and would never have condoned the many, many errors committed by the Roman Catholic Church -- much evil and human cruelty and doctrinal (and scientific) errors that Jesus and his apostles never taught -- or by any other group claiming to be Christian throughout the centuries.  For example, Jesus, nor any of the apostles ever taught that Aramaic, Greek, Latin or Hebrew were the only languages allowed to represent scripture.  In fact, it was celebrated in Acts that on Pentecost each person gathered there heard the Good News in his own language.  That's a good thing for a devoted student of the Word, such as yourself, too, because were it not for the "dreaded" Martin Luther and other Protestants like him, you and I would not be reading the Bible.  Like it or not, the Roman Catholic Church (among others) strictly taught and brutally enforced un-Biblical doctrine against translations of the Bible for the common man to read, despite the fact that the original New Testament languages were very much languages of the common man. A person used to be put to death by the Roman Catholic Church, for example, just by possessing an English translation of the Lord's Prayer.  This is a glaring example of doctrinal error -- or perhaps you would prefer to call it a misunderstanding of true doctrine -- if there ever was one.  There is only One who is infallible, and that is God, and that is what the Bible teaches and what the first century congregations taught.  His supreme sacrifice covers our sins, and that is the only way God can see us as perfect.  Jesus, the God man, is the only human who ever truly had infallibility in any way.
 

2) Jesus and his disciples didn't found the "Roman Catholic Church" or even the "Catholic Church." He also didn't found the "Southern Baptist Church" or the "African Methodist Episcopal Church" or the "Presbyterian Church" or the "Assemblies of God", etc. They didn't call it that back then.  They called each separate congregation by names like The Church at Ephesus or The Church at Rome, etc.  Many of the early Christians called the Church simply, The Way.  The Way would be a perfectly acceptable name today for the Church.
 

3) Those early congregations didn't see themselves as separate churches from Christ's Church.  And they didn't all agree on everything -- they did indeed have doctrinal differences and errors, for which men like Paul wrote letters to help them gain a better understanding.  Even Peter had Paul had doctrinal differences on occasion! I am grateful that we are not required to have a perfect understanding of true doctrine or perfect behavior to be part of Christ's Church.  The early congregations weren't perfect, and certainly today's congregations aren't perfect.  I agree that many claim to be Christian who really aren't, but that's another matter.  The point is that Baptists, Presbyterians, etc. all believe their congregations to be part of Christ's one Church.  They don't see themselves as all being separate when it comes to the ownership of the Church, namely Jesus Christ.  Said another way, these denominations would all agree with the statement in the email that Christ has only one Church.  The word, denomination, doesn't mean that it's a distinctly different Church as is the implication of the email below.  Any group that doesn't see Christ as their sole head isn't merely a different denomination, it's not part of Christ's Church at all. 
 

4) The Bible does not teach that a congregation can't be part of Christ's Church without a "pedigree", meaning that it can trace it's lineage through human beings back to the original disciples.  If a group of people who never had heard the Gospel were to come into possession of a Bible in a language they could read, they could of course come to a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ without the pedigree and would then become part of the Church.  In fact, if instead of a group, there were only one individual from this group who read the Bible and turned to Christ for his salvation, he would become part of the one Church without a pedigree.  This, I understand, is contradictory to Roman Catholic teaching.

Jeff the Protestant
I am pleased that you are so eager to share what you believe to be true, and I commend you for it.  Here are some thoughts of mine about the subject of this email:
1) The idea that the Roman Catholic Church (or any other Christian body) as a group, or any pope as its leader is actually infallible is just simply not true.  Jesus has never and would never have condoned the many, many errors committed by the Roman Catholic Church -- much evil and human cruelty and doctrinal (and scientific) errors that Jesus and his apostles never taught -- or by any other group claiming to be Christian throughout the centuries.  For example, Jesus, nor any of the apostles ever taught that Aramaic, Greek, Latin or Hebrew were the only languages allowed to represent scripture.  In fact, it was celebrated in Acts that on Pentecost each person gathered there heard the Good News in his own language.  That's a good thing for a devoted student of the Word, such as yourself, too, because were it not for the "dreaded" Martin Luther and other Protestants like him, you and I would not be reading the Bible.  Like it or not, the Roman Catholic Church (among others) strictly taught and brutally enforced un-Biblical doctrine against translations of the Bible for the common man to read, despite the fact that the original New Testament languages were very much languages of the common man. A person used to be put to death by the Roman Catholic Church, for example, just by possessing an English translation of the Lord's Prayer.  This is a glaring example of doctrinal error -- or perhaps you would prefer to call it a misunderstanding of true doctrine -- if there ever was one.  There is only One who is infallible, and that is God, and that is what the Bible teaches and what the first century congregations taught.  His supreme sacrifice covers our sins, and that is the only way God can see us as perfect.  Jesus, the God man, is the only human who ever truly had infallibility in any way.
 

My Answer
(I am going to answer as if I were responding directly to him, but before I do that, did you guys notice what you did not see anywhere, at all, in any part of his response?  

It's all Jeff speaking...not a single quote from, or citation of, the Bible!  Not one!  Nor did he attempt to refute the logic or the scriptural verses of the questions and answers in the quiz.  He doesn't bother saying how the quiz is wrong or where it is wrong or which Scripture verses are improperly interpreted or anything of that nature.  He essentially ignores the quiz - the logic of it and the fact that most of the answers cite one or more Scripture verses.  All he responded with was, as he says, "just some thoughts of mine."  Well, why should I care about his thoughts?  Why should anyone care about his thoughts?  Does he have the authority to say something about the quiz being wrong?  Nope, he has no authority whatsoever.  He is just giving his fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, non-binding, personal opinion.  Also, it is fairly obvious that he is exceedingly deficient in his understanding of Catholic teaching, not to mention church history, as I will show.)

Jeff, I appreciate your thoughts on the matter, but you didn't really answer the questions in the quiz, nor did you dispute any of the many Bible verses cited by the answers in the quiz.  You didn't give a single verse from Scripture to show how the quiz was wrong in any way, shape, or form.  It was just "some thoughts" of yours.  Well, my question to you is this: Could your "thoughts" be wrong?  After all, you believe no one to be infallible, so could you, just possibly, be wrong in what you think?  Let me know about that.  Also, I would be very interested in how you would answer the questions in the quiz and what biblical support you would give for your answers?  

There are some real problems with the things you said.  For example, you stated: "Jesus, the God man, is the only human who ever truly had infallibility in any way."  But there is a problem with that - a BIG problem.  If Jesus was the only human who was "infallible in any way," then you are basically saying that the writers of the various books of the Bible were not infallible when they were writing their particular books of Scripture.  Was not Paul infallible when he wrote his epistles?  Were the gospel writers not infallible when they wrote the gospels?  If they weren't, then you are essentially saying there could be errors in the Bible...that the Bible is not infallible.  So, do you believe the writers of Scripture were infallible or not?  

By the way, you seem to be confused as to what the word infallible means in this instance.  It doesn't mean that someone is without sin.  That is what the word "impeccability" means - without sin.  To be infallible, in the theological context, means that one cannot teach doctrinal error.  Do you believe the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit can teach doctrinal error?  Where does the Bible ever say such a thing?

Quick question: What, for a Christian, is the pillar and ground of the truth, Jeff?  Is it the Bible?  Is the Bible the upholder (pillar) and foundation (ground) of the truth for Christians?  Did you say, "Yes, the Bible is the pillar and ground of the truth for Christians?"  If you did, you would be wrong.  The Bible itself tells us that the church is the pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim 3:15).  Well, if the church is the pillar and ground of the truth, then do you think the church could ever teach doctrinal error?

You say that the Book of Acts records the people all hearing the Good News in their various languages.  That is true, but that is in no way an analogy for different denominations teaching and believing different doctrines.  Yes, the people heard Peter's preaching (and note that it was Peter) in their own languages, but they did not hear different doctrines for each language, did they? 

Regarding the language issue you speak about, I believe you may have been influenced by some of the many misperceptions and misunderstandings about the Catholic Church and its teachings that are floating around out there.  Can you cite one Church document that states the Catholic Church taught that "Aramaic, Greek, Latin or Hebrew were the only languages allowed to represent scripture?"  The preface to the King James Bible - which you can find here: https://www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm  - tells us that the Bible was translated very early on into the various languages of the peoples to whom the Gospel was taken.  Well, who do you think was translating it into those languages?  It wasn't the Baptists or the Evangelicals or the Anglicans or the Lutherans or the Methodists or the Assemblies of God or any other such group - none of them existed in the early centuries of Christianity.  It was the Catholic Church making these translations, and that same preface to the King James Bible essentially admits as much.  

So, the King James Bible proves that this thing about Martin Luther bringing the Bible to the common folk in their common tongue is a myth.  There were even translations of the Bible in German before Luther was even born.  Also, you're surely aware that the printing press was invented before Luther was born?  One of the first books printed with this new invention was the Bible.  Johannes Gutenberg, the inventor of the printing press, was a Catholic.  In other words, there were no "doctrinal errors" committed by the Catholic Church in regard to printing the Bible in various languages.  

I would love to know what other "doctrinal" errors you think the Church has taught.  I maintain that the Catholic Church has never taught error in doctrine.  Oh, sure, there are Catholics - including priests, bishops, and even popes - who have committed horrible sins, but committing sin is not the same as teaching doctrinal error.  

 

Jeff the Protestant
2) Jesus and his disciples didn't found the "Roman Catholic Church" or even the "Catholic Church." He also didn't found the "Southern Baptist Church" or the "African Methodist Episcopal Church" or the "Presbyterian Church" or the "Assemblies of God", etc. They didn't call it that back then.  They called each separate congregation by names like The Church at Ephesus or The Church at Rome, etc.  Many of the early Christians called the Church simply, The Way.  The Way would be a perfectly acceptable name today for the Church.
 

My Answer
       Well, of course Jesus didn't found the "'Southern Baptist Church' or the 'African Methodist Episcopal Church' or the 'Presbyterian Church' or the 'Assemblies of God', etc."

None of those denominations existed until quite recently in the history of Christianity - that's the whole point of that quiz about "Which Church is THE Church?"  And, yes, the Christian church may not have been called the "Catholic Church" from the outset, but Christians weren't even called "Christians" in the beginning of the Church, so that proves nothing.  However, as early as 110 A.D., we have a reference from St. Ignatius of Antioch who referred to the Christian church as the "Catholic Church" in a letter he wrote as he was on his way to Rome to be martyred.

Yes, the churches were called the Church at Rome or the Church at Ephesus and so on, but all of these churches were founded by the Apostles or their disciples who had been sent by the one Church founded by Jesus Christ.  And all of these churches were taught the same doctrine.  Does not the Bible say that there is one faith?  

 

Jeff the Protestant
3) Those early congregations didn't see themselves as separate churches from Christ's Church.  And they didn't all agree on everything -- they did indeed have doctrinal differences and errors, for which men like Paul wrote letters to help them gain a better understanding.  Even Peter had Paul had doctrinal differences on occasion! I am grateful that we are not required to have a perfect understanding of true doctrine or perfect behavior to be part of Christ's Church.  The early congregations weren't perfect, and certainly today's congregations aren't perfect.  I agree that many claim to be Christian who really aren't, but that's another matter.  The point is that Baptists, Presbyterians, etc. all believe their congregations to be part of Christ's one Church.  They don't see themselves as all being separate when it comes to the ownership of the Church, namely Jesus Christ.  Said another way, these denominations would all agree with the statement in the email that Christ has only one Church.  The word, denomination, doesn't mean that it's a distinctly different Church as is the implication of the email below.  Any group that doesn't see Christ as their sole head isn't merely a different denomination, it's not part of Christ's Church at all. 
 

My Answer
Thank you for making the point for me.  Those early congregations all thought that they were one and the same Church.  I disagree, though, when you say they didn't all agree on everything.  There were no "doctrinal differences" between the churches in the various cities, but there were doctrinal errors.  The church taught the truth, but sometimes the people didn't quite understand it, or they disagreed with it and dissented from it.  The fact that there were doctrinal errors as you point out, points to the fact that there was a set body of doctrine that was to be believed by all Christians.  And, if they didn't believe it, they were in doctrinal error.  Which is why, as you point out, Paul had to write to this congregation or that congregation to bring them back in line with the true doctrine they were taught.  Do you think Paul taught different doctrine to the different churches he founded?  Where in the Bible does it say that?  Did Paul teach different doctrine than Peter?  Not at all.  Yes, they had a dispute over Peter's actions at one point, but no dispute over doctrine.  If you claim that Peter and Paul believed and taught different doctrines, then you would have to claim that one or the other of them taught doctrinal error.  Do you really want to claim that?

And I want to point out that you made a straw man argument when you spoke about being "required" to have "perfect understanding of true doctrine" or "perfect behavior" to be part of Christ's Church.  Nowhere is that even hinted at in that quiz.  All the quiz stated was that Jesus would not have founded a church that teaches error.  Or, do you believe that He did?  Furthermore, the quiz makes the point that if the church is guided by the Holy Spirit, and since the Holy Spirit doesn't teach error, then any church guided by the Holy Spirit would not teach error.  Do you think the Holy Spirit teaches doctrinal error?  Do you think the church guided by the Holy Spirit would teach doctrinal error? Where does the Bible say such a thing?  Or, do you believe the Church is no longer guided by the Holy Spirit?

Regarding the word "denomination," I agree that members of any given denomination would not think the word "denomination" means that they were in a distinctly different church than the Church of Christ.  However, the problem is, they don't really think about what it does mean.  A denomination is a division within Christianity.  A denomination is characterized by a different set of doctrines or a different line of authority that is separate from the other denominations.  Where does the Bible mention the word "denomination"?  Where does the Bible say that it is okay to have different and contradictory doctrines all within the one church founded by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit?  Where does the Bible say that it is okay to have divisions within the Church?  Again, does the Holy Spirit teach doctrinal error?  Does He teach different and contradictory doctrines to different denominations?  All of these different denominations cannot all be guided by the Holy Spirit, can they?  If one denomination believes in infant baptism and another does not - do they both have Christ as their head?  If one denomination believes in once saved always saved and another does not - do they both have Christ as their head?  

 

Jeff the Protestant
4) The Bible does not teach that a congregation can't be part of Christ's Church without a "pedigree", meaning that it can trace it's lineage through human beings back to the original disciples.  If a group of people who never had heard the Gospel were to come into possession of a Bible in a language they could read, they could of course come to a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ without the pedigree and would then become part of the Church.  In fact, if instead of a group, there were only one individual from this group who read the Bible and turned to Christ for his salvation, he would become part of the one Church without a pedigree.  This, I understand, is contradictory to Roman Catholic teaching.
 

My Answer
Actually, the Bible does teach about the people of God being able to know and trust in the "pedigree" of their leaders.  
Doesn't Jesus tell the Apostles and the crowd as a whole in Matthew 23 that the scribes and Pharisees sit on the "seat of Moses"?  And that the people are to do whatever the religious leaders tell them to do?  Isn't that a pedigree tracing authority back to Moses?  Just so, the Pope sits on the "seat of Peter."  Of course any church that cannot historically trace its leadership back to Peter and the Apostles is going to say, "No big deal," as you have here.  But it is a big deal.  How is authority given to the leaders of any given congregation?  Through the laying on of hands.  Well, the laying on of hands originated with the Apostles and those whom they ordained.  Those people went out and laid hands on others, thus ordaining them, and so on through the centuries.  The authority in the Church is the authority of God the Father, which was given to the Son, Who gave it to His Apostles who passed it on to their successors.  If you cannot trace your leadership line back to the Apostles, then your pastors have no real authority.  The only authority they have is human authority that they have given to themselves.  Who gave your pastor authority?  Who laid hands on him?  Who laid hands on that person?  And who laid hands on him?  How far back can you trace the line of authority in your denomination?  100 years?  200 years?  I'll bet you can't even trace it back more than fifty years. 

Now, you stated that the Bible doesn't say one needs a pedigree for their church (although I have shown otherwise) and you bring up the example of someone who could simply pick up a Bible and come to a "saving knowledge of Jesus Christ" all on their own.  Well, where does the Bible say that?  How would that person be baptized?  You do realize that the Bible states that one is saved by baptism and that one must be baptized to enter the Kingdom of Heaven, don't you?  

Just to wrap up, I know I've asked a lot of questions, so I'll collect them all here so you don't have to go searching for them.  I would be genuinely curious and interested in your answers:

1) Could any part, or all of, what you wrote to me be wrong, since you are not infallible?

2) How would you answer the questions on that quiz, and could you give biblical support for your answers?

3) Were the writers of the various books of the Bible infallible in what they wrote?

4) What is the pillar and ground of the truth for a Christian?  Is it the Bible?

5) Can you cite one Church document that states the Catholic Church taught that "Aramaic, Greek, Latin or Hebrew were the only languages allowed to represent scripture?"

6) Can the church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit teach doctrinal error?

7) What other "doctrinal" errors do you believe the Catholic Church has taught?

8) Does the Bible not say there is one faith?

9) Do you think Paul taught different doctrine to the different churches he founded?  

10) Did Paul teach different doctrine than Peter?

11) Could any church guided by the Holy Spirit teach doctrinal error?

12) Where does the Bible say that it is okay to have different and contradictory doctrines all within the one church founded by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit?  

13) Where does the Bible say that it is okay to have divisions within the Church?

14) If two different denominations believe contradictory doctrines, do they both have Jesus as their head?

15) What authority does your pastor have and who gave him that authority?  How far back can he trace his line of authority?

 

Strategy
Normally, folks, I wouldn't go into this much detail right off the bat and ask so many questions, because that can cause the conversation to go off in a whole lot of directions which can be difficult to manage.  But I thought I would throw out a number of questions in the hope that Jeff (once his Catholic friend sends him my reply) might make an attempt to answer at least two or three of them. There is no way he will tackle all of them.  My prediction is that, if he responds, he will simply ignore the questions, or only touch on them indirectly, as he did in his first response.  But, if he does answer several of the questions, then I have the choice of simply focusing on them one or two at a time in any future responses I would make.  

Plus, by asking a lot of questions, even if he doesn't respond directly to the questions, I am giving him the opportunity to write a long response.  Long responses can be tedious to go through, but it also means that there is more material I can use from his own hand to show the contradictions in his theology.  And, again, if he gives a long answer, I can pick and choose which parts to focus on and reply to, which could bring the conversation back to a manageable dialogue.

Finally, even if he doesn't answer all of the questions - or any of the questions - odds are he will at least read them.  And upon reading them, hopefully a seed will be planted.

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/352-apologetics-for-the-masses-279
Introduction

I received a letter from a Catholic prisoner in the Limestone Correctional Facility here in North Alabama.  The letter contained an article that he had received from a fellow prisoner who is Protestant.  The article was written by a guy named Michael Fackerell who, near as I can determine, is some sort of non-denominational pastor in Australia.  The Catholic prisoner was asking for help on how to respond to this article.  So, what I thought I would do is answer this article through my newsletter.  
Fackerell's article is too long to print here in its totality, so I am going to break it up into a few chunks and respond to it over the next few newsletters.  The first part of his article is a presentation, as he sees it, of Catholic belief regarding tradition and Peter and the papacy.  I'll print that first part in its entirety and then respond to it paragraph by paragraph.
Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found?
       A concerned Roman Catholic wrote to me, "...we cannot only look at the Bible without looking at the tradition of the Church.  It says in scripture (2 Thessalonians 2:15) "Stand firm in the teachings passed on to you by WORD and in letters."  So we must also look at the teaching of the Catholic Church which Jesus began.  In the purity of the faith, is there any other Christian church, group, or otherwise that has had the same teachings since the time of Jesus?   The Traditions (foundational teachings of the church) of the Catholic Church have been the same since the days of the apostles and nothing has been changed since then.  The traditions (small t - or in other words the way things are done) have changed and can continue to change (married priesthood, the language the Holy Mass is celebrated in, etc.)."  And later he writes: "If Peter is not the Rock then why did Jesus call him such, and then say on this rock I will build my church?"
       I believe it is really important to address these issues, because the question of religious authority is fundamentally important.  Who or what truly speaks for Christ?  Many claim to represent Christ today, and the contradictory claims have caused a great deal of confusion in the world.
       The Roman Catholic church does not claim to be merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded.  It claims to be the church which Christ founded.  It claims that it has faithfully preserved the Traditions given to us by Christ and the apostles, which, although not written in the Scriptures of the New Testament, have equally binding authority upon all who wish to enjoy God's favor.
       The biblical foundation for these ideas is derived from the Roman Catholic understanding of Matthew 16:16-19:  "And Simon Peter answered and said, 'Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.'  And Jesus answered and said to him, 'Blessed are you, Simon Barjona, because flesh and blood did not reveal [this] to you, but My Father who is in heaven.  And I also say to you that you are Peter, and upon this rock I will build My church; and the gates of Hades shall not overpower it.  I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.'" (NASB).
       Roman Catholics understand this as follows: When Jesus said, "this rock" he meant Peter.  Therefore Peter is the rock upon which the true church of Christ is built.  Peter was to receive the keys of the kingdom of heaven, giving him the authority to make authoritative decrees concerning doctrinal truth, tradition, practice, and to exclude or include people from the Kingdom of Heaven.  Peter was therefore the first pope and as bishop of Rome he passed the keys onto a successor, Linus (the second pope).  The keys were passed in this way from pope to pope and the full authority of Christ Himself has always been invested in the pope.  It follows therefore that anyone not submitting to the pope is in rebellion against God.
       Roman Catholics are taught that the Catholic church headquartered at the Vatican in Rome is the only true church.  Many believe that salvation is only to be found in the Catholic church.  In the Roman Catholic worldview, the Bible derives its authority from the Church, not the other way around.  The Bible is seen as just another Tradition of the church - one that was written down.  From this viewpoint, any attempt to use the bible to show the errors of Catholic tradition is a misuse of the bible - because it is only really the official living teaching organ of the Church which correctly interprets the true meaning of the Bible.
       Roman Catholics argue on the basis of history and Christ's words that the Catholic Church must be the church of which Jesus spoke, since he promised that "the gates of hell would not prevail against (or overpower) it."  It is clear enough that the view of the Reformers was not the general view of the church during the dark and middle ages.  This is seen as proof enough that Jesus was in favor of the views of the Church at this time.  To deny this would be to imply that somehow the gates of hell did prevail against the church, which would be a contradiction of Jesus' own words on the subject.
       I invite any Roman Catholics who feel I have misrepresented the Catholic viewpoint in the above paragraphs to email me on this, because it would not be fair on my part to attack a "straw-man" - a misrepresentation of the official Roman Catholic position.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found?
       A concerned Roman Catholic wrote to me, "...we cannot only look at the Bible without looking at the tradition of the Church.  It says in scripture (2 Thessalonians 2:15) "Stand firm in the teachings passed on to you by WORD and in letters."  So we must also look at the teaching of the Catholic Church which Jesus began.  In the purity of the faith, is there any other Christian church, group, or otherwise that has had the same teachings since the time of Jesus?   The Traditions (foundational teachings of the church) of the Catholic Church have been the same since the days of the apostles and nothing has been changed since then.  The traditions (small t - or in other words the way things are done) have changed and can continue to change (married priesthood, the language the Holy Mass is celebrated in, etc.)."  And later he writes: "If Peter is not the Rock then why did Jesus call him such, and then say on this rock I will build my church?"
 

My Comments
       It seems the "concerned Roman Catholic" who wrote him had some pretty good questions to ask.  

I particularly like the question about "...is there any other Christian church, group, or otherwise that has had the same teachings since the time of Jesus?"  What do you think the odds are that Mr. Michael Fackerell will answer that question?  Will Mr. Fackerell, at any point in his article, respond to 2 Thes 2:15?  We'll have to wait and see.  And why did Jesus call Peter "Rock" if Peter is not the rock?  Like this "concerned Roman Catholic," we need to always ask questions of those who disagree with what the Church teaches.  We'll see how Mr. Fackerell responds to these questions as we go through his article paragraph by paragraph.

 

Michael Fackerell
       I believe it is really important to address these issues, because the question of religious authority is fundamentally important.  Who or what truly speaks for Christ?  Many claim to represent Christ today, and the contradictory claims have caused a great deal of confusion in the world.
 

My Comments
       Aye, there's the rub...authority.  Mr. Fackerell correctly pinpoints the main issue here...as it is in all disagreements between Christians on matters of doctrine...the question of religious authority.  And he rightly states that it is "fundamentally important."  "Who or what truly speaks for Christ?" he asks.  Amen!  Many do in fact "claim" to represent Christ today, but if they are making "contradictory claims," then how do we know which of these folks "truly speaks for Christ"?  I have to give him kudos for honing in on the central issue here.  But, again, I have to ask - what are the odds that he will actually try to answer his own question?  You see, here's the thing: he's not going to attempt to answer his own question because implicit to his system of theology is the fact, as he sees and believes it, that HE truly speaks for Christ.  His interpretation of the Bible is THE correct interpretation of the Bible and anyone and everyone who disagrees with him - especially Catholics - are putting their own souls in danger of eternal damnation!

       Now, of course, he won't make that direct claim.  He will say something along the lines of: "Oh, no, I am not infallible.  I make no claim that I have it absolutely right on everything pertaining to religion and the Bible."  He will say that, yet he will act as if he is right on everything pertaining to religion and the Bible.  I call it being fallible in theory and infallible in practice.  He believes his interpretation of the Bible is way better than other folks' interpretations of the Bible, especially if those other folks are Catholics.  That's why he can write an article like this one where he is slamming Catholic belief and practice and the way Catholics interpret the Bible.  So, keep this particular paragraph of Mr. Fackerell's in mind as we go through and examine the rest of his article.

 

Michael Fackerell
       The Roman Catholic church does not claim to be merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded.  It claims to be the church which Christ founded.  It claims that it has faithfully preserved the Traditions given to us by Christ and the apostles, which, although not written in the Scriptures of the New Testament, have equally binding authority upon all who wish to enjoy God's favor.
 

My Comments
       He is indeed right, the Catholic Church does not claim to be "merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded."  It is THE Church which Christ founded, in its fullness.  I essentially agree with what Fackerell has written here about the Catholic Church.  But, it is what he is implying here that I wish to take a closer look at.  First of all, he is implying that his church, whatever church that may be, is "merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded."  "Merely"?  Who would want to be a part of a church that claims to be "merely" one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded?  

       Secondly, what the heck does that mean?  How many "valid" expressions of the Church which Christ founded are there?  How many can there theoretically be?  Dozens?  Hundreds?  Thousands?  Millions?  And what does a "valid expression" of the Church Christ founded look like?  Who defines what is or is not a "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded?  Does Michael Fackerell decide such things?  Obviously he does, because he has decided that his church is indeed merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded while the Catholic Church is not.  What is this coming down to?  The question of authority.  Who gave Michael Fackerell the authority to be able to definitively decide such things?  And, since he goes by the Bible alone, where in the Bible does it mention anything about various churches or various faith traditions being "merely one valid expression of the Church which Christ founded"?  I wish he would give us book, chapter, and verse on that.

       Now, let's really consider the question of how one defines a "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded.  For example, does every "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded have correct doctrine?  If not, then how could it be considered a "valid" expression of the Church?  I mean, can one valid expression believe in once saved always saved while another valid expression does not?  Can one valid expression believe in the Rapture while another valid expression does not?  Can one valid expression believe in baptismal regeneration while another valid expression does not?  In other words, can one "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded have doctrinal teachings that contradict the doctrinal teachings of another "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded?  

       And what about moral teaching.  Does a "valid expression" of the Church which Christ founded have to have correct moral teaching?  I mean, could one valid expression believe in same sex "marriage" while another valid expression does not?  Could one valid expression believe in contraception while another valid expression does not?  

What about divorce and remarriage?  Could two expressions of the Church which Christ founded disagree on the morality of divorce and remarriage and both be "valid"? 

       What I'm getting at here, is this: Can a valid expression of the Church which Christ founded contain error in its teachings on faith and morals?  I would think not, since the Church was founded by Christ and is guided by the Holy Spirit.  But, with so many apparent "expressions" of the Church which Christ founded being out there, and with so many contradictory teachings among them as to what are true and correct doctrinal and moral teachings, how does one tell which of these are "valid" expressions and which are not?  I guess we have to rely on Mr. Michael Fackerell to tell us, right?  

       Do you see the can of worms he has opened up here?  The funny thing is, he doesn't even realize the implications of what he is saying.  And the reason he doesn't realize the implications, is because he has a very shallow theological system.  He hasn't thought it through.  And he hasn't thought it through because he just assumes that he is right in all of his interpretations of the Bible...he just assumes that he "truly speaks for Christ."  And if you disagree with him on this, then you obviously do not truly speak for Christ.  I love it!

       Folks, you have got to always analyze what is being said to you.  Look below the surface.  Look for the implications of what they are saying.  Look for the contradictions in their theological systems.  Analyze, and then ask questions, as I would be if I were to get into a direct conversation with this man.

 

Michael Fackerell
       The biblical foundation for these ideas is derived from the Roman Catholic understanding of Matthew 16:16-19: 
       "And Simon Peter answered and said, 'Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.'  And Jesus answered and said to him, 'Blessed are you, Simon Barjona, because flesh and blood did not reveal [this] to you, but My Father who is in heaven.  And I also say to you that you are Peter, and upon this rock I will build My church; and the gates of Hades shall not overpower it.  I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.'" (NASB).
       Roman Catholics understand this as follows: When Jesus said, "this rock" he meant Peter.  Therefore Peter is the rock upon which the true church of Christ is built.  Peter was to receive the keys of the kingdom of heaven, giving him the authority to make authoritative decrees concerning doctrinal truth, tradition, practice, and to exclude or include people from the Kingdom of Heaven.  Peter was therefore the first pope and as bishop of Rome he passed the keys onto a successor, Linus (the second pope).  The keys were passed in this way from pope to pope and the full authority of Christ Himself has always been invested in the pope.  It follows therefore that anyone not submitting to the pope is in rebellion against God.
 

My Comments
       I agree in part with his description of Catholic belief here.  I disagree on these two points:

       1) He states that the "biblical foundations for these ideas [about the Church, Tradition, and authority] is derived from the Roman Catholic understanding of Matthew 16:16-19."  Technically, that is not correct.  I would ask Mr. Fackerell this question: Which came first, the Church or the Bible?  The Church existed before the Bible - at least the New Testament portion of the Bible - did.  So, the Catholic belief and understanding of "these ideas" about the Church and Tradition and authority existed before Matthew was ever written.  So it is not technically proper to say that these beliefs are "derived" from a particular passage of the Bible when the beliefs existed before that book of the Bible was ever written. It can be said that that passage of the Bible supports our beliefs on those subjects, but not that our beliefs are derived from that passage.  

       Now, it can be said that our beliefs are based on and derived from what Jesus said to Peter, which was recorded in Matthew 16, as well as what He said at other times to Peter and the other Apostles; but, again, it is not exactly proper to say they came from the Bible.  The deposit of faith - the beliefs of our faith - was handed on to the Apostles by Jesus Christ orally.  These beliefs were first passed down by the Apostles to their successors, the bishops, orally.  That's why Paul tells Timothy (a bishop), "What you have HEARD from me before many witnesses ENTRUST to faithful men who will be able to TEACH others also."  (2 Tim 2:2).  The passing on of oral tradition.  Notice, nowhere did Paul tell Timothy, "Make sure everyone has their own copy of the Scriptures so that they can decide for themselves what is true or not."  

       It was only after some years had gone by that parts of the oral tradition originally given to the Apostles by Jesus started to be written down.   That's a long way to say that the Bible reflects the beliefs of the Catholic Church, but our beliefs are not "derived" from the Bible.  We can have the Church without the Bible, but we cannot have the Bible without the Church - I doubt Mr. Fackerell would agree with that, but it is historical fact.    

       2) In his last sentence he says, "It follows therefore that anyone not submitting to the pope is in rebellion against God."  I would say that anyone who is aware of Catholic teaching on the Pope and who summarily rejects it is, in essence, in rebellion against God as he would be knowingly refusing to accept the authority that God has given to the Church and has placed over him.  Those who are ignorant of Catholic teaching on this matter cannot be said to be "in rebellion" against God as much as they are simply ignorant of what God has done.  Their ignorance could excuse them or possibly accuse them on their day of judgment (Rom 2:14-16).  

 

Michael Fackerell
       Roman Catholics are taught that the Catholic church headquartered at the Vatican in Rome is the only true church.  Many believe that salvation is only to be found in the Catholic church.  In the Roman Catholic worldview, the Bible derives its authority from the Church, not the other way around.  

The Bible is seen as just another Tradition of the church - one that was written down.  From this viewpoint, any attempt to use the bible to show the errors of Catholic tradition is a misuse of the bible - because it is only really the official living teaching organ of the Church which correctly interprets the true meaning of the Bible.
 

My Comments
       Salvation is only to be found in the Catholic Church.  I'll bet that Mr. Fackerell would agree with me when I say that salvation is only to be found in Christ.  Well, the Church, the Bible tells us, is the Body of Christ.  So, if salvation is only found in Christ, and the Church is the Body of Christ, then it can be said that salvation is found only in the Church.  Now, you may disagree with me, as Mr. Fackerell does, that the Catholic Church is the Body of Christ, but we are being biblically consistent in our belief on this matter. 

        I would also disagree with Fackerell's statement that, "In the Roman Catholic worldview, the Bible derives its authority from the Church, not the other way around."  That is not entirely correct.  The Bible derives its authority from the fact that it is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.  However, the Bible is recognized as being the Word of God, only because of the witness of the Church.  The Bible was written and compiled by the Church - it did not write itself.  It's authenticity was witnessed to by the Church.   Furthermore, Mr. Fackerell's statement implies that he believes the authority of the Church is derived from the Bible.  Well, how can that be if the Church existed before the Bible?  Is Mr. Fackerell saying that the Church had no authority until the books of the New Testament were written?  The Church had no authority for the first 15 or 20 years or more of its existence?  That is indeed what he is saying.  Again, this is an instance of Mr. Fackerell not really thinking through what he is saying.  His theological system has all kinds of holes in it.  The problem is, he's never done a very deep examination of what he believes and why he believes it.  That's the same with most Protestants.  That's why it's your job to ask them questions...

 

Michael Fackerell
       Roman Catholics argue on the basis of history and Christ's words that the Catholic Church must be the church of which Jesus spoke, since he promised that "the gates of hell would not prevail against (or overpower) it."  It is clear enough that the view of the Reformers was not the general view of the church during the dark and middle ages.  This is seen as proof enough that Jesus was in favor of the views of the Church at this time.  To deny this would be to imply that somehow the gates of hell did prevail against the church, which would be a contradiction of Jesus' own words on the subject.
 

My Comments
       Essentially he has this part right.  We, as Catholics, do indeed argue on the basis of history and Christ's words that the Catholic Church is the church Jesus founded and of which He spoke.  And it is most certainly true that the Deformers did not hold to the teachings of the Church of the 1500's.  Let's see if Mr. Fackerell will also argue his point on the basis of history as we go through his article.

 

Michael Fackerell
       I invite any Roman Catholics who feel I have misrepresented the Catholic viewpoint in the above paragraphs to email me on this, because it would not be fair on my part to attack a "straw-man" - a misrepresentation of the official Roman Catholic position.
 

My Comments
       I want to congratulate Fackerell on his desire to accurately portray the teachings of the Church.  That is something that is rather rare these days among Protestants like him.  So, on that, I again give him kudos.  The question is, though, if a Catholic did email him, with corrections like the ones above, would he actually adjust and correct his representation of Catholic beliefs?  No email address was attached to the article that I was given, or else I would email him with these corrections.  If any of you wish to look him up and are able to get an email for him, feel free to send this newsletter to him.

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/353-apologetics-for-the-masses-280
Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found? Continued…
       The devil knows that a big lie can sometimes be far more convincing than a small one. It’s my conviction that the above doctrine is a Big Lie, and is responsible indirectly for the eternal damnation of millions of souls. This teaching has done more to undermine the authority of the Holy Scriptures than any other I know of. The practical result is that even now the majority of Roman Catholics never bother to read their Bibles. This is because they feel that all they’ll ever need to know and receive from God will come through the teaching and ministry of their church, and not through personal study and consideration of the Scriptures.
       Things change in the Roman Catholic Church. In times past, the Bible was forbidden to be translated into languages people could understand. The idea was to have power over people by keeping them ignorant of the Truth. Now many Roman Catholics are actually encouraged to also read their Bibles. So the Roman Catholic church changes over time. Many other examples of how it changes could be given. 

A lot of conservative Catholics are outraged at some of the statements of the current pope, Francis and there are entire Catholic websites devoted to the idea that the current Roman Catholic Church is apostate. Things keep changing, and most people’s memories are very short. Most people also do not care too much about what the truth is.
       Let’s now get down to the issues.
What is the True Identity of the Rock upon which the church is built?
       16 And Simon Peter answered and said, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.” 17 And Jesus answered
and said to him, “Blessed are you, Simon Barjona, because flesh and blood did not reveal [this] to you, but My Father who is in heaven. 18 “And I also say to you that you are Peter [Gk.: petros – a boulder or stone], and upon this rock [Gk.: petra – a large mass of rock] I will build My church; and the gates of Hades shall not overpower it. 19 “I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” (NASB).
       I have heard of two major alternatives to the Roman Catholic identification of the Rock upon which Jesus would build his church. One is that Peter’s confession of Christ is the rock upon which the church is built. That is to say, by “this rock” Jesus meant the foundational revelation that Peter was the first man to confess, that “Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Living God.” The second alternative is that the Rock was Jesus himself, while Peter was the first stone to be built upon the rock of Christ in the church which Christ Himself is building. This latter interpretation makes more sense to me, because it is in perfect harmony with the tradition which the Scripture itself establishes concerning the spiritual meaning of the word “Rock”.
Allow Scripture to interpret Scripture
       An important principle in evangelical thinking is to allow Scripture to interpret Scripture. Since “All Scripture is
inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness; that the man of God may be adequate, equipped for every good work.” it follows that every interpretation of Scripture should be in harmony with the rest of Scripture. The Scriptures have a lot to say about who the rock is. For example: 
       1 Corinthians 10:4 “and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they were drinking from a spiritual rock which
followed them; and the rock was Christ”.
       Romans 9:33 just as it is written, “Behold, I lay in Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense, and he who believes in Him will not be disappointed.”
        Habakkuk 1:12 Art Thou not from everlasting, O Lord, my God, my Holy One? We will not die. Thou, O Lord, hast appointed them to judge; And Thou, O Rock, hast established them to correct.
       Isaiah 26:4 “Trust in the Lord forever, For in God the Lord, [we have] an everlasting Rock.
       Psalm 144:1 (of David.) Blessed be the Lord, my rock, Who trains my hands for war, [And] my fingers for battle;
       Psalm 94:22 But the Lord has been my stronghold, And my God the rock of my refuge.
       Not only is the Lord God Himself consistently portrayed as the rock throughout both the Old and New Testaments, but the Scriptures go so far as to say that only the Lord God is our rock.
       Psalm 62:2 He only is my rock and my salvation, My stronghold; I shall not be greatly shaken.
       Isaiah 44:8 ‘Do not tremble and do not be afraid; have I not long since announced it to you and declared it? And you are My witnesses. Is there any God besides Me, or is there any [other] Rock? I know of none.’ ”
       2 Samuel 22:32 “For who is God, besides the Lord? And who is a rock, besides our God?
       The interpretation of the Lord God being our only true rock ties in nicely with the words of the apostle Paul, “For no other foundation can anyone lay than that which is laid, which is Christ Jesus” (1 Corinthians 3:11). Truly then, Jesus is the foundation upon which the true church is built, not Peter.
       Peter therefore, cannot be the primary rock on which Jesus will build his church. As we will see, Peter himself did not have the stability or the stature to be the foundation rock upon which the eternal church of Christ was to be built. Peter denied the Lord during the trial of Christ. And a few verses later in the Matthew 16 passage Jesus identifies Peter as being inspired by Satan (Matthew 16:23), while in Galatians 2:11 Paul reports an incident which revealed Peter’s ongoing tendency to weakness. According to Paul, Peter was in the wrong and stood condemned, and was not being straight forward about the truth of the gospel! This is hardly the image of a solid infallible rock upon which
all future generations of Christ church were to be built. Only Jesus Himself can carry that weight, and thank God, He does.
       It seems to me that Roman Catholics have taken their conception of Peter as the rock upon which they build their entire system. Church history reveals the moral depths to which these so-called vicars of Christ have fallen. I’m not sure it is edifying to go into a full list of these things, but if it turns out to be important to some of my readers I may make the effort to document this on another web-page. In any case, it seems that common sense as well as the Bible itself would indicate that Jesus was not meaning that Peter was the rock upon which he would build his church. We can all freely acknowledge that Peter had a key role in the development of the early church and that he did have a great deal of spiritual authority from Christ. This is beyond dispute. But the Roman Catholic position goes far beyond this, and in so doing, gets our eyes of Christ and onto men, something which is never advisable for those wishing to build a solid and enduring relationship with God through Jesus Christ.
       It is also interesting to note that Peter certainly did not fit into the current conception of a pope, since he had a mother-in-law, meaning he was married. Read Mark 1:30, which speaks of “Simon’s wife’s mother”. The topic of celibate priesthood is outside the scope of the current discussion, but it is another aberration from the plain teaching of Scripture (1 Timothy 3:2-4; 1 Timothy 4:2).

       Incidentally, the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven were not given exclusively to Peter. The same authority of binding and loosing were given to all Jesus’ disciples in Matthew 18:18. All Jesus’ disciples have the authority to use his Name, and the truth is, Jesus never gave anyone the authority to abrogate (nullify) His own plain words and teachings.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 

Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found?
       The devil knows that a big lie can sometimes be far more convincing than a small one. It’s my conviction that the above doctrine [he's referring to the doctrine that the Catholic Church is THE Church founded by Christ and that Peter is the rock upon which it was founded] is a Big Lie, and is responsible indirectly for the eternal damnation of millions of souls. This teaching has done more to undermine the authority of the Holy Scriptures than any other I know of. The practical result is that even now the majority of Roman Catholics never bother to read their Bibles. This is because they feel that all they’ll ever need to know and receive from God will come through the teaching and ministry of their church, and not through personal study and consideration of the Scriptures.
 

My Comments 
       Let's see, there are 1.2 billion or so Catholics on the planet, and Mr. Fackerell somehow knows that the "majority" of them "never bother to read their Bibles."  He even knows how the majority of those 1.2 billion Catholics "feel" - "They feel that all they'll ever need to know and receive from God will come through the teaching and ministry of their church, and not through persona study and consideration of the Scriptures."  Can he cite authoritative studies for either of these statements of his?  Does he know a majority of the 1.2 billion Catholics on the planet?  I would venture that he has very few, if any, Catholics in his immediate circle of friends and family that he can ask about such things.  How many Catholics has he talked to who have ever said such a thing to him?  I would wager none.   Because even the poorly catechized Catholics that I know - and there are a lot of them out there - would never say such a thing. 

       Are there a great many Catholics who don't read the Bible as often as they should?  Absolutely.   But, could the same not be said for a great many Protestants?  Are there a great many Catholics who rely heavily, if not solely, on their church for what they need to know and receive from God?  You better believe it!  But, doesn't the Bible tell us that we receive grace upon grace from "His fullness" (John 1:16)?  Well, what is the "fullness of Christ"?  It's the Church: "...and He has put all things under His feet and has made Him the head over all things for the church, which is His body, the fullness of Him Who fills all in all," (Ephesians 1:22-23).  If the Church is the fullness of Christ, from which you receive grace upon grace, then why rely on anything else?  That doesn't mean you shouldn't read or study the Bible - you should indeed - but you need to do so with the guidance of the Church.  

       Many Protestants, on the other hand, put more reliance on their own personal, fallible interpretations of Scripture than they do on the teachings of the Church founded by Jesus Christ - as Mr. Fackerell does.  Which leads me to ask: Who would you rather rely upon: a Church that can historically trace its roots back to Jesus and the Apostles, or the private interpretation of each and every individual who can read? This is a question that the Michael Fackerell's of the world never consider, but they need to. 

       Finally, where in the Bible does it say that all you need "to know and receive from God" will come through your own "personal study and consideration of the Scriptures?"  Mr. Fackerell is essentially saying that the church founded by Jesus Christ - whether you consider that church to be the Catholic Church or one of the "valid expressions" of that church that Mr. Fackerell mentions earlier in this article (see last week's newsletter) - is basically irrelevant when it comes to teaching the truth.  According to what Fackerell says here, each person's individual, fallible, non-authoritative interpretation and understanding of the Scriptures, is more valid than the interpretation and understanding of the Scriptures made by the church founded by Jesus Christ!  Pretty bold!

       Actually, one more comment on this paragraph - notice how he says "it is my conviction..."  His conviction!  Well, it's my conviction that he's wrong.  So, whose conviction has the greater weight...the greater authority?  How would one decide between the two "convictions"?  You see, everything Mr. Fackerell says in this article is his personal, fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, non-binding "conviction."  It is NOT the Word of God.

 

Michael Fackerell
      Things change in the Roman Catholic Church. In times past, the Bible was forbidden to be translated into languages people could understand. The idea was to have power over people by keeping them ignorant of the Truth. Now many Roman Catholics are actually encouraged to also read their Bibles. So the Roman Catholic church changes over time. Many other examples of how it changes could be given. A lot of conservative Catholics are outraged at some of the statements of the current pope, Francis and there are entire Catholic websites devoted to the idea that the current Roman Catholic Church is apostate. Things keep changing, and most people’s memories are very short. Most people also do not care too much about what the truth is.
 

My Comments 
       "In times past the Bible was forbidden to be translated into languages people could understand."  That is an out and out false statement.  Either Mr. Fackerell is deliberately lying, or he is exhibiting woeful ignorance of the truth.  
If you read the original preface to the King James Bible (http://www.dbts.edu/journals/1996_2/KJVPref.pdf) - which is in nowise Catholic friendly - you will see that it talks about how the Bible was translated into the "vulgar" languages (the native languages) of many nations beginning in the earliest centuries of Christianity and it attributes that, in a backhanded way, to the Catholic Church.  It wasn't the Anglican church, nor the Lutheran church, nor the Evangelical church, nor the Baptist church, nor any non-denominational church doing those translations.  It was the Catholic Church.  Did the Church get to a point where it said any translation of the Bible into the vulgar languages had to be approved by the Church?  Absolutely.  Why was that?  Because there were myriads of Bible translations out there that were filled with errors.  That's why the Anglicans burned Bibles and that's why King James wanted an "Authorized" version of the Bible.  The Catholic Church was merely practicing quality control measures, to ensure that the Bibles people were reading (the small minority that could read) were accurate.  

       Another thing, Mr. Fackerell obviously has no clue when it comes to doctrine vs. discipline - doctrine cannot change, discipline can.  And I think it is a bit humorous that the evil Catholic Church once tried to hold power over people by forbidding the Bible to be translated into a language they could understand (according to him), but now it apparently holds power over people by "actually" encouraging them to read the Bible.  

 

Michael Fackerell
       Let’s now get down to the issues.
What is the True Identity of the Rock upon which the church is built?
       16 And Simon Peter answered and said, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.” 17 And Jesus answered
and said to him, “Blessed are you, Simon Barjona, because flesh and blood did not reveal [this] to you, but My Father who is in heaven. 18 “And I also say to you that you are Peter [Gk.: petros – a boulder or stone], and upon this rock [Gk.: petra – a large mass of rock] I will build My church; and the gates of Hades shall not overpower it. 19 “I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” (NASB).
       I have heard of two major alternatives to the Roman Catholic identification of the Rock upon which Jesus would build his church. One is that Peter’s confession of Christ is the rock upon which the church is built. That is to say, by “this rock” Jesus meant the foundational revelation that Peter was the first man to confess, that “Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Living God.” The second alternative is that the Rock was Jesus himself, while Peter was the first stone to be built upon the rock of Christ in the church which Christ Himself is building. This latter interpretation makes more sense to me, because it is in perfect harmony with the tradition which the Scripture itself establishes concerning the spiritual meaning of the word “Rock”.
 

My Comments 
       "This latter interpretation makes more sense to me..."  In other words, he is infallibly declaring this "latter interpretation" to be the correct one, because it fits with Scripture - as he infallibly interprets it.  And, if you disagree with his interpretation, then you are going to Hell.  The fact is, though, these are not really "alternatives" to the "Roman Catholic identification of the Rock upon which Jesus would build his church."  Yes, Jesus is the rock that the Church is built on.  But, so is Peter.  It is not either-or, it is both-and.  Peter is the rock only because he is in Christ and it is Christ working in him and through him in a special way.  And, it is because of Peter's profession of faith that Jesus declares him to be the rock.  So, again, both of those "major alternatives" to the "Roman Catholic identification of the Rock," are not really alternatives, rather they are complementary positions to it.  

 

Michael Fackerell
Allow Scripture to interpret Scripture
       An important principle in evangelical thinking is to allow Scripture to interpret Scripture. Since “All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness; that the man of God may be adequate, equipped for every good work.” it follows that every interpretation of Scripture should be in harmony with the rest of Scripture. The Scriptures have a lot to say about who the rock is. For example: 
       1 Corinthians 10:4 “and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they were drinking from a spiritual rock which
followed them; and the rock was Christ”.
       Romans 9:33 just as it is written, “Behold, I lay in Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense, And he who believes in Him will not be disappointed.”
        Habakkuk 1:12 Art Thou not from everlasting, O Lord, my God, my Holy One? We will not die. Thou, O Lord, hast appointed them to judge; And Thou, O Rock, hast established them to correct.
       Isaiah 26:4 “Trust in the Lord forever, For in God the Lord, [we have] an everlasting Rock.
       Psalm 144:1 (of David.) Blessed be the Lord, my rock, Who trains my hands for war, [And] my fingers for battle;
       Psalm 94:22 But the Lord has been my stronghold, And my God the rock of my refuge.
       Not only is the Lord God Himself consistently portrayed as the rock throughout both the Old and New Testaments, but the Scriptures go so far as to say that only the Lord God is our rock.
       Psalm 62:2 He only is my rock and my salvation, My stronghold; I shall not be greatly shaken.
       Isaiah 44:8 ‘Do not tremble and do not be afraid; Have I not long since announced it to you and declared it? And you are My witnesses. Is there any God besides Me, Or is there any [other] Rock? I know of none.’ ”
               2 Samuel 22:32 “For who is God, besides the Lord? And who is a rock, besides our God?
       The interpretation of the Lord God being our only true rock ties in nicely with the words of the apostle Paul, “For no other foundation can anyone lay than that which is laid, which is Christ Jesus” (1 Corinthians 3:11). Truly then, Jesus is the foundation upon which the true church is built, not Peter.
 

My Comments 
       First thing I say is, that as a Catholic, I agree with every single one of the Scripture verses Mr. Fackerell cites above.  However, I do not necessarily agree with his fallible interpretation of those verses.

       "An important principle in evangelical thinking is to allow Scripture to interpret Scripture."  Well, since Mr. Fackerell goes by the Bible alone, then this "important principle in evangelical thinking" must be somewhere spoken of in the Bible, right?  Yet, I know of no verse in all of Scripture that says, "An important interpretive principle is to allow Scripture to interpret Scripture."  Now, I'm not saying he's necessarily wrong, but what I am doing is pointing out that this "important principle" does not come from the Bible.  It's from the perspective of common sense.  It does indeed help to understand one verse of Scripture by taking it into context and comparing it with other verses that speak of similar ideas and concepts.  However, there is the fact that there are plenty of Scripture verses where that "evangelical principle" might be a little difficult to apply, which is why 2 Peter 3:16 tells us there are things in Paul's letters, and throughout Scripture, that are difficult to understand.  So, if your "important principle" of Scripture interpreting Scripture fails you in a particular instance, then to what authority, or what principle, do you turn to help you with your interpretation and understanding of the Bible?  Mr. Fackerell has no answer for that.

       "The interpretation of the Lord God being our only true rock ties in nicely with the words of the apostle Paul, “For no other foundation can anyone lay than that which is laid, which is Christ Jesus” (1 Corinthians 3:11). Truly then, Jesus is the foundation upon which the true church is built, not Peter."
       So, using Mr. Fackerell's interpretive methodology, when it says that there is "no other foundation" other than Christ Jesus, then that means - absolutely - only Jesus can be called our "foundation."  But, it's a funny thing, in Ephesians 2:20, it talks upon the "household of God" - which is the Church (1 Tim 3:15) - as being built upon the "foundation" of the "apostles and prophets."  But that can't be, at least, according to how Mr. Fackerell interprets the Bible.  I mean the Bible says that Jesus is our "only" rock, so that means - absolutely - Peter can't be the rock in Matthew 16 upon which the church is built.  The Bible says that we have "no other" foundation other than Jesus Christ, so that means - absolutely - the apostles and prophets can't be the foundation upon which the church is built.  But Ephesians 2:20 says they are.  Well, either Mr. Fackerell doesn't know how to properly interpret the Bible, or St. Paul must have gotten it wrong.  How does Scripture interpret Scripture here?

        Also, Scripture tells us we have only one Father and only one teacher (Matt 23:8-9).  But, other people are called "father" in Scripture, even by Jesus Himself!  "Father Abraham..." (Luke 16:24).  Paul calls Abraham, "father" - Romans 4:12.  First Stephen, and then Paul, call the Jewish religious authorities, "father" - Acts 7:2, 22:1.  And, we see that other people are called teachers in the Bible - James 3:1; 1 Cor 12:28, for just two of many examples.  

       Scripture tells us that we have one judge - Jesus Christ (James 4:12 - but it also tells us that Jesus said the Apostles would be judges (Luke 22:30).  How can this be?  It can be because Michael Fackerell doesn't understand the principle of both-and.  All he knows is the principle of either-or.  So, again, yes, Jesus is the Rock.  But so is Peter.  That is not a contradiction, unless Mr. Fackerell wants us to believe that the Bible contradicts itself when it says one Father, but names other fathers; when it says one teacher, but names other teachers; when it says one foundation, but names other foundations; when it says one judge, but names other judges.  None of these are contradictions, so why does it have to be a contradiction if the Bible says we have one rock, but it names another rock?  It's not, at least, as long as you're interpreting Scripture with Scripture.

 

Michael Fackerell
       Peter therefore, cannot be the primary rock on which Jesus will build his church. As we will see, Peter himself did not have the stability or the stature to be the foundation rock upon which the eternal church of Christ was to be built. Peter denied the Lord during the trial of Christ. And a few verses later in the Matthew 16 passage Jesus identifies Peter as being inspired by Satan (Matthew 16:23), while in Galatians 2:11 Paul reports an incident which revealed Peter’s ongoing tendency to weakness. According to Paul, Peter was in the wrong and stood condemned, and was not being straight forward about the truth of the gospel! This is hardly the image of a solid infallible rock upon which
all future generations of Christ church were to be built. Only Jesus Himself can carry that weight, and thank God, He does.
 

My Comments 
       Peter can indeed be the rock.  See my comments immediately above to show the shallowness and illogic of Mr. Fackerell's way of interpreting the passages he cites.  Jesus is indeed the "primary rock," just as He is the primary judge and the primary foundation and the primary teacher and the Father is the primary Father - but that does not exclude others from sharing in those aspects of God the Father and God the Son, as they are allowed by God to do.  

       Also, as most of you will recognize, Mr. Fackerell confuses infallibility - the inability to teach error in the areas of faith and morals to the entire Church - with impeccability - the inability to sin.  Nowhere does the Church's doctrine on infallibility mean that Peter cannot make mistakes.  Fackerell needs to better educate himself on matters pertaining to the Catholic faith, because he is misrepresenting what Catholics believe and teach.  I doubt Christ would want any of his followers to misrepresent the beliefs of others.

 
Michael Fackerell
       It seems to me that Roman Catholics have taken their conception of Peter as the rock upon which they build their entire system. Church history reveals the moral depths to which these so-called vicars of Christ have fallen. I’m not sure it is edifying to go into a full list of these things, but if it turns out to be important to some of my readers I may make the effort to document this on another web-page. In any case, it seems that common sense as well as the Bible itself would indicate that Jesus was not meaning that Peter was the rock upon which he would build his church. We can all freely acknowledge that Peter had a key role in the development of the early church and that he did have a great deal of spiritual authority from Christ. This is beyond dispute. But the Roman Catholic position goes far beyond this, and in so doing, gets our eyes off of Christ and onto men, something which is never advisable for those wishing to build a solid and enduring relationship with God through Jesus Christ.
 

My Comments 
       First of all, we Roman Catholics have not built our system.  We simply followed the blueprint laid out by Jesus Christ Himself, as He taught it to the Apostles and other disciples.  Our Church existed before a single page of the New Testament was written down.  So some bishop didn't just come along one day and say, "Oh, look at Matthew 16:16-19, that means that Peter is the top dog and that his successors are also the top dogs," and then millions of Christians all over the ancient world said, "Oh, yeah, we've never heard that before but since we are not permitted to have the Bible (even though we can't read and each Bible costs the equivalent of a year or two's salary since they are all hand-copied), then we will just blindly follow what our Bishops tell us."  And, all the other bishops went along with the idea and voted for the Bishop of Rome to be that one bishop in charge of everything.  That is a ludicrous thing to propose, but that is essentially what folks like Fackerell believe happened.  

       Secondly, he states that the "Roman Catholic position" regarding Peter goes far beyond "acknowledg[ing] that Peter had a key role in the development of the early church and that he did have a great deal of spiritual authority from Christ."  I disagree.  How does it go far beyond those things?  We don't make Peter a god.  We don't say he was without sin.  We don't say he could never make a mistake.  All we say is that God prevented him from teaching error to the entire Church in the areas of faith and morals.  So, how does Catholic belief go "far beyond" what he admitted was true about Peter?  I mean, didn't Jesus say that whatever Peter binds on earth is bound in Heaven?  Does Fackerell believe that means Peter could bind error on earth that would then be bound in Heaven?  Apparently he does.

       Notice also how he makes an appeal to common sense, rather than strictly to Scripture.  Whose common sense?  Well, his, of course.  But, does it not make common sense that Jesus would use a sinful man to govern His Church in His absence?  Furthermore, he said it "seems" the Bible itself was indicating Jesus did not mean that Peter was the rock upon whom He would build His church.  Who does it "seem" that way to?  To non-Catholics, of course - well, not all non-Catholics, as there are indeed Protestant scholars and theologians who admit that Peter was the rock being referred to in Matt 16.  And, in what way does it "seem" like that?  And is it wise to gamble your eternity on something that "seems" to be, at least in some man's private opinion?  

       Jesus, speaking in Aramaic, said, "Thou art Kepha [rock], and upon this kepha [rock] I will build My church." (Matt 16:18).  Peter is Kepha...rock.  His name means "rock."  How can Fackerell say he is not the rock?  Jesus changed Peter's name to a name that means "rock."  Furthermore, Mr. Fackerell's interpretation of this passage makes it sound rather strange.  Here is Fackerell's interpretation: "Blessed are YOU, Simon bar-Jonah!  For flesh and blood has not revealed this to YOU, but my Father Who is in Heaven.  And I tell YOU, YOU are Peter and on Me I will build My church and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it.  I will give YOU the keys of the kingdom of Heaven, and whatever YOU bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven, and whatever YOU loose on earth will be loosed in Heaven."  Fackerell has Jesus saying, "You, You, You, You, Me, You, You, You."  Really?!  Everything in this passage is pointing to Peter!

       Also, in John 20, who does Jesus appoint to be the shepherd of His flock as He is shortly to ascend into Heaven?  No one, right?  No one was appointed to feed Jesus' lambs or to tend Jesus' sheep or feed Jesus' sheep.  At least, according to Mr. Fackerell.  It continually amazes me how much of the Bible - guys like Michael Fackerell purport to love so much - is overlooked or ignored by them.  

       Finally, his claim that the Catholic Church's teaching regarding Peter and the papacy gets our "eyes off of Christ and onto men" is about as false as a statement can be.  Where does he get off saying something like that?!  By what authority does he make such a claim?  I would like him to answer that question: By whose authority do you say these things?

 

Michael Fackerell
       It is also interesting to note that Peter certainly did not fit into the current conception of a pope, since he had a mother-in-law, meaning he was married. Read Mark 1:30, which speaks of “Simon’s wife’s mother”. The topic of celibate priesthood is outside the scope of the current discussion, but it is another aberration from the plain teaching of Scripture (1 Timothy 3:2-4; 1 Timothy 4:2).
 

My Comments 
       No, a celibate priesthood is not "another aberration from the plain teaching of Scripture."  Has he never read Matt 19 where Jesus says that there are some who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven?  
Or, has he not read where Paul stated that those who wish to serve the Lord without distraction would be better off not to marry (1 Cor 7:32-33)? Jesus is the high priest, is He not?  Was He not celibate?  Once again we see the private, fallible interpretations of Scripture, of a sinful man, that are being put forth as if they are dogma.  All of this is nothing more than Fackerell's fallible opinion.

 

Michael Fackerell
       Incidentally, the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven were not given exclusively to Peter. The same authority of binding and loosing were given to all Jesus’ disciples in Matthew 18:18. All Jesus’ disciples have the authority to use his Name, and the truth is, Jesus never gave anyone the authority to abrogate (nullify) His own plain words and teachings.
 

My Comments 
       Actually, nowhere does the New Testament say that anyone other than Peter was given the full power of the keys.  As an Individual, Peter and Peter alone was given the keys.  Yes, the other Apostles, in union with Peter, were also given the power to bind and loose, but nowhere does it say that individually any of the others were given the keys to the Kingdom of Heaven, and nowhere does it say that the power to bind and loose is the sole power and authority represented by the keys, as Fackerell has interpreted Matt 18:18 to mean.  He has made some pretty big non-scriptural assumptions here.   

       And he obviously is completely unaware of how Jesus is using the same language in Matt 16, that was used in Isaiah 22:20-24, which was talking about a single minister who was over the king's entire household.  What is the King's household in the New Testament?  The Church.  In one of the paragraphs above, I find it ironic that Fackerell states that "Only Jesus Himself can carry that weight..." in relation to Peter as the rock upon which the Church was built; but here in Isaiah 22:24, it states: "And they will hang on him the whole weight of his father's house..."  Thing is, this verse is talking about the king's steward - the prime minister, essentially - who is over the king's household.  It's not talking about the king himself.  Once again, Fackerell's interpretation seems to be lacking.  He does not seem to be interpreting Scripture with Scripture.

       Do you think maybe...just maybe...his interpretations were influenced, or prejudiced, by the beliefs he had already formed before he read this particular passage of the Bible?  Maybe he is fitting the Bible to his beliefs, rather than fitting his beliefs to the Bible?
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Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found? Continued…
Did the Gates of Hell Prevail Against the Church Christ Built?
       The reasoning of the Roman Catholic church is circular on this point, because they assume and do not prove from Scripture that Jesus was describing their system as “His church”. Their point would be powerful if they could prove that at some point in history there were no disciples of Christ who did not acknowledge the bishop of Rome as their supreme pontiff. However, history just doesn’t support this view. The supremacy of the roman bishop indeed rose because of the political power of Rome as the capital of the empire, but there were always groups of Christian disciples who did not hold to the doctrine of the papacy. The doctrine of the papacy wasn’t really spelled out until the time of Gregory the Great in any case, in the 6th century.
       The Eastern Orthodox church, for all its weaknesses, doubtless did include many true believers in Christ, and the schism which was formalized in the 11th century between Rome and the Orthodox church based principally at Constantinople reflected a major difference in opinion concerning the authority of roman bishops that had been going on already for centuries. At that time the pope and the Patriarch at Constantinople basically excommunicated each other because of their differences – a natural outcome of their common rejection of the Word of God as their highest and supreme authority. For their man-made traditions had evolved in different directions and because of this neither could accept the other as truly being of God.
       Apart from this, I’m sure there were many Christian churches, such as the Celtic churches in the British Isles and many nameless faceless Christian groups with no political power who enjoyed the life of Christ without seeing the pope as their spiritual Father. (Incidentally Jesus himself taught against the use of the word “father” as a spiritual title for men (Matthew 23:9). I have never heard any reasonable Roman Catholic explanation on why this verse has been apparently abrogated in the favor of popes and priests!). In the middle ages various groups such as the Waldeneses, the followers of John Huss, Wycliffe and others were faithful believers in Christ and suffered cruel persecution for their stand against the roman catholic tyrants of the day.
       Furthermore there were obviously people in the Roman Catholic system itself who, for all their loyalty to the pope, had a revelation of the true Christ and were truly the Lord’s children. A shining example of Christian discipleship was St. Francis of Assisi. Whichever way we look at it, the church was not utterly defeated by Satan at any time although obviously there were some pretty dark moments.
       God has always had a faithful remnant, and today they number in the hundreds of millions – a fact for which we may praise God. Truly the gates of hell have not overcome the true church of Christ. 

Believers in Christ are more than ever on the increase today and with the increase of knowledge that is upon us today there is no way that we will ever return to the Dark Ages where men just simply did not have access to the Bible in their own language to check out things for themselves.
       I hope it is noticed that I am not arguing that all believers who identified with Rome were not real Christians. I am sure that many Roman Catholics today are true born again Christians. But this is true in spite of, not because of, the teaching of the Roman Catholic church.
       If Matthew 16:16-19 does not mean what the Roman Catholic church says it means, then what does it mean? We can get plenty of valuable truth out of Matthew 16:16-19. Firstly, God the Father Himself revealed to Peter the true identity of Jesus as being the promised Messiah, or Christ – the one whom God sent to save the people from their sins. Secondly, this had nothing to do with the fact that Peter saw Jesus physically as a man. This makes this kind of revelation available to us also. It is timeless. Thirdly, Peter confessed with his mouth the revelation which he received from God the Father. Fourthly, Jesus pronounced a blessing on Peter on account of this revelation of who Jesus was.
       We too will be blessed if we received from God a true revelation of who Christ is and then confess Him before others.  The surest way to open yourself up for such a revelation is to read the Bible for yourself with an open heart and mind. The Bible says, “If you confess with your mouth the Lord Jesus and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.” (Romans 10:9). If you have not done this I urge you to believe the teaching of this Scripture here and begin to openly confess Jesus Christ as your Lord and Master in all you say and do.
 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Michael Fackerell’s Article
Which Church did Jesus Christ found? Continued…
Did the Gates of Hell Prevail Against the Church Christ Built?
       The reasoning of the Roman Catholic church is circular on this point, because they assume and do not prove from Scripture that Jesus was describing their system as “His church”. Their point would be powerful if they could prove that at some point in history there were no disciples of Christ who did not acknowledge the bishop of Rome as their supreme pontiff. However, history just doesn’t support this view. The supremacy of the roman bishop indeed rose because of the political power of Rome as the capital of the empire, but there were always groups of Christian disciples who did not hold to the doctrine of the papacy. The doctrine of the papacy wasn’t really spelled out
until the time of Gregory the Great in any case, in the 6th century.
 

My Comments
       There is no circular reasoning here on the part of Catholics.  The fact that we do not "prove from Scripture" (at least, not in Mr. Fackerell's fallible opinion) that Jesus was describing our system as "His church" in Matthew 16:16-19 is irrelevant to the point we make about the gates of Hell not prevailing against the Church.  Here's the argument.  The Catholic Church claims, and offers ample evidence to back up the claim, that it can historically trace it's line of authority back to the Apostles and, specifically, back to the Apostle Peter, the holder of the keys - as given to him by Jesus in Matthew 16.  Since we can give historical evidence to show that it is indeed our church that was founded by Jesus Himself, and that it has existed since the time of the Apostles, and that the authority of the keys has been passed down from one Bishop of Rome to the next, then if you claim that the Catholic Church went off the rails at some point in time, you are claiming that the Church Jesus founded went off the rails, which means, when Jesus said the gates of Hell will not prevail against His church, He must have been wrong.  We do not just "assume" that the Catholic Church is the original church founded by Jesus, we give strong evidence - historical and scriptural - to support that claim.  So, again, there is no circular reasoning here.  

       On Mr. Fackerell's part, however, there is indeed circular reasoning.  He simply assumes that the Catholic Church is not the original church founded by Christ, and so then the Catholic argument regarding Matthew 16:18 does not apply.  Poof!  His problem is solved.  Did he "prove" from the Bible that the Catholic Church is not the church founded by Jesus?  No.  Did he even attempt to do so?  No.  Which means he has one standard for the Catholic Church to live up to, but that standard does not apply to him.  That is called hypocrisy.  Does he "prove" from history that the Catholic Church is not the church founded by Jesus?  No.  Did he even attempt to do so?  Well, sort of.  But it's a pretty pathetic attempt, as you'll see below.  

       And, regarding Scripture, let's look at just some of the arguments that the Catholic Church can make to back up its claim to be the one true Church founded by Christ.  In the Scriptures, we see that the Church founded by Jesus had an ordained priesthood that was set apart from the rest of God's people for a special role in matters of worship.  We see this from Jude 11 and Numbers 16:1-40, as I discussed at length in Issue #278 of this newsletter - http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/admin/newsletters/350-apologetics-for-the-masses-278 (Korah's Rebellion and Protestantism).  The Catholic Church has such a priesthood, Mr. Fackerell's church does not.  

       We see that the Church of the Bible had a rite of anointing the sick with oil (James 5:14), that was done by not just anyone, but by the elders of the Church - the bishops and the priests.  The Catholic Church has such a rite, done by the elders, Mr. Fackerell's church does not.  We see that the Church of the Bible laid hands on people to ordain them and to set them apart (Acts 6:6; 1 Tim 4:14; 5:22; 2 Tim 1:6).  I don't know if Mr. Fackerell's church has such a thing, but the Catholic Church does.  

       We see that the Church of the Bible calls councils to decide doctrinal disputes (Acts 15:1-29).  The Catholic Church has done that for centuries.  Mr. Fackerell's church has not.  We see that the Church of the Bible has one man that Jesus appointed to be the shepherd over all of His flock (John 21:15-17).  The Catholic Church has that man, Mr. Fackerell's church does not.  We see that the Church of the Bible has men in it who were given the power to forgive the sins of others on earth, or to retain the sins of others (Matt 9:6-8; John 20:21-23).  The Catholic Church has such men, Mr. Fackerell's church does not.

       The Church of the Bible was given the authority to bind and loose things on earth that are simultaneously bound and loosed in Heaven and to authoritatively decide matters of dispute between Christians (Matt 16:18; Matt 18:15-18).  The Catholic Church has exercised such authority for 2000 years.  Mr. Fackerell's church has no such authority.  The Church of the Bible had men who could speak infallibly on Jesus' behalf (Luke 10:16).  The Catholic Church has such men, Mr. Fackerell's church does not.  

       So I ask: Where is the scriptural "proof" that the Catholic Church is not the Church of the Bible?  I have given scriptural descriptions of the Church of the Bible and I have shown that the Catholic Church fits those descriptions.  Is that "proof"?  No.  But it is strong evidence.  What will Mr. Fackerell offer as rebuttal?  Were he to respond to this, he would give us his "opinion," based on his fallible interpretation of this or that Scripture passage, that the Catholic Church is wrong on this or that teaching.  He cannot, however, provide sound biblical descriptions of the Church of the Bible that do not apply to the Catholic Church.  He can't.  

       Now, let's look at his argument that: "Their point would be powerful if they could prove that at some point in history there were no disciples of Christ who did not acknowledge the bishop of Rome as their supreme pontiff."

        This is a ridiculous argument.  We see, in the Bible, that from the very beginning of the Church there were heresies and heretics, schisms and schismatics.  Would Mr. Fackerell make the same point about Jesus?  Would he have ever argued this: "Their point about Jesus being both man and God would be powerful if they could prove that at some point in history there were no disciples of Christ who did not acknowledge Him as both man and God" - ever hear of the Arian heresy?  Besides, where in the Bible does it say that in order to prove you are the true Church founded by Jesus Christ that every one who claims to be Christian has to acknowledge the head of your Church?  If that is a requirement for a church to "prove" it is THE church founded by Jesus Christ, then that means the true church founded by Jesus Christ no longer exists on this earth - if it ever did.  Because there is no church, denomination, non-denomination, faith tradition, etc. whose head - whose pastor - can pass that test.  Which means, Jesus was indeed wrong in Matt 16 when He said the gates of Hell would not prevail against His church.  Because His church - according to the test devised by Mr. Fackerell - does not exist. 

       Finally, let's take a look at his argument about the doctrine of the papacy not being "spelled out" until the 6th century.  First of all, let's consider that doctrines were taught orally - without being "spelled out" in writing - quite often for centuries.  It was often the case that a doctrine wasn't "spelled out" until it was challenged.  The doctrines concerning the Trinity, for example, weren't "spelled out" until the Council of Nicea in 325 A.D.  300 hundred years after Jesus died.  Does that mean they are invalid doctrines...that they aren't really authentic Christian doctrines?  Well, according to Mr. Fackerell, that is indeed what it means.  

      However, the fact of the matter is, the doctrine of the papacy was "spelled out" many times by many Church Fathers, beginning with Clement of Rome in the first century and continuing with many others - Ignatius of Antioch, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Cyprian of Carthage, Eusebius, Augustine, and many more too numerous to mention here.  All before the time of St. Gregory the Great.  I could give numerous quotes to support my claim, but I will offer two that should suffice to prove Mr. Fackerell as being utterly wrong on this count:

       "...by pointing out here the successions of the bishops of the greatest and most ancient Church known to all, founded and organized at Rome by the two most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul, that Church which has the traditions and the faith which comes down to us after having been announced to men by the Apostles.  For with this Church, because of its superior origin, all Churches must agree, that is, all the faithful in the whole world; and it is in her that the faithful everywhere have maintained the Apostolic tradition."  St. Irenaeus, "Against Heresies," late 2nd century.

       "With a false bishop appointed for themselves by heretics, they dare even to set sail and carry letters from schismatics and blasphemers to the chair of Peter and to the principal Church, in which sacerdotal unity has its source; nor did they take thought that these are Romans, whose faith was praised by the preaching Apostle, and among whom it is not possible for perfidy to have entrance."  St. Cyprian of Carthage, "Letter of Cyprian to Cornelius of Rome," 252 A.D.  

       Apostolic succession of Peter; Rome as the primary bishopric in Christendom; the "chair of Peter;" unity of all the faithful through Rome; infallibility - do you think Mr. Fackerell has ever bothered to research this issue?  I doubt it.  Both of those quotes obliterate the contention of Mr. Fackerell that the doctrine of the papacy did not come about until the 6th century.  Either he is ignorant of all of the evidence to the contrary, or he simply chooses to ignore it.  

 

Michael Fackerell
       The Eastern Orthodox church, for all its weaknesses, doubtless did include many true believers in Christ, and the schism which was formalized in the 11th century between Rome and the Orthodox church based principally at Constantinople reflected a major difference in opinion concerning the authority of roman bishops that had been going on already for centuries. At that time the pope and the Patriarch at Constantinople basically excommunicated each other because of their differences – a natural outcome of their common rejection of the Word of God as their highest and supreme authority. For their man-made traditions had evolved in different directions and because of this neither could accept the other as truly being of God.
 

My Comments
       Where is the evidence for Mr. Fackerell's contention that the Pope and the Patriarch of Constantinople both rejected the Word of God as their "highest and supreme authority"?  And, how could there be "many true believers in Christ" in the Eastern Orthodox church if those believers accepted the doctrines and dogmas of the Eastern Orthodox church, which would have included - according to Fackerell - rejecting the Word of God as their "highest and supreme authority"?  There are so many contradictions inherent in what Fackerell says all throughout this article, but his reasoning is so shallow on all of these points, that the contradictions never occur to him.  

       Furthermore, never has the Catholic Church "rejected the Word of God" as its "highest and supreme authority."  If Mr. Fackerell could offer any kind of evidence of this, I would like to see it.  He's very free with his accusations, very stingy with his evidence.  Here is the official teaching of the Catholic Church on the authority of Scripture vis-a-vis the authority of the Pope and the Bishops (the Magisterium): "Yet this Magisterium is not superior to the Word of God, but is its servant.  It teaches only what has been handed on to it.  At the divine command and with the help of the Holy Spirit, it listens to this devotedly, guards it with dedication, and expounds it faithfully.  All that it proposes for belief as being divinely revealed is drawn from the single deposit of faith [the Word of God]."  Catechism of the Catholic Church, #86.

       The Catholic Church regards the Word of God as THE highest authority in all matters.  Mr. Fackerell is making a false accusation here.  Besides, Mr. Fackerell doesn't actually regard the Word of God as the highest authority, he regards his fallible, man-made, non-authoritative, non-binding, personal interpretation of Scripture as the highest authority.  I can agree with the Word of God, but if I disagree with Mr. Fackerell's interpretation of it, then he condemns me to Hell.  He has done exactly what he accuses the Catholic Church of doing - he has elevated his own private fallible interpretation of the Word of God, above the Word of God.

 

Michael Fackerell
       Apart from this, I’m sure there were many Christian churches, such as the Celtic churches in the British Isles and many nameless faceless Christian groups with no political power who enjoyed the life of Christ without seeing the pope as their spiritual Father. (Incidentally Jesus himself taught against the use of the word “father” as a spiritual title for men (Matthew 23:9). I have never heard any reasonable Roman Catholic explanation on why this verse has been apparently abrogated in the favor of popes and priests!). In the middle ages various groups such as the Waldeneses, the followers of John Huss, Wycliffe and others were faithful believers in Christ and suffered cruel persecution for their stand against the roman catholic tyrants of the day.
 

My Comments
       Did you catch the problem with his comments here?  He is sure there were many Christian churches, "such as the Celtic churches...who enjoyed the life of Christ without seeing the pope as their spiritual Father."  Would that be the Celtic churches that came into existence because of St. Patrick, who converted Ireland, and many in England, to the Catholic faith and who was sent there to do so by the Pope?  Those Celtic churches?  Must be, because there weren't any other Celtic churches at the time.  

       And please notice the whole of his evidence of the existence of these non-papal Celtic Christian churches consists of: "I'm sure..."  He is sure of this.  Isn't that nice.  What makes him so sure?  Well, we have no idea.  But, he's sure.  Always, always be on the lookout for statements like this.  No evidence whatsoever to back up the claims being made.  Just opinions.  "I'm sure..."  "It's my belief..."  "It seems..."  Anything that follows those statements, and other similar types of statements, that reflect negatively on the Catholic Church is nothing more than biased personal conjecture that usually contains no basis in history, common sense, or logic - not to mention Scripture.  

       Now, regarding his comments about "call no man father."  Notice first what he does: He claims that Matt 23:9 is about the use of the word "father" as a "spiritual" title for men.  But, when you read Matthew 23:9, does it say, "Call no man your spiritual father on earth...?"  No, it says, "Call no man your father on earth."  Makes no distinction between spiritual father and biological father.  So, Mr. Fackerell has "interpreted" what it means for us.  That's why I claim he puts his fallible interpretation of the Word of God as a greater authority than the Word of God itself.  That's the first problem with what he says.  The second problem is, if Mr. Fackerell has interpreted Scripture correctly, then why did Stephen, the first Christian martyr - right before he was martyred - use the word "fathers" as a spiritual title for men (Acts 7:1-2)?  Why did Paul use the word "fathers" as a spiritual title for men (Acts 22:1)?  Why does Paul use the word "father" as a spiritual title for Abraham in reference to the Gentiles (Rom 4:11)?  Did Paul and Stephen not know they shouldn't do that?  Or, possibly...just possibly...is Mr. Fackerell's interpretation wrong?  We're left with the choice - either Paul and Stephen were wrong to say what they said, or Michael Fackerell is wrong in his interpretation of Matt 23:9.  Which would you go with?

       One other thing, make note of the fact that all of the "faithful believers in Christ" that he cites - Waldenses, Huss, Wycliffe - what do they have in common?  Well, they all have in common that they broke off from the Catholic Church.  The Catholic Church, in other words, was in existence before all of these others - yet, Mr. Fackerell claims it is not the original Church founded by Christ.  

     

Michael Fackerell
       Furthermore there were obviously people in the Roman Catholic system itself who, for all their loyalty to the pope, had a revelation of the true Christ and were truly the Lord’s children. 
A shining example of Christian discipleship was St. Francis of Assisi. Whichever way we look at it, the church was not utterly defeated by Satan at any time although obviously there were some pretty dark moments.
 

My Comments
       Isn't that nice of him to say that there were "obviously" some Catholics who were really Christian, in spite of their loyalty to the Pope - such as St. Francis of Assisi.  Again, though, how can one be a true Christian and be loyal to the Pope if the Pope has placed himself above the Word of God, as Fackerell claims?  This is, once again, a contradiction.  St. Francis believed, and taught, all that the Catholic Church believed and taught.  If the Catholic Church is a false church, then St. Francis could not have been a true Christian.  And, if St. Francis could believe all that the Catholic Church believes, including obedience to the Pope, yet still be a true Christian, then any other Catholic who believes all that the Catholic Church teaches could also be a true Christian.  Which makes Fackerell's rant against the teachings of the Church completely meaningless.

       One more point here, he appears to be acknowledging the "Roman Catholic system" as the "Church."  

 

Michael Fackerell
       God has always had a faithful remnant, and today they number in the hundreds of millions – a fact for which we may praise God. Truly the gates of hell have not overcome the true church of Christ. Believers in Christ are more than ever on the increase today and with the increase of knowledge that is upon us today there is no way that we will ever return to the Dark Ages where men just simply did not have access to the Bible in their own language to check out things for themselves.
 

My Comments
       He is correct that the gates of Hell have not overcome the true church of Christ.  That is because, though, the Catholic Church is still here.  He apparently does not understand the argument being made.  If there were no longer a Catholic Church, then the gates of Hell would have prevailed against the church Jesus founded.  By the way, how does he know that God has "always had a faithful remnant"?  The only examples of the faithful remnant that he has given were either Catholic or former Catholic.  And, how does he know that the "faithful remnant" numbers in the "hundreds of millions" today?  Where does he get his numbers from?  What criteria does he use to judge someone as being a member of the "faithful remnant" or not?  And who exactly is deciding the criteria for faithful vs. unfaithful?  Mr. Fackerell? 

       He states that the "dark ages" were those times when men did not have the Bible in their "own language" so they could "check things out for themselves."  Turns out he is speaking, once again, of things about which he knows not.  The Bible was indeed available early on in the native tongue of most countries where the message of Christ was taught.  This is attested to by none other than the Preface to the King James Bible - "...most nations under heaven did, shortly after their conversion, hear CHRIST speaking unto them in their mother tongue, not by the voice of their Minister only, but also by the written word translated..."   (You can read the entire Preface here: https://www.jesus-is-lord.com/pref1611.htm.)   So, he is on the wrong side of historical fact once again.

       And, let me ask, do you realize how Fackerell once again contradicts his own arguments with what he says in this paragraph?  Think about it for a moment before reading further.  What were the "dark ages" according to Fackerell?  That time when men did not have the Bible in their own language.  Well, who was it, according to Mr. Fackerell's implication that kept men from having the Bible in their own language?  The Catholic Church.  So, on the one hand, it was the Catholic Church, during the Dark Ages - early Christianity up until the times of Wycliffe and Tyndale and Luther - that had kept the Bible out of the hands of "true Christians," but on the other hand, the Catholic Church, along with its papacy, was not the original church founded by Jesus and apparently did not come into existence as we know it today until the 6th century.  How could a church that didn't exist for the first 500 years of Christianity have kept the Bible out of the hands of men all over the world?  Can't have it both ways, Mr. Fackerell.

 

Michael Fackerell
       I hope it is noticed that I am not arguing that all believers who identified with Rome were not real Christians. I am sure than many Roman Catholics today are true born again Christians. But this is true in spite of, not because of the teaching of the Roman Catholic church.
 

My Comments
       Again, quite the magnanimous fellow, isn't he?  He is allowing that there could indeed be Roman Catholics who are true Christians, in spite of the teachings of the Catholic Church.  That is so nice!  But, again, how is that possible?  If the teachings of the Church are false, then how can anyone who believes them be a true Christian?  Or, is he talking about people who call themselves "Catholic," yet reject the teachings of the Catholic Church?  That would mean that the "true Christians" in the Catholic Church are the frauds and impostors who "say" they are Catholic, yet reject Catholic teaching.  Essentially, the liars and hypocrites in the Catholic Church are the only ones who could be the "true Christians."  Hmmm....   Furthermore, who is he to judge Catholics as being true or false Christians?  What authority has been given to him to make such judgments?

 

Michael Fackerell
       If Matthew 16:16-19 does not mean what the Roman Catholic church says it means, then what does it mean? We can get plenty of valuable truth out of Matthew 16:16-19. Firstly, God the Father Himself revealed to Peter the true identity of Jesus as being the promised Messiah, or Christ – the one whom God sent to save the people from their sins. Secondly, this had nothing to do with the fact that Peter saw Jesus physically as a man. This makes this kind of revelation available to us also. It is timeless. Thirdly, Peter confessed with his mouth the revelation which he received from God the Father. Fourthly, Jesus pronounced a blessing on Peter on account of this revelation of who Jesus was.
 

My Comments
       Really?!  That's the extent of his penetrating analysis on Matthew 16:16-19?  No comparison of Jesus' words in Matthew to what was said in Isaiah 22:15-25?  No mention of Jesus changing Peter's name - which is rarely done in Scripture - from Simon to Peter, which means "rock"?  No mention of the fact that Jesus spoke Aramaic and in Aramaic Jesus would have said, "Thou art Kepha [rock] and upon this kepha [rock] I will build my church?"  This thing that happened with Peter is simply like any other revelation any one of us might get from God?  Really?!  

 

Michael Fackerell
       We too will be blessed if we received from God a true revelation of who Christ is and then confess Him before others.  The surest way to open yourself up for such a revelation is to read the Bible for yourself with an open heart and mind. The Bible says, “If you confess with your mouth the Lord Jesus and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.” (Romans 10:9). If you have not done this I urge you to believe the teaching of this Scripture here and begin to openly confess Jesus Christ as your Lord and Master in all you say and do.
 

My Comments
       Mr. Fackerell goes by the Bible alone.  And he purports to tell everyone they should do the same.  So, where in the Bible does it say that "the surest way to open yourself up for such a revelation" is to read the Bible for yourself with an open heart and mind?  Don't get me wrong, I'm not saying you shouldn't read the Bible with an open heart and mind (which Mr. Fackerell apparently does not do).  All I'm saying is that Fackerell puts a lot of things out there that cannot be found directly in the Bible and he states them in a seemingly "infallible" manner.  He wants to think what he says is straight from the Bible, when actually it is straight from Mr. Fackerell, with only Mr. Fackerell's authority behind it.  

       Here, and elsewhere above when he talks about the "Dark Ages" being the time when men did not have the Bible in their own language so that they could "check things out for themselves," he is implying that each and every person who can read the Bible is an authority on the Bible unto themselves.  They need not answer to any authority outside of themselves for their interpretation of the Bible - as Mr. Fackerell certainly does not.  They need no guide.  Yet, in Scripture, we see that having a guide in order to properly understand Scripture, is scriptural.  Acts 8:30-31, "So Philip...asked, 'Do you understand what you are reading?'  And [the Ethiopian eunuch] said, 'How can I, unless someone guides me?'"  

       Finally, I always find it fascinating that folks like Fackerell talk a good game about everyone being able to read and interpret Scripture for themselves, but if you read Scripture and interpret it on your own, and come to a conclusion about what this or that passage says that differs from Fackerell's interpretation...well, then you are going to Hell.  It's not so much Sola Scriptura as it is Sola Fackerell.  
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