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Sola Scriptura vs. Tradition
"Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend the truth is to suppress it" - Pope St. Felix III

Note: In this report I may occasionally use bold print, Italics, or word underlining for emphasis. This will be my personal emphasis and not that of the source that I am quoting. Any footnote preceded by a number in (parenthesis) is my personal library numbering system. 
Q:

 A young lady (friend of my wife and I) was born and raised a Catholic, receiving all of the sacraments. Her name is Sandi. Around age 12 her family converted to the Lutheran Church taking her with them. So this friend has now been a lifelong Protestant rooted in scripture (sola Scriptura). She is on my Q&A e-mail list and we recently wrote to each other concerning her many, many questions and comments regarding the Catholic faith. I offered to respond to each question and comment and Sandi agreed. Since all of these together would create a massive report, I decided to break everything down to smaller more manageable categories. This report will be the first installment. Sandi believes that everything should only be based in scripture. Thus the title of this report!
A:

"Where does it say that in the bible? Have you ever had a Bible Christian challenge you to prove a Catholic teaching from the bible? All Catholic doctrines can be found in the bible, explicitly or at least implicitly. But how do you respond to your Protestant friend if you are not sure where to find a teaching in the bible? 
Here is a simple response. Tell him: ‘Show me in the bible where it says it must be in the bible for it to be true. Please give me book, chapter and verse.’ Where there are many verses that say scripture is inspired or scripture is God’s Word, nothing in the bible says the bible is the only authority for Christians. In fact, the bible teaches that it (the bible) is NOT the only authority. St. Paul in 2 Thessalonians 2:15 teaches that God’s Word comes to us through both the written and unwritten traditions. These traditions have been preserved in the Holy Catholic Church, the Church who gave us the bible!"

"Oral tradition is the precursor to the actual writing of the Sacred Scripture since it was first told by word of mouth and handed down (traditio in Latin) from one generation to the next."
 

"Do you ever hear a Protestant Christian claim that all saving truths are found in the bible alone? How do we as Catholics respond to this claim that nothing outside of scripture is necessary for our salvation? A simple way is to point out to our Protestant friends the Canon of Scripture. The Canon of Scripture is the collection of inspired books in the bible. Now, knowing the Canon is necessary for our salvation because if we had the wrong Canon, we would be in error and our salvation would be jeopardized. However, the books in the bible do not tell us what the Canon is. There is no inspired table of contents. In other words, the Canon of Scripture is a truth that is necessary for our salvation, but that comes to us from outside the bible (which incidentally was determined by the Catholic Church at the end of the fourth century). This simple truth should move any honest Protestant to re-examine his premise that the bible is the sole source of saving truth."
                                            "A.D. 394 is when St. Jerome translated and compiled the first complete bible in Latin with 72 books total."
 
How did the people learn about Jesus during these almost 400 years? Could it have been through oral tradition?

"I praise you because you remember me in everything and hold fast to the traditions, just as I handed them on to you."
                                                                                                                          "Take as your norm the sound words that you heard from me, in the faith and love that are in Christ Jesus. Guard this rich trust with the help of the Holy Spirit that dwells within us."
       
"Therefore, brothers, stand firm and hold fast to the traditions that you were taught, either by an oral statement or by a letter of ours."
                                                                                                          "So you, my child, be strong in the grace that is in Christ Jesus. And what you heard from me through many witnesses entrust to faithful people who will have the ability to teach others as well."
  "Know this first of all, that there is no prophecy of scripture that is a matter of personal interpretation, for no prophecy ever came through human will; but rather human beings moved by the Holy Spirit spoke under the influence of God."
 
"Although I have much to write to you, I do not intend to use paper and ink. Instead, I hope to visit you and to speak face to face so that our joy may be complete."

"Now this supernatural revelation, according to the belief of the universal Church, as declared by the sacred Council of Trent, is contained in written books and unwritten traditions, which were received by the apostles from the lips of Christ himself, or came to the apostles by the dictation of the Holy Spirit, and were passed on as it were from hand-to-hand until they reached us (from the Council of Trent, session 4, first decree)."

"In attempting to prove that the Bible is our only authority, Protestants invariably quote 2 Timothy 3:16 where Paul says that 'all Scripture is inspired by God and is profitable for teaching'. Catholics agree that Scripture is inspired and profitable. But Paul does not say that Scripture is exclusive for teaching. The word 'profitable' in Greek – ophelimos, underscores that Scripture is not our exclusive authority. Paul uses the same word in Titus 3:8 when he says 'good deeds are profitable to men'. Certainly, Protestants don’t argue that good deeds are the exclusive means of attaining salvation. There are at least three words in the Greek language that means exclusive, and Paul did not use any of them to describe the role of Scripture in the Christian’s life. This, coupled with the fact that Paul commands us to obey oral tradition as well as Scripture, demonstrates that Scripture is not our only authority. No, our only authority is the Word of God, which comes to us through both Scripture and Tradition, as taught by the Magisterium of the Catholic Church."
    

"Whoever listens to you listens to me."
 
These were the words of Our Lord Himself. Note that He did not choose to say something like you must read the Scriptures to hear Me. This thought is presented again: "So we are sending Judas and Silas (successors to the apostles) who will also convey this same message by word of mouth, etc."
 
"And what you heard from me through many witnesses entrust to faithful people who will have the ability to teach others as well."
 
St. Paul said here that faithful people heard, (not read) the Word and will pass it on orally (tradition) to more people.
"In Acts 15 we read about the Church’s first council at Jerusalem. At this council the Church had to resolve its first doctrinal question regarding whether or not Christians had to be circumcised. Now Protestants contend that the early Church believed in sola Scriptura, that is, that Scripture was the only authority for the Church. If this were true, then the Church at the council of Jerusalem would have imposed the circumcision requirement upon Christians. After all, the Scriptures taught them that circumcision was the sign of God’s everlasting covenant with Abraham, which was also renewed in the Law of Moses. So all the Patriarchs and prophets were circumcised, the apostles were circumcises, and even Jesus Himself was circumcised. Based on Scriptures alone, the circumcision requirement should have been imposed. We all know that it was not and that is because the early Church did not use the Scriptures alone. From the very beginning, the Church, led by Peter and his successors and guided by the Holy Spirit, was the final authority on matters of faith. Scripture affirms this fact."

"Most Protestants believe that the Word of God is contained in Scripture alone, which is called sola Scriptura. This view holds that the bible is the only infallible authority on matters of the Christian faith. In order to be true to their theory that the bible is our only authority, Protestants must argue that the bible itself teaches sola Scriptura. If the bible does not teach sola Scriptura, then sola Scriptura comes from a teaching authority outside the bible, which destroys the whole theory. In light of these parameters, 1 Thessalonians 2:13 strikes sola Scriptura with a fatal blow. It teaches that oral revelation (the Word of God proclaimed by Paul and others) is also an infallible authority. Thus, the bible teaches that there are two sources of infallible authority (the oral and written Word) and sola Scriptura that there is only one (the written Word). This means the bible does not teach sola Scriptura."
 

I end this report with a couple of scriptures, which I believe make a good summation.                               "Go, therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you."
                                                    "There are also many other things that Jesus did, but if these were to be described individually, I do not think the whole world would contain the books that would be written."

With that final Scriptural thought in mind, would John have made such a provoking statement if 'the other things Jesus did' were not important for us to learn about? Remember that Holy Scriptures do not use unimportant or nonsensical words! Each and every word of Scripture comes from God!

I used this missive on Tradition to begin a series of reports for you. Since, in most cases Protestants will not accept traditional teaching with any value attached to it, I wanted to state my case hoping that you will accept what comes later from 'Tradition'.
This report prepared on January 7, 2011 by Ronald Smith, 11701 Maplewood Road, Chardon, Ohio 44024-8482, E-mail: <hfministry@roadrunner.com>. Readers may copy and distribute this report as desired to anyone as long as the content is not altered and it is copied in its entirety. In this little ministry I do free Catholic and occult related research and answer your questions. Questions are answered in this format with detailed footnotes on all quotes. If you have a question(s), please submit it to this landmail or e-mail address. Answers are usually forthcoming within one week. PLEASE NOTIFY ME OF ANY ERRORS THAT YOU MAY OBSERVE! 
† Let us recover by penance what we have lost by sin †

THE GREAT HERESIES

http://www.catholic.com/library/Great_Heresies.asp 
By Catholic Answers EXTRACT
PROTESTANTISM (16th Century)
Protestant groups display a wide variety of different doctrines. However, virtually all claim to believe in the teachings of sola scriptura ("by Scripture alone"—the idea that we must use only the Bible when forming our theology) and sola fide ("by faith alone"— the idea that we are justified by faith only). 
The great diversity of Protestant doctrines stems from the doctrine of private judgment, which denies the infallible authority of the Church and claims that each individual is to interpret Scripture for himself. This idea is rejected in 2 Peter 1:20, where we are told the first rule of Bible interpretation: "First of all you must understand this, that no prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation." A significant feature of this heresy is the attempt to pit the Church "against" the Bible, denying that the magisterium has any infallible authority to teach and interpret Scripture. 
The doctrine of private judgment has resulted in an enormous number of different denominations. According to The Christian Sourcebook, there are approximately 20-30,000 denominations, with 270 new ones being formed each year. Virtually all of these are Protestant.

NIHIL OBSTAT: I have concluded that the materials presented in this work are free of doctrinal or moral errors. Bernadeane Carr, STL, Censor Librorum, August 10, 2004 
IMPRIMATUR: In accord with 1983 CIC 827 permission to publish this work is hereby granted. 
+Robert H. Brom, Bishop of San Diego, August 10, 2004

One Hundred Fifty Reasons I’m Catholic 

And You Should Be Too! 
http://www.ourcatholicfaith.org/reasons.html 
2005 revised edition at http://socrates58.blogspot.com/2005/09/150-reasons-why-i-am-catholic-revised.html 
By Dave Armstrong EXTRACT                                                                                                                       100. One of Protestantism's foundational principles is sola Scriptura, which is neither a biblical (see below), historical (nonexistent until the 16th century), nor logical (it's self-defeating) idea: 
 

101. The Bible doesn't contain the whole of Jesus' teaching, or Christianity, as many Protestants believe (Mark 4:33; 6:34; Luke 24:15-16, 25-27; John 16:12; 20:30; 21:25; Acts 1:2-3).  
102. Sola scriptura is an abuse of the Bible, since it is a use of the Bible contrary to its explicit and implicit testimony about itself and Tradition. An objective reading of the Bible leads one to Tradition and the Catholic Church, rather than the opposite. The Bible is, in fact, undeniably a Christian Tradition itself!  
103. The NT was neither written nor received as the Bible at first, but only gradually so (i.e., early Christianity couldn't have believed in sola Scriptura like current Protestants, unless it referred to the OT alone).  
104. Tradition is not a bad word in the Bible. Gk. paradosis refers to something handed on from one to another (good or bad). Good (Christian) Tradition is spoken of in 1 Corinthians 11:2; 2 Thessalonians 2:15, 3:6, and Colossians 2:8. In the latter it is contrasted with traditions of men.  
105. Christian Tradition, according to the Bible, can be oralas well as written (2 Thessalonians 2:15; 2 Timothy 1:13-14; 2:2). St. Paul makes no qualitative distinction between the two forms.  
106. The phrases "word of God" or "word of the Lord" in Acts and the epistles almost always refer to oral preaching, not to the Bible itself. Much of the Bible was originally oral (e.g., Jesus' entire teaching- He wrote nothing -St. Peter's sermon at Pentecost, etc.).  
107. Contrary to many Protestant claims, Jesus didn't condemn all tradition any more than St. Paul did. e.g., Matthew 15:3, 6; Mark 7:8-9, 13, where He condemns corrupt Pharisaical tradition only. He says "your tradition." 
108. Gk. paradidomi, or "delivering" Christian, apostolic Tradition occurs in Luke 1:1-2; Romans 6:17; 1 Corinthians 11:23; 15:3; 2 Peter 2:21; Jude 3. Paralambano, or "receiving" Christian Tradition occurs in 1 Corinthians 15:1-2; Galatians 1:9, 12; 1 Thessalonians 2:13. 
109. The concepts of "Tradition," "gospel," "word of God," "doctrine," and "the Faith" are essentially synonymous, and all are predominantly oral. E.g., in the Thessalonian epistles alone St. Paul uses 3 of these interchangeably (2 Thessalonians 2:15; 3:6; 1 Thessalonians 2:9, 13 (cf. Galatians 1:9; Acts 8:14). If Tradition is a dirty word, then so is "gospel" and "word of God"!  
110. St. Paul, in 1 Timothy 3:15, puts the Church above Bible as the grounds for truth, as in Catholicism.  
111. Protestantism's chief "proof text" for sola Scriptura, 2 Timothy 3:16, fails, since it says that the Bible is profitable, but not sufficient for learning and righteousness. Catholicism agrees it is great for these purposes, but not exclusively so, as in Protestantism. Secondly, when St. Paul speaks of "Scripture" here, the NT didn't yet exist (not definitively for over 300 more years), thus he is referring to the OT only. This would mean that NT wasn't necessary for the rule of faith, if sola Scriptura were true, and if it were supposedly alluded to in this verse! 
112. The above 11 factors being true, Catholicism maintains that all its Tradition is consistent with the Bible, even where the Bible is mute or merely implicit on a subject. For Catholicism, every doctrine need not be found primarily in the Bible, for this is Protestantism's principle of sola Scriptura. On the other hand, most Catholic theologians claim that all Catholic doctrines can be found in some fashion in the Bible, in kernel form, or by (usu. extensive) inference. 
113. As thoughtful evangelical scholars have pointed out, an unthinking sola Scriptura position can turn into "bibliolatry", almost a worship of the Bible rather than God who is its Author. This mentality is similar to the Muslim view of Revelation, where no human elements whatsoever were involved. Sola Scriptura,, rightly understood from a more sophisticated Protestant perspective, means that the Bible is the final authority in Christianity, not the record of all God has said and done, as many evangelicals believe. 
 

114. Christianity is unavoidably and intrinsically historical. All the events of Jesus' life (Incarnation, Crucifixion, Resurrection, Ascension, etc.) were historical, as was the preaching of the apostles. Tradition, therefore, of some sort, is unavoidable, contrary to numerous shortsighted Protestant claims that sola Scriptura annihilates Tradition. This is true both for matters great (ecclesiology, trinitarianism, justification) and small (church budgets, type of worship music, lengths of sermons, etc.). Every denial of a particular tradition involves a bias (hidden or open) towards one's own alternate tradition (E.g., if all Church authority is spurned, even individualistic autonomy is a "tradition," which ought to be defended as a Christian view in some fashion).  
115. Sola scriptura literally couldn't have been true, practically speaking, for most Christians throughout history, since the movable-type printing press only appeared in the mid-15th century. Preaching and oral Tradition, along with things like devotional practices, Christian holidays, church architecture and other sacred art, were the primary carriers of the gospel for 1400 years. For all these centuries, sola Scriptura would have been regarded as an absurd abstraction and impossibility.  
116. Protestantism claims that the Catholic Church has "added to the Bible". The Catholic Church replies that it has merely drawn out the implications of the Bible (development of doctrine), and followed the understanding of the early Church, and that Protestants have "subtracted" from the Bible by ignoring large portions of it which suggest Catholic positions. Each side thinks the other is "unbiblical," but in different ways. 
117. Sola Scriptura is Protestantism's "Achilles' Heel." Merely invoking sola Scriptura is no solution to the problem of authority and certainty as long as multiple interpretations exist. If the Bible were so clear that all Protestants agreed simply by reading it with a willingness to accept and follow its teaching, this would be one thing, but since this isn't the case by a long shot (the multiplicity of denominations), sola Scriptura is a pipe-dream at best. About all that all Protestants agree on is that Catholicism is wrong! Of all Protestant ideas, the "clarity" or perspicuity of the Bible is surely one of the most absurd and the most demonstrably false by the historical record. 
118. Put another way, having a Bible does not render one's private judgment infallible. Interpretation is just as inevitable as tradition. The Catholic Church therefore, is absolutely necessary in order to speak authoritatively and to prevent confusion, error, and division.   

All scripture references are taken from the New American Bible, United States Conference of Catholic Bishops.

        
SCRIPTURE ALONE DISPROVES "SCRIPTURE ALONE" 

http://www.scripturecatholic.com/                                                                                                        By John Salza, Catholic apologist
Genesis to Revelation - Scripture never says that Scripture is the sole infallible authority for God's Word. Scripture also mandates the use of tradition. This fact alone disproves sola Scriptura.
Matthew 28:19; Mark 16:15 - those that preached the Gospel to all creation but did not write the Gospel were not less obedient to Jesus, or their teachings less important. 

Matthew 28:20 - "observe ALL I have commanded," but, as we see in John 20:30; 21:25, not ALL Jesus taught is in Scripture. So there must be things outside of Scripture that we must observe. This disproves "Bible alone" theology. 

Mark 16:15 - Jesus commands the apostles to "preach," not write, and only three apostles wrote. The others who did not write were not less faithful to Jesus, because Jesus gave them no directive to write. There is no evidence in the Bible or elsewhere that Jesus intended the Bible to be sole authority of the Christian faith. 

Luke 1:1-4 - Luke acknowledges that the faithful have already received the teachings of Christ, and is writing his Gospel only so that they "realize the certainty of the teachings you have received." Luke writes to verify the oral tradition they already received. 

John 20:30; 21:25 - Jesus did many other things not written in the Scriptures. These have been preserved through the oral apostolic tradition and they are equally a part of the Deposit of Faith. 

Acts 8:30-31; Hebrews 5:12 - these verses show that we need help in interpreting the Scriptures. We cannot interpret them infallibly on our own. We need divinely appointed leadership within the Church to teach us. 

Acts 15:1-14 - Peter resolves the Church's first doctrinal issue regarding circumcision without referring to Scriptures. 

Acts 17:28 - Paul quotes the writings of the pagan poets when he taught at the Areopagus. Thus, Paul appeals to sources outside of Scripture to teach about God. 

1 Corinthians 5:9-11 - this verse shows that a prior letter written to Corinth is equally authoritative but not part of the New Testament canon. Paul is again appealing to a source outside of Scripture to teach the Corinthians. This disproves Scripture alone. 

1 Corinthians 11:2 - Paul commends the faithful to obey apostolic tradition, and not Scripture alone. 

Philippians 4:9 - Paul says that what you have learned and received and heard and seen in me, do. There is nothing ever about obeying Scripture alone. 

Colossians 4:16 - this verse shows that a prior letter written to Laodicea is equally authoritative but not part of the New Testament canon. Paul once again appeals to a source outside of the Bible to teach about the Word of God. 

1 Thessalonians 2:13 - Paul says, "When you received the word of God, which you heard from us..." How can the Bible be teaching first century Christians that only the Bible is their infallible source of teaching if, at the same time, oral revelation was being given to them as well? Protestants can't claim that there is one authority (Bible) while allowing two sources of authority (Bible and oral revelation). 

1 Thessalonians 3:10 - Paul wants to see the Thessalonians face to face and supply what is lacking. His letter is not enough. 

2 Thessalonians 2:14 - Paul says that God has called us "through our Gospel." What is the fullness of the Gospel? 

2 Thessalonians 2:15 - the fullness of the Gospel is the apostolic tradition which includes either teaching by word of mouth or by letter. Scripture does not say "letter alone." The Catholic Church has the fullness of the Christian faith through its rich traditions of Scripture, oral tradition and teaching authority (or Magisterium). 

2 Thessalonians 3:6 - Paul instructs us to obey apostolic tradition. There is no instruction in the Scriptures about obeying the Bible alone (the word "Bible" is not even in the Bible). 

1 Timothy 3:14-15 - Paul prefers to speak and not write, and is writing only in the event that he is delayed and cannot be with Timothy. 

2 Timothy 2:2 - Paul says apostolic tradition is passed on to future generations, but he says nothing about all apostolic traditions being eventually committed to the Bible. 

2 Timothy 3:14 - continue in what you have learned and believed knowing from whom you learned it. Again, this refers to tradition which is found outside of the Bible. 

James 4:5 - James even appeals to Scripture outside of the Old Testament canon ("He yearns jealously over the spirit which He has made...") 

2 Peter 1:20 - interpreting Scripture is not a matter of one's own private interpretation. Therefore, it must be a matter of "public" interpretation of the Church. The Divine Word needs a Divine Interpreter. Private judgment leads to divisions, and this is why there are 30,000 different Protestant denominations. 

2 Peter 3:15-16 - Peter says Paul's letters are inspired, but not all his letters are in the New Testament canon. See, for example, 1 Corinthians 5:9-10; Colossians 4:16. Also, Peter's use of the word "ignorant" means unschooled, which presupposes the requirement of oral apostolic instruction that comes from the Church. 

2 Peter 3:16 - the Scriptures are difficult to understand and can be distorted by the ignorant to their destruction. God did not guarantee the Holy Spirit would lead each of us to infallibly interpret the Scriptures. But this is what Protestants must argue in order to support their doctrine of sola Scriptura. History and countless divisions in Protestantism disprove it. 

1 John 4:1 - again, God instructs us to test all things, test all spirits. Notwithstanding what many Protestants argue, God's Word is not always obvious. 

1 Samuel 3:1-9 - for example, the Lord speaks to Samuel, but Samuel doesn't recognize it is God. The Word of God is not self-attesting. 

1 Kings 13:1-32 - in this story, we see that a man can't discern between God's word (the commandment "don't eat") and a prophet's erroneous word (that God had rescinded his commandment "don't eat").
The words of the Bible, in spite of what many Protestants must argue, are not always clear and understandable. This is why there are 30,000 different Protestant churches and one Holy Catholic Church. 
Genesis to Revelation - Protestants must admit that knowing what books belong in the Bible is necessary for our salvation. However, because the Bible has no "inspired contents page," you must look outside the Bible to see how its books were selected. This destroys the sola Scriptura theory. The canon of Scripture is a Revelation from God which is necessary for our salvation, and which comes from outside the Bible. Instead, this Revelation was given by God to the Catholic Church, the pinnacle and foundation of the truth (1 Timothy 3:15).

TRADITION VS. SCRIPTURE 

By Fr. Vincent Barboza, Mumbai [Courtesy Konkani Catholics, November 2007]
In Matthew 15:3 Jesus speaks against the traditions of men. Is the Catholic Church going against the Word of God by following Tradition?
The question here is "Does the Bible reject Tradition in any form?" 
It is important to note that the few negative references to tradition in the Gospels (Matthew 15:3, 6-9; Mark 7:8) are actually directed against the Pharisees who revered the "tradition of the elders" - viz. the teaching of their rabbis. It is these that Jesus describes as the tradition of men used by the Pharisees when it suited them to evade the duties enjoined on them by the Torah.


The Greek word "paradosis" refers to something that is handed or passed on from teacher to disciples or from one generation to the next. We see that paradosis (Tradition) is also used in a positive sense in the New Testament. In 2 Thessalonians 2:15 the Christian community is exhorted "Stand firm then, brothers and keep the traditions that we taught you, whether by word of mouth or by letter." See also 2 Thessalonians 3:6. 
In addition to these we also see the significant part played by apostolic preaching in winning over many followers to Christ without the written word of God. At the Lord's command, and guided and strengthened by the Holy Spirit, the apostles and other teachers transmitted by word of mouth the deeds and the teaching of Jesus. 1 Corinthians 11:2: "You have done well in remembering me (Paul) so constantly and in maintaining the traditions, just as I passed them on to you." In 2 Timothy 3:14, Paul commands us to keep the "old" doctrine, which is the genuine and original one, but to renew ourselves spiritually and morally: "You must keep to what you have been taught and know to be true. Remember who your teachers were."


The term Tradition does not mean legends or mythological accounts, nor does it mean transitory customs or practices that come and go as circumstances warrant, such as styles of priestly dress, particular forms of devotion to saints, or even liturgical rubrics. Tradition means the teaching and teaching authority of Jesus and derivatively the apostles. These have been handed down and entrusted to the Church (which means to its official teachers, the bishops in union with the Pope). It is necessary that Christians believe in and follow this Tradition as well as the Bible (Luke10:16). The truth of the faith has been given primarily to the leaders of the Church (Ephesians 3:5) who, with Christ, form the foundation of the Church (Ephesians 2:20). And this Church has been guided by the Holy Spirit, who protects this teaching from corruption (John 14:16).
The first Christians "occupied themselves continually with the apostles' teaching" (Acts 2:42) long before there was a Bible. The fullness of Christian teaching was found, right from the first, in the Church as a living embodiment of Christ, not in a book. The teaching of Christ, with its oral tradition, was authoritative. Paul himself gives a quotation from Jesus that was handed down orally to him: "It is more blessed to give than to receive" (Acts 20:35). This saying is not found in the Gospels and must have been passed on to Paul. Indeed, even the Gospels themselves are oral Tradition that has been written down (Luke 1:1-4). The Bible itself never says it is the only rule of faith. The true rule of faith is Scripture and Tradition.

THE VISIBLE CHURCH WAS THERE ALL ALONG 
http://www.chnetwork.org/Conversionstories/Cindy%20Beck.pdf 
By Cindy Beck EXTRACT
One evening in a Bible study class, we were discussing Sola Scriptura (Scripture alone) when the topic of conversation switched to the canon of Scripture itself. Our teacher quoted my favorite theologian, R. C. Sproul, as saying that the canon of Scripture is a "fallible collection of infallible books".
"What a strange thing to say," I thought. "If the collection of books is fallible, how could anyone be certain that we have infallible books?" It didn’t make sense. Still, I put the thought out of my mind.
But it wasn’t long before another crack in my Reformed fortress began to appear. During another Bible study, a question was asked about the parable of the sheep and the goats in Matthew 25: How could we explain this passage in light of the doctrine of Sola Fide (Faith alone)? The answer that was given was less than satisfactory. How did this parable fit our theology, I wondered? The passage began to haunt me.
"When the Son of Man comes … He will sit on His throne in Heavenly glory. All the nations will be gathered before Him, and He will separate the people one from another as a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats. … Then the King will say to those on His right, 'Come … for I was hungry and you gave Me something to eat, I was thirsty and you gave Me something to drink, I was a stranger and you invited Me in, I needed clothes and you clothed Me, I was sick and you looked after Me, I was in prison and you came to visit Me.' … Then He will say to those on His left, 'Depart from Me … for I was hungry and you gave Me nothing to eat, I was thirsty and you gave Me nothing to drink, I was a stranger and you did not invite Me in, I needed clothes and you did not clothe Me, I was sick and in prison and you did not look after Me.' … 'Lord, when did we see You hungry or thirsty or a stranger or needing clothes or sick or in prison, and did not help You?' … 'I tell you the truth, whatever you did not do for one of the least of these, you did not do for Me.' Then they will go away to eternal punishment, but the righteous to eternal life" (Matthew 25:31-46).
Here was the clearest picture of the final judgment in all of Scripture, and the Lord was rewarding or condemning the people according to what they had done. As I searched Scripture, I found that this was not an isolated text (cf. Matthew 12:36-37, 13:49; John 5:28-29; Romans 2:6-8; 2 Corinthians 5:10; 1 Peter 1:17; Revelation 2:23, 20:13).
How did all of this fit "Sola Fide"?
I knew that we are saved by the free gift of God’s grace; there is nothing we can do to earn our salvation (cf. Ephesians 2:8-9). But the simple formula of "faith alone" did not do justice to the totality of Scripture. How could we reconcile Martin Luther’s doctrine of forensic justification and imputed righteousness with the clear teaching of the Bible? 

"Do not let anyone lead you astray," said the Apostle John. "He who does what is right is righteous, just as He is righteous" (1 John 3:7). 
Luther said, "No sin can separate us from Him, even if we were to kill or commit adultery thousands of times each day" (Let Your Sins Be Strong, 1521). But the Apostle Paul warned, "Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the Kingdom of God?" (1 Corinthians 6:9). 
Was the doctrine of Sola Fide misleading countless people into a false sense of security? I remembered the Lord’s stinging warning in Matthew 7:21. "Not everyone who says to Me, 'Lord, Lord,' will enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but only he who does the will of My Father Who is in Heaven." 
I wondered. Had Martin Luther really "rediscovered" the gospel? Or had he invented something new?

It began to bother me that there were so many theological differences among the CRI staff. The Lutherans disagreed with the Baptists, who disagreed with the Reformed, who disagreed with the Calvary Chapel people and so forth. Though we claimed to be united on essentials, in reality we had serious disagreements on central theological issues: Does God regenerate us in baptism or is it only a sign? Is Christ truly present in the Lord’s Supper or are the elements merely symbolic? Can we resist God’s grace and lose our salvation or are we eternally secure? It seemed absurd to me that we could hold so many contradicting views and yet all claim to be "within the pale of orthodoxy." Somebody had to be wrong.
And what of those Christians who disagreed with CRI positions? We all looked to the Bible; what made our opinions more correct than those of anyone else? We were sending out "fact sheets" every day, but how could we really be certain that we were telling people the truth? I began to view CRI as a microcosm of Protestantism. At the end of the day, all we could do was "agree to disagree," because each one had his Bible and was determined to decide for himself what was true.
One evening, Westminster Theological Seminary hosted a debate between the Lutherans and the Reformed on the topic of the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist. Kerry and I couldn’t make it, but a Lutheran co-worker from CRI attended the debate and told us about it the following day. He said the discussion had quickly become heated, each side hurling Bible verses back and forth, saying things that were “almost blasphemous."
"Oh, this is just ridiculous," I thought to myself. "It’s been nearly five hundred years since the Reformation and they still can’t agree on what the Bible means!" And then I came to a startling realization: Sola Scriptura doesn’t work.

I couldn’t stop thinking about the hopeless state of division and confusion within Protestantism. With the Bible alone as our guide, we had managed to split into nearly 30,000 bickering denominations with no end in sight. How could so many sincere men of God, all claiming the Bible as their sole authority, come up with so many different interpretations of Scripture? Whose interpretation were we supposed to trust? How could we look to the Bible alone if nobody could say authoritatively what it means?
The weakening of faith and the collapse of moral values were equally disheartening. Many mainline churches, once stalwart in defense of orthodox Christian doctrine, now watered down fundamental beliefs such as the inerrancy of Scripture, the Virgin Birth, the Bodily Resurrection, and even the Divinity of Christ. Rejecting Biblical morality, homosexual practice and lifestyle were becoming acceptable. Even traditionally conservative denominations were now permitting abortion. What would have been unthinkable even fifty years ago was rapidly becoming commonplace today. And still, all looked to the Bible alone and continued to claim the perspicuity of Scripture.


As I continued to study Church history, I learned that "Scripture alone," "Faith alone," an "invisible" church, and symbolic baptism and Eucharist were all late innovations – teachings of men who came along centuries after Christ established His Church. Not a single Church Father taught Sola Scriptura or Sola Fide. The two great pillars of the Protestant Reformation were "traditions of men" (Mark 7:8). 
I had to make a choice. I could listen to the men who sat at the feet of the Apostles themselves – men who sacrificed their very lives for the faith that had been passed down to them – or continue to follow those who had separated themselves from the ancient Church, men who taught radically new doctrines that had never been held in the entire history of Christianity.
Jesus promised to be with His Church until the end of time (cf. Matthew 28:20) and to send the Holy Spirit to guide her into all truth (cf. John 16:13). I was forced to admit that either Christ had broken His promises and had allowed His Church to fall into error and remain in darkness for fifteen hundred years, or that Protestantism was not historical Christianity. 
The testimony of the Fathers was irrefutable. The early Church was not Protestant. I had been taught that the Reformers restored "pure Christianity" to a corrupt Church, but I now knew that Protestantism was the corruption. The Reformers refashioned Christianity according to their own beliefs and lost the Faith of the Fathers, departing further and further from the Apostolic Faith with each successive generation of Protestant believers.
At long last, I discovered the Church that was founded not by Luther or Calvin or any other man but by the Lord Jesus Himself. That one, Mystical Body where there was truly "one Spirit … one hope … one Lord, one faith, one baptism” (Ephesians 4:4-5); where the many are made one Body, for “all partake of the one Bread" (1 Corinthians 10:17).
SOLA SCRIPTURA VS. TRADITION

Regarding sola scriptura and sola fide, I was looking up on the internet the other day and found a very valid reasoning in the favour of sola scriptura (from a protestant website of course). It says that as long as sola fide is based on sola scriptura, it is fine. Was quite an interesting read though. Edwin Coutinho
Dear Edwin,
Here at KC we have a little rule (http://groups.yahoo.com/group/KonkaniCatholics/files/Moderation/) that says, "Links or Web Pages submitted to the group must be faithful to the Magisterium."
Hence I had to remove the Protestant website link in your mail.
Anyways, I took a look at that website for you. Here's what I found:
To the question, "Can/Should we interpret the Bible as literal?", the answer posted by the website reads, "Not only CAN we take the Bible literally, but we MUST take the Bible literally. This is the only way to determine what God really is trying to communicate to us."
Dear Edwin, there is enough false doctrine on that website to choke a horse! The above is just a sample.
Neither literal nor interpretation of the Bible was ever the "only way to determine what God really is trying to communicate to us." Further it says, Jesus always took the Bible literally. Well then he would have always spoken to us literally too, wouldn't he? See what he says here in Matthew 5:29: "If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body be thrown into hell." 
I'd love to see those fundamentalists interpret/live this verse literally. They would rather slip away acknowledging that "there are figures of speech in the Bible."
Edwin, I'm not saying that they are bad people. What I'm saying is that they are not intellectually honest in their arguments. They are deliberately ignoring a truth that the Church has always known in its first 1500 years of existence.
You probably know that the Bible was first translated into Latin by the famous Father and Doctor of the Church, St. Jerome in the fourth century (AD 382) at the request of Pope Damascus [sic]. 

And you would probably have heard his famous quote about the Scriptures: "Ignorance of the Scriptures is ignorance of Christ".
Yet this same St. Jerome firmly affirmed the fact that the authentic interpretation of the Scriptures come not from the Scriptures themselves but from the Magisterium of the Church. Here's how Pope Benedict XVI explained it in his audience of 14 November 2007. I've ALL CAPPED the important parts:
"For Jerome, A FUNDAMENTAL CRITERION OF THE METHOD FOR INTERPRETING THE SCRIPTURES WAS HARMONY WITH THE CHURCH'S MAGISTERIUM. WE SHOULD NEVER READ SCRIPTURE ALONE BECAUSE WE MEET TOO MANY CLOSED DOORS AND COULD EASILY SLIP INTO ERROR. The Bible has been written by the People of God and for the People of God under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Only in this communion with the People of God do we truly enter into the "we", into the nucleus of the truth that God himself wants to tell us. For him, AN AUTHENTIC INTERPRETATION OF THE BIBLE MUST ALWAYS BE IN HARMONIOUS ACCORD WITH THE FAITH OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. It does not treat of an exegesis imposed on this Book from without; the Book is really the voice of the pilgrim People of God and only in the faith of this People are we "correctly attuned" to understand Sacred Scripture. Therefore, Jerome admonishes: "REMAIN FIRMLY ATTACHED TO THE TRADITIONAL DOCTRINE THAT YOU HAVE BEEN TAUGHT, SO THAT YOU CAN PREACH ACCORDING TO RIGHT DOCTRINE AND REFUTE THOSE WHO CONTRADICT IT" (Ep. 52, 7). In particular, given that Jesus Christ founded his Church on Peter, every Christian, he concludes, must be in communion "with St Peter's See. I know that on this rock the Church is built" (Ep. 15, 2). Consequently, without approximations, he declared: "I am with whoever is united to the teaching of St Peter" (Ep. 16)." 
Edwin, that says it all. From the beginning 1) Tradition was recognized as a source of God's revelation, along side the written Scriptures which came only later, and 2) the Church was recognized as the authority in interpreting the Scriptures "ACCORDING TO THE TRADITIONAL DOCTRINE THAT YOU HAVE BEEN TAUGHT."
Here's what the Apostle St. Paul wrote to the Thessalonians:
"So then, Brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions that you were taught by us, EITHER BY WORD OR BY OUR LETTER." (2 Thessalonians 2:15)
Letter = word of God in its written form
Word = word of God in its unwritten/oral form, i.e., Tradition
Here's what those who hold on "Sola Scriptura" lack - the unwritten word of God. It is the written word of God which says that the teachings of Christ transmitted by the Apostles down to us in the unwritten form must be equally held coming from Christ himself. Where is this teaching of Sacred Tradition in Protestant Churches if they truly think they are holding on to the complete word of God?
This is precisely why the Church says that "BOTH sacred tradition and Sacred Scripture are to be accepted and venerated WITH THE SAME SENSE OF LOYALTY AND REVERENCE" (Dei Verbum 9)
And the authentic interpretation? 
"The task of authentically interpreting the word of God, WHETHER WRITTEN OR HANDED ON, has been entrusted exclusively to the living teaching office of the Church, whose authority is exercised IN THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST." (Dei Verbum 9)
Protestant "churches" - all holding on to literal interpretation - have never been able to agree on the meaning of Scripture except perhaps when they want to prove the Catholic Church wrong. This is a fact that demonstrates their manipulation of Scripture manifested in the bifurcation and multiplication of their "churches"!
Dear Edwin, to say that "as long as sola fide is based on sola scriptura, it is fine" is a very distorted private interpretation of the Scriptures. Neither Scripture nor Tradition has ever held either the "sola fide" or "sola scriptura" principle the way Protestants interpreted it from the 16th century onwards.
Before you explore their "teachings" make sure you are thoroughly grounded in Catholic doctrine so that you will know the wheat from the chaff. 

TRADITION

Most late 20th century Catholics are not very sure if they understand what the Church means by Tradition because its definition and content have been very poorly taught - if at all - over the last forty years. 
Consequently, the concept of what "Tradition" means (for the average contemporary Catholic) is vague in relation to their concept of what "Scripture" means - and they know it.
Tradition - Literally a "handing on" - refers to the passing down of God's revealed word. As such it has two closely related but distinct meanings. 
Tradition first means all of divine revelation, from the dawn of human history to the end of the apostolic age, as passed on from one generation of believers to the next, and as preserved under divine guidance by the Church established by Christ. 
"Sacred Tradition" more technically also means, within this transmitted revelation, that part of God's revealed word which is not contained in Sacred Scripture. Referring specifically to how Christian tradition was handed on, the Second Vatican Council says: "It was done by the apostles who handed on, by the spoken word of their preaching, by the example they gave, by the institutions they established, what they themselves had received – whether from the lips of Christ, from His way of life and His works, or whether they had learned it by the prompting of the Holy Spirit" (Dei Verbum, 7).
As Vatican II uses and defines the term in Dei Verbum, "Sacred Tradition" is comprised of four basic elements. These elements are clearly described by Fr. Hardon in his 1974 "The Catholic Catechism". The four basic elements are:
(1) the professions of faith, like the Apostle's and Nicene Creeds; 
(2) the Church's liturgy and unvarying practices since apostolic times; 
(3) the writings of the ancient Fathers and 
(4) archeological monuments testifying to what Christians believed and how they worshipped over the centuries.
The organ of Tradition in the Catholic Church's teaching authority, or magisterium, are the bishops as successors of the apostles collegially united among themselves under the bishop of Rome, i.e., to say, they guard and transmit the Tradition by virtue of their Apostolic Succession which links them to the Apostles and through them to Christ himself.
As we can see, "Tradition" has even wider sources than the writings of the Fathers of the Church. The writings of the Fathers (wherein they wrote down much of what they had received "from the Apostolic Tradition") do comprise a major portion of what the Council Fathers of Vatican II mean by "sacred Tradition".
The word "Tradition" itself is used in various ways in theological writings. For the most part, they are comprised of the following:
(1) its broad four part sense as described by Fr. Hardon above, meaning the whole of Tradition.
(2) in it's narrowest sense, when it is being used to describe the "Oral Tradition" -- i.e., the Oral teachings of the Apostles such as how St. Paul describes it.
(3) the "living Tradition" of the Church. This is the word's broadest sense, which is exemplified in the active teaching office of the Church, the Magisterium. 
Here's how Colin B. Donovan, STL, President of Theology on EWTN explains tradition:
"To be a Catholic is to accept Tradition, both Divine and ecclesiastical. 
Divine or Sacred Tradition comes to us from the apostles and is built up, by way of dogmatic development, by the Magisterium (teaching office) of the Church, exercised by the Apostolic College (the bishops in union with the Pope) or the Pope personally.
Sacred Tradition requires the adherence of divine and Catholic faith and only the Magisterium has the supernatural charism to authentically interpret its content.

ECCLESIASTICAL TRADITIONS
Ecclesiastical traditions, on the other hand, are not part of the Catholic faith but of the way of life of the Church, as determined by legitimate authority, in various ages and places. There is an ecclesiastical tradition for each of the over 20 Rites and Churches which make up the communion of the Catholic Church (Roman, Byzantine, Maronite, Ruthenian etc.). The ecclesiastical tradition of the Roman Church (the Latin Rite) encompasses such matters as the ceremonies and prayers of the Mass and sacraments (in those things not determined by Sacred Tradition), the Liturgy of the Hours, penitential discipline (laws of fast and abstinence), forms of sacred art and sacred music, clerical discipline (such as celibacy) and many other matters and practices that are mutable and which can thus be changed by the supreme ecclesiastical authority.

PIOUS TRADITIONS
We can also speak of pious traditions which arise from the popular piety of the People of God. They often have some foundation in Sacred Tradition or ecclesiastical tradition, without having the authority of the Church behind them. An example might be the practice of sprinkling some holy water when taking it from a font as an act of suffrage for the Poor Souls. As expressions of the personal faith of the believer they have great value. So being traditional in any of these senses is good not bad, as long as our practices are rightly ordered. Pious traditions must be subject to ecclesiastical tradition, which in turn must be subject to Sacred Tradition. It all cases it is the Magisterium of the Church which decides what kind of tradition it is and what the implications for Catholic faith and practice are. Today there are many who describe themselves as traditional Catholics in that they adhere to the Magisterium, as well as to ecclesiastical and pious traditions which many others seem to be abandoning. Such piety is the piety of the saints and doctors of the Church." Austine Crasta, moderator. Courtesy Konkani Catholics digest no. 1328 dated December 31, 2007
INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE
'Sola Scriptura', as you know, may be translated as 'Solely Scripture' or 'Only Scripture' or for better English 'Scripture Alone'. It is one of the fundamental principles of Protestantism which declares that all of divine revelation is contained exclusively in the Bible. Hence the Bible Alone is ultimate norm of the faith. If it is not in the Bible, it cannot be from God. Hence those who subscribe to the 'Sola Scriptura' principle will go around asking, 'Where is that in the Bible, come on show me where it is in the Bible?'
In short, adherents of 'Sola Scriptura' deny the existence any revealed Tradition even though it was the Sacred Tradition of the Church coming from the Apostles that preserved and transmitted the Word of God in its entirety before the Bible as we know it today came to written down and accepted as such. 
Christian Fundamentalists took 'Sola Scriptura' one step further when they said that the Bible being the Word of God, inspired and free from error, should be read and interpreted LITERALLY in all its details. What are the characteristics of such a "literal interpretation"? Let me list some:
1. It fails to take into account the fact that the Bible was written over a period of hundreds of years spanning different moments of history, socio-cultural-political settings, languages, etc. 
2. It is opposed to the use of the historical-critical method or to any other scientific method for the interpretation of Scripture.
3. Its interpretation is rooted in an ideology which demands rigid adherence to the "five points of fundamentalism" defined at the 1895 [Protestant] American Biblical Congress at New York: the verbal inerrancy of Scripture, the divinity of Christ, his virginal birth, the doctrine of vicarious expiation and the bodily resurrection at the time of the second coming of Christ.
4. Such an interpretation also refuses to take into account the historical character of biblical revelation which means that it is incapable of accepting the full truth of the Incarnation itself because in the Scripture the words of God are expressed in the weak and limited language/words of men. Does this not also have a striking similarity to the fact that Christ, the eternal Word of God was born in weak human likeness to become one among men? 
[It is not surprising therefore that some of these fundamentalists should go around telling people not to celebrate Christmas because, they say, Jesus is God and so you cannot celebrate the birthday of God. What they fail to understand is that in Jesus God ACTUALLY BECAME man and Christmas celebrates that great mystery, the revelation of the Word made flesh.]
Well I could go on exposing some more problems of the fundamentalists' interpretation but I think my point is already served.
TWO IMPORTANT DISTINCTIONS
Before I answer your question, there are two important and sharp distinctions which I wish to make.
The first has already been made above: "Sola Scriptura" is NOT the same as "Fundamentalist/Literal Interpretation". You can hold on to "Sola Scriptura" without submitting to the fundamentalists’ way of interpreting the texts. And this is the case with some of the more established Reformation Churches. They hold the Bible to be the only rule of faith but they do not subscribe to fundamentalists interpretations. Whereas most smaller denominations/sects will not only hold to "Sola Scriptura" but also to a literal interpretation. 
Since most Catholics imagine all Protestants (mainstream, sectarian, fundamentalists) to be alike, they think that all those who subscribe to 'Sola Scriptura' also subscribe to Fundamentalist Interpretation. That's why at the start of this mail I said that this point is not easily perceived by most Catholics.
Now, the Second and very important distinction I'm going to make here will directly answer your question. And I'm going to make this distinction by introducing a new word/term and that is, LITERALIST Interpretation.

What is LITERALIST INTERPRETATION?
"Literalist Interpretation" is the correct term for what we have so far been calling "literal interpretation". All what is said above of fundamentalist interpretation is basically what is meant by Literalist Interpretation. 
Please Note: The fundamentalists themselves use the word "literal interpretation" but the correct meaning of what they understand by "literal interpretation" is conveyed by the word "literalist interpretation".
Then what is the LITERAL SENSE?
Now we are coming to the correct Catholic terminology which refers to the four "senses" or "meanings" of Scripture - the literal, the allegorical, the moral and the anagogical. 
Let the Catechism of the Catholic Church explain:
"115 According to an ancient tradition, one can distinguish between two senses of Scripture: the LITERAL and the SPIRITUAL, the latter being subdivided into the ALLEGORICAL, MORAL and ANAGOGICAL senses. The profound concordance of the FOUR SENSES guarantees all its richness to the living reading of Scripture in the Church.
116 The LITERAL SENSE is the meaning conveyed by the words of Scripture AND DISCOVERED BY EXEGESIS, FOLLOWING THE RULES OF SOUND INTERPRETATION" [Please read the rest of the description in the CCC]
STILL CONFUSED?
An example should clarify better the difference between the literal and the "literalist" sense which fundamentalists hold on to.
In Luke 12:35, Our Blessed Lord said to his disciples, "Let your loins be girded."
The "LITERALIST" sense would hold on to the meaning of these words which are a word for word translation. BUT, the LITERAL sense regards the metaphorical use of these words to arrive at its correct meaning which is to say, "Be ready for action."
IN SUMMARY:
1. The Church does make use of the "literal sense" of the Scripture for its interpretation.
2. This "literal sense" is the meaning conveyed by the words of Scripture and discovered by exegesis, following the rules of sound interpretation.
3. The "literal sense" is NOT to be confused with the "literalist interpretation" used by Fundamentalists.
4. In as much as "Sola Scriptura" holds on to the Bible as the only rule of faith and disregards sacred Tradition, it can never become the basis for interpreting the truths of divine revelation since the Church "does not derive her certainty about all revealed truths from the holy Scriptures alone." (CCC #82)
What I gave you was an explanation about the senses of Scripture, not the criteria for correct interpretation of Scripture. In particular I explained, in response to your question, the literal sense which must be distinguished from the literalist sense used by Fundamentalists. 
So how is the spiritual sense related to the literal sense? Very closely. In fact, the spiritual sense can never be taken in isolation without reference to the literal sense on which it has to be based.
In other words, the spiritual meaning of Scripture is NOT the subjective meaning given to it by persons. It is not one's personal "opinions" (which you refer to) or imaginations or even intellectual speculation that determines the spiritual sense. 
Very often that is the meaning people get and they end up passing their own imaginations as the spiritual sense of the Sacred Text.
There is a technical word for that, and it is called "Eisegesis". It comes from the Greek word "eis" which means "into". In other words, "eisegesis" is a reading of one's own meaning into the text.
If you go back to my previous mail, I have twice made reference to a word which probably you didn't sufficiently notice: "exegesis"
"Exegesis" means "to draw out". Exegesis is the exact opposite of eisegesis. In exegesis one does not read one's own meaning into the text but instead DRAWS OUT the meaning from the text. 
Now, because Scripture was written by "human beings moved by the holy Spirit [and who] spoke under the influence of God" (2 Peter 1:21), the Sacred Scripture MUST be read and interpreted in the light of the same Spirit by whom it was written.
It goes without saying that this presupposes that there is a correct way of interpreting Scripture which I twice referred to in my previous mails as "the rules of sound interpretation."
I do not know how it is in your diocese, but in many dioceses including in Mangalore, lay preachers are required to have done at least some basic Bible course so that at least the basics of the Bible reading and interpretation can be introduced to them. This is the bare minimum knowledge they should have if they are to know how to use the Scripture correctly and effectively in their preaching.
But the biggest problem we have is that many of these stubbornly reject such training. Instead, with great arrogance they claim that to be inspired directly by the Holy Spirit. By following the fundamentalist principles, they refuse to submit their charism of preaching to the legitimate authority of the Church. 
They not only do not know what they claim to know, THEY DO NOT KNOW ENOUGH TO KNOW THAT THEY DO NOT KNOW. Their arrogance gives them away.
Scholars spend 9-10 years doing preparatory studies before they can start with doctoral research on Scripture. In their doctoral research, they may sometimes spend as many as an additional 5 years studying a single verse of Scripture. Where does that leave our fundamentalists who play around with Scripture verses picking a verse from here and there and pass of their subjective/personal interpretation as the meaning of Scripture?
In conclusion, all I can say is that if the spiritual sense is to be authentic, it can be so only to the extent that it is set in relation to the paschal event in all its inexhaustible richness. In this, three levels of reality come together: the biblical text, the paschal mystery, and the present circumstances of life in the Spirit. But fundamentalists neither know nor understand how to bring these three together.
Austine Crasta, moderator. Courtesy Konkani Catholics
INERRANCY

http://ncronline.org/node/12175 
By John L. Allen Jr. EXTRACT
Synod of Bishops in Rome: Interview with Cardinal George Pell October 10, 2008 

So the challenge is to present the Bible as fundamental without being fundamentalists?

…One of the things that has scandalized me, although there’s a certain logic to it, is that in the big Evangelical gatherings in Australia – when they get thousands of people together to pray, often young people – is that they don’t have any formal reading of the scriptures. I’m shocked, and a little bit scandalized by that. The preaching and the hymns are full of scriptural references, but they don’t have formal reading of the scriptures. I think that’s definitely a mistake, but it’s an implicit recognition, perhaps, that the simple, stark, and pure presentation of the written Word of God, by itself, isn’t enough.

You’re saying that at a strategic level, modern Evangelical and Pentecostal movements are no longer sola scriptura?

They’re not, because they use all sorts of modern gimmicks and tap into all sorts of contemporary sensibilities … one of which, sometimes, is money. The other point is that as a theological matter, the sola scriptura argument is intrinsically unintelligible. It seems to presume that an angel wrote the scriptures, or that Jesus did, or that they dropped from heaven. In fact, church people produced them...
JOHN MARTIGNONI ON SOLA SCRIPTURA

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter_details.php?id=126
By John Martignoni
This is the first of a series of talks addressed to non-Catholic Christians. Not to all non-Catholic Christians, but specifically those who are not Eastern Orthodox. Some of the names applied to these Christians are: Baptists, Fundamentalists, Evangelicals, non-Denominational, Presbyterian, Methodist, Pentecostal, Church of Christ, Church of God, and so on. To avoid having to repeat the names of the various faith traditions over and over again, however, I will simply refer to all of these folks as "non-Catholic Christians", or just "non-Catholics". I am not doing this to diminish anyone's faith tradition in any way, shape, or form, but simply to make this talk easier to follow. 

Having said that, I want to start off this series by addressing the topic that seems to be the one common thread running throughout most, if not all, of the non-Catholic faith traditions. That is the topic of Sola Scriptura. There are two basic doctrines that separate Catholic Christians from non-Catholic Christians. Those two being: "Sola Scriptura" - which means Scripture Alone; and "Sola Fide" - which means Faith Alone. There are other doctrines that separate us as well, but these are the two basic ones. Now, while I have come across non-Catholics who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Fide, I have yet to come across any who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. That’s not to say there aren’t any, I’m just saying that I haven’t run into any. 

So, near as I can tell, this doctrine of Sola Scriptura is the one doctrine that all, or almost all, non-Catholic Christians believe in. Which is why I wanted to start the discussion here. 

First, let me define the term "Sola Scriptura" so that you know what I mean when I use the term. It is simply this: The Bible is the sole authority that one needs to decide what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice. Now, that is not to say that one cannot learn things from sources other than the Bible, but these other sources are not infallible, as is the Bible, and do not carry the kind of binding authority that the Bible carries. 

In other words, the Bible is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. If it’s not in the Bible, then I, as a Christian, am not bound to believe it. 

Using that definition as a basis for this talk, I wish to examine this doctrine from several different angles, ask some questions about it, and contrast it with Catholic teaching. And, speaking of Catholic teaching, I want to say at the outset that Catholics hold the Bible in the highest of regard. We believe it is the Holy Spirit-inspired...inerrant...Word of God. The Scriptures are central to Catholic Christian belief and practice. 

Having said that, however, we do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura - the doctrine that Scripture "alone" is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. In other words, the issue here is not the Bible, but rather a particular doctrinal belief. And this talk is all about explaining why we don’t believe that particular doctrine. And, as in anything where persuasion is involved, my hope is that you would, after examination and prayer, accept what I have to say on this matter as being true; however, my prayer is that, at the least, you will be able to see that the argument against Sola Scriptura is a substantive one and that you might find yourself thinking, "Well, I may not agree with the Catholics on this, but I can better understand the reasons for why they believe as they do." In other words, I am hoping this talk will promote better understanding between faith traditions. 
Now, I will examine this teaching on Sola Scriptura from three different perspectives - logical, historical, and scriptural - and show that it has difficulty passing the test in all three of these areas. In the past, some that I’ve talked to have moved to immediately dismiss the first two perspectives, since they believe Scripture alone is sufficient to decide the issue. But, I would remind them that God gave us our minds and He told us that we must love Him with all of our mind, as well as our heart (Matthew 22:37). In addition, we see from 1 Cor 12 that wisdom and knowledge are gifts of the Spirit, and in Isaiah 1:18, the Lord says, "Come, let us reason together." Logic, good logic, is of God. 

Also, God is the Lord of history. What happened in history, particularly in Christian history, is very important for us to know. The early Christians are important witnesses as to what Christianity was in their time, and thus to what it ought to be in our time. So to simply dismiss logic and history, out-of-hand, as not being important perspectives to consider when it comes to Christian teaching and practice, is to dismiss the God Who gave us our brains and told us to use them in loving Him and to dismiss the testimony of those who gave their lives to defend and preserve the Faith that we hold so dear. So, I will start with logic and history, then move on to Scripture, where I will spend the majority of my time. 
The Perspective Provided by Logic: 

All Christians, Catholic and non-Catholic alike, consider the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God. But the question that needs to be asked is: Why? Why do we believe the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God? What authority do we rely upon for our belief that the Bible is what we believe it to be? Where did the Bible come from? Most people never consider these questions. They merely take it for granted that the Bible is what they believe it to be. But the fact is, everyone who believes the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, relies on some authority, whether they realize it or not, for their beliefs about the Bible. But, what authority do they rely on? The Bible? Well, for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority for the Christian, it must be the authority of the Bible that Christians rely on for their belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God. 

But this presents a little bit of a problem. There is a logical inconsistency here. We cannot believe that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, based solely on the authority of the Bible. Why not? 
Three reasons: 
1) The Bible cannot bear witness to itself. There are a number of writings that claim inspiration from God, but we don’t accept them as the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, just because they claim to be. The Koran being one very obvious example of this. If we should believe something is what it says it is, simply because it says it, then we should accept the Koran as the word of God. But, we don’t, do we? Just so, we cannot accept the Bible as the Word of God based solely upon the witness of the Bible. As Jesus Himself said, "If I bear witness to Myself, My testimony is not true," (John 5:31). 

2) The Bible never claims that it is the sole, infallible, authoritative source for all matters pertaining to Christian belief and practice. I will, however, explore this reason more in depth when discussing the perspective from Scripture in a few minutes. 

3) We can’t even be sure of what the Bible is, if we rely on the authority of "Scripture alone" in matters of Christian belief and practice. 

Let me explain why I say that. You see, the Bible wasn’t put together as we have it today for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. One of the problems in putting the Bible together was that there was a lot of disagreement, among Christians, over what should and should not be considered inspired Scripture. There were a lot of books back then that people were saying were inspired; yet, these books did not end up in the Bible as we have it today. Books such as the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, the Letter of Barnabas, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of Peter, the Apocalypse of Peter, and several more. 

There were also several books that did end up in our Bible that a lot of people were saying were not inspired and should not be considered as part of Scripture…books such as Revelation, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, and others. 

In other words, there was a lot of dispute over just what was and what wasn’t inspired Scripture. So, how did they settle the disputes? Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, you just look in the Bible to find the authoritative answer to any question regarding the Christian faith. So, did they consult the Bible to find out what books should be in the Bible? Obviously not…they couldn’t! There was no Bible to consult because Scripture was what the disputes were over. 

So, the question is, how does someone who believes in Sola Scriptura go about deciding a dispute as to which books should and should not be considered Scripture? You cannot consult the Bible for an answer, because the Bible is what the dispute is over. And, even if you consulted the non-disputed books of the Bible, that still wouldn’t help you because there is no list in any book of the Bible that tells us which books should be in the Bible. 

So, in order to decide one of the most fundamental issues of Christianity…which books should and should not be in the Bible…which books are and are not inspired Scripture… some authority outside of the Bible had to be relied upon. 

So, again, a big problem for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority in matters of faith and morals, is that the Bible doesn’t tell us which books should be in the Bible! There is no list, in the Bible, of which books should be in the Bible. Some person, or group of persons, had to decide which books were, and which books were not, inspired Scripture. Think about it! In order to know which books should and should not be inside the Bible, we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to tell us. But, the belief in Sola Scriptura states that the Bible is the sole authority in matters of Christian belief and practice. 

Which presents a logical dilemma. The question of where the Bible came from presents the same kind of problem to those who believe in Sola Scriptura, as the question of where matter came from presents to those who believe in evolution, yet do not believe in God. If you believe in evolution, you have to believe the matter used in evolution came from somewhere. But, if there is no God, then where did matter come from? If you believe in Sola Scriptura, you have to believe the Bible came from somewhere. But, if there is no binding authority outside of the Bible, then where did the Bible come from? 

In other words, if you believe in Sola Scriptura, you believe in something that is logically inconsistent. You believe the Bible is the sole authority in deciding Christian belief and practice; yet, you believe in a binding authority outside of the Bible which gave us the Bible in the first place. Therefore, the Bible cannot be the sole authority in matters of faith and morals. There is some authority outside of the Bible that we have to have in order to have the Bible in the first place! 

And, I would like to add that I believe, based on historical documentation, that it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together as we have it today. Now, there are many who disagree with me on that, but whether you agree that it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together or not, you have to agree that someone did. Someone with binding authority on Christians decided the disputes about which books should and should not be in what we now call the Bible. 

In other words, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, fails the test of logic. 

Questions to ponder: 

1) Where did the Bible come from? 

2) What authority do we rely on for our belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God? 

3) Is there a list of books in the Bible, which tells us which books should be in the Bible? 
The Perspective Provided by History: 

What does the perspective of history tell us in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura...the belief in the Bible as the sole rule of faith for Christians? 

Well, the main thing the perspective of history tells us is that the early Christians did not believe in this doctrine. We know that because there was no Bible, as we have it now, for them to consult as their authoritative guide in questions of Christian teaching and practice. As previously mentioned, the Bible did not come together as the document that we now call "the Bible" for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. Plus, the first book of the New Testament was not written for at least 10 years or more after the death of Christ. So, for at least 10 years, Christians were having to decide questions of doctrine and practice without a single book of the New Testament to consult. 

Furthermore, the last book of the New Testament wasn’t written for at least 40, and probably more likely 60 years or more, after the death of Christ. And, because of the state of transportation and communication in the world of the 1st century, it could often be years before a particular Christian community received a copy of this or that book of the New Testament. In other words, the early Christians went many decades without even the possibility of being able to use the Bible as the sole source of authority in matters of Christian teaching and practice. Which means they could not, and did not, believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. 

The question is, though, without a Bible as their sole authoritative source for their beliefs, to what, or whom, did the early Christians turn for authoritative decisions on matters of faith...on matters of doctrine? Who decided doctrinal disputes when they arose between Christians if there was no Bible to consult? Who? Well, as I’ll show in a moment, from the Bible, it was the leaders of the Church who decided - infallibly - on matters of doctrinal disputes. So, again, we see a binding authority, outside of Scripture, that was relied upon by the early Christians. 

Another part of the historical perspective is this: When Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church, and started teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, it was around the year 1520. By the year 1600, it is said there were more than two hundred non-Catholic denominations. By the year 1900, it is estimated there were almost a thousand denominations. And, now, in the year 2008, there are estimated to be some thirty thousand or more non-Catholic denominations! Each denomination claims to be based on the Bible alone, and each claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit; yet, none of them have the exact same body of doctrine, and many, many of them have doctrines that absolutely contradict one another. 

How can that be? Can the Holy Spirit - which is supposed to lead us unto all truth – can this same Holy Spirit lead different people into different doctrines – doctrines that contradict each other? No. In other words, the historical perspective shows that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has resulted in division within the Body of Christ. 

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of history. 

Questions to ponder: 

1) Did the early Christians believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura? 

2) Has the doctrine of Sola Scriptura proven to be a unifying factor or a dividing factor within the Body of Christ? 
The Perspective Provided by Scripture: 

I'll finish up with the "Perspective Provided by Scripture" next week. Comments are welcomed and all will be read. I hope all of you have a great weekend!

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter_details.php?id=127
We have seen that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the tests of logic and history, but what about the all-important test of Scripture? What does Scripture say about Sola Scriptura? Does the Bible teach that it is the sole infallible authority for deciding matters related to Christian teaching and practice? In other words, does the Bible teach that it is the sole rule of faith for the Christian?
Well, let's look and see. First of all, it has to be admitted by all that there is no passage in the Bible which explicitly states that the Bible is the "sole authority" for Christians, or the "sole rule of faith" for Christians. But, are there passages that implicitly state this? Proponents of Sola Scriptura say that indeed there are such Scripture passages, and the first such passage they usually turn to is 2 Timothy 3:16-17.
2 Timothy 3:16-17 reads as follows: "All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work." First, as a Catholic, let me say that I agree 100% with this passage. Amen, I say! However, it nowhere says anything about the Bible being the sole rule of faith for the Christian.
There are two main things to note about this passage: 
1) It says scripture is "profitable", it does not say scripture is "all sufficient"; in other words, it does not say that the Bible is the sole rule of faith for Christians…the sole authority in matters of faith and morals for Christians; and, 
2) Nowhere do we see the word "alone" in this passage, as in "scripture alone".
What this passage is saying, and all this passage is saying, is that all of Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching and correction and so forth. As a Catholic, I agree…I agree with that 100%. With every passage of Scripture, I, as a Catholic, agree. Scripture is indeed inspired and it is indeed profitable for teaching, reproof, correction, and training in righteousness. We need to read Scripture. We need to know it. We need to ponder it, soak in it, meditate on it, pray it, and be able to share it. But…this passage still doesn't say Scripture is the sole rule of faith for Christians.
People try to force this scripture verse to say something that it doesn't actually say.
"But," someone might say, "this verse says that the scriptures are given so that the man of God may be complete, or, as it says in the King James Version (KJV), that the man of God may be perfect." 
And they argue that if the Scriptures make one perfect, then there is no need for anything else.
There are, however, a couple of problems with that interpretation. First of all, it doesn't say Scripture "alone" makes the man of God complete or perfect. For example, a soldier needs a rifle to be complete, to be made perfect for battle. But, is a rifle the only thing he needs to be complete? No. He needs his helmet, his boots, his fatigues, his backpack that holds his ammunition and such. In other words, he needs his rifle to be complete, to be perfect for battle, but not his rifle alone. Just so the man of God in relation to Scripture. He needs the Scriptures to be complete, to be made perfect, but it does not say Scripture alone.

The other problem with this interpretation, is Scripture itself. In James 1:3-4 it says this: "...for you know that testing of your faith produces steadfastness [patience]. And let steadfastness have its full effect, that you may be perfect and complete, lacking in nothing." So, we see here in James that steadfastness, or patience, makes the Christian, the man of God, "perfect and complete, lacking in nothing."
So, what do we see here? Well, if we interpret this verse the same way Sola Scriptura defenders interpret 2 Timothy 3:16-17, then we have a good case for arguing that patience "alone" is all that is needed for the man of God to be made perfect and complete, lacking in nothing. Apparently he doesn't even need Scripture, as long as he has patience.
The Bible says that with patience a Christian is "lacking in nothing." Again, using the method of interpretation used in 2 Timothy 3:16-17, we have a pretty good argument that patience alone is all the man of God needs to be complete, perfect, lacking in nothing. It's not Sola Scriptura, it's Sola Patientia – patience alone.
Another big problem with 2 Timothy 3:16-17, for those who try to use this passage as scriptural support for the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is that it apparently proves too much when interpreted as they try to interpret it. When you put this passage from 2 Timothy in context, it seems to prove more than any Sola Scriptura believer would admit. If you go back just one verse and read 2 Timothy 3:15, you'll see what I mean. In verse 15 Paul says to Timothy, "…and how from childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus." The sacred writings that Timothy has known from childhood?! Now, even though Timothy was a relatively young man, few, if any, of the books of the New Testament had been written when Timothy was a child. In other words, the "scripture" being referred to here is the Old Testament.
Paul is talking here about the Old Testament! So, if one wants to interpret this passage as "proving" Sola Scriptura, then what they are actually "proving" is that it is the Old Testament scripture "alone" that is able to make the man of God perfect. Sola Old Testament Scriptura. Paul is talking about the O.T. here, not the N.T.!!! So, again, it would seem to be saying more than any proponent of Sola Scriptura would want to admit to – instead of Sola Scriptura…instead of the Bible Alone…it seems to be saying the Old Testament Alone!
Now, some have argued that even though when Paul wrote 2 Timothy he was indeed referring to the Old Testament, that his words came to include the New Testament scriptures as well, once the various New Testament books were written down. Well, I would agree with that. I agree that Paul's words to Timothy are applicable to both Old and New Testament scriptures.
However, that does not solve the problem for those who try to find Sola Scriptura in these verses. Paul saying that all scripture is inspired of God and profitable for teaching and so forth is indeed true of all Scripture – Old and New Testament – even if Paul was referring specifically to the Old Testament scriptures at the time he wrote those words. But, if you interpret this verse as teaching Sola Scriptura, you still have an insurmountable problem. The problem is that a Sola Scriptura interpretation gives the verse one meaning when Paul wrote it, but a completely different and contradictory meaning now. It also makes the New Testament scriptures unnecessary for the early Christians.

Think about it. According to a Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses, where Paul is referring to the Old Testament scriptures, Paul had to have been telling Timothy that the Old Testament alone was the sole rule of faith…the sole authority in matters of faith and morals…for the Christian. That has to be the interpretation because Paul is clearly referring to the Old Testament in these verses. But in our day, the Sola Scriptura Christian rejects the notion that the Old Testament alone is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. Which means, a Sola Scriptura interpretation of 2 Timothy 3:16-17 necessitates a change in doctrine. What was supposedly true for Timothy and other early Christians…Sola Old Testament Scriptura…is no longer true for Christians of our age. So, for a sola scriptura interpretation of these verses to be true, doctrine needs to have changed…truth, in essence, needs to have changed. But, does truth change? Ever? Do you know of any other place where Scripture gives us a doctrinal teaching that was supposedly true for the early Christians, but is now false for Christians of our time?
Also, when Paul wrote to Timothy, around 67 A.D., several books of the New Testament had indeed been written. But, these were not books that Timothy would have known "since childhood." So, again, Paul's words to Timothy were not referring to these books of the New Testament that had already been written. 
But, if you interpret these words as teaching Sola Scriptura, then you in essence have Paul saying that, even though many books of the New Testament were in existence at the time of his letter to Timothy, they were basically unnecessary for the man of God to be made complete…to be equipped for all good works.
In other words, to interpret these verses from 2 Timothy as teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is to basically have Paul telling Timothy that the books of the New Testament, which were in existence at that time, were unnecessary for the man of God to be complete…unnecessary for the man of God to be equipped for every good work. Does that make any sense at all? All the "man of God" of the time needed was the Old Testament?
Also, a Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses would necessarily mean that we have to believe that Christian doctrine changes…that truth, in essence, changes. Would anyone who believes in Sola Scriptura agree to that? Yet, that is indeed the position they are inevitably left with if they try to force a Sola Scriptura interpretation onto 2 Timothy 3:16-17. So, for all of these reasons just mentioned, I think it is indeed a very reasonable position to reject the notion that 2 Timothy 3:16-17 teaches the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.
"But," someone might ask, "what about the Bereans?" Acts 17:11 says, "Now these Jews [the Bereans] were more noble than those in Thessalonica, for they received the Word with all eagerness, examining the scriptures daily to see if these things were so." The King James Version of the Bible says that they "searched" the Scriptures daily.

You know, I keep hearing about these Berean folks from Acts 17. And, every time I hear about them, someone is using them to "prove" Sola Scriptura…that one should go by the Bible alone. They say that the example of the Bereans proves Sola Scriptura, because the Bereans were searching Scripture to see if what Paul was saying was true. But, again, the problem is that nowhere does this verse say the Bereans went by the Bible alone. In fact, it is well known that Jews, whether in Berea or elsewhere, did not go by the Bible alone…they did not practice Sola Scriptura…they believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. Which means Jesus, being a good Jew, didn't believe in Sola Scriptura. And, as I've already mentioned, neither did the early Christians.
What was going on here with the Bereans in Acts 17 was this: Paul was preaching to them about Jesus being the Messiah. And Paul, in his preaching, would quote Scripture verses – from the Old Testament – that he would say pointed to Jesus. Paul would say something along the lines of, "It has been testified somewhere…" and the Bereans would then simply open up their Scriptures to verify what Paul was saying. They were not searching the Scriptures to settle doctrinal disputes, they were searching the Scriptures to see if what Paul told them was actually in the Scriptures!
Plus, the fact that the Bereans: a) Didn't already know the Scripture verses were there, and b) had to "search" the Scriptures to find the verses Paul was quoting, actually might indicate that they weren't all that familiar with the Scriptures; which, if they were believers in Sola Scriptura, seems to be a pretty odd thing.
Plus, if this verse is a "proof" of Sola Scriptura then you again have the same problem that I mentioned earlier – the Bereans were Jews and the only scriptures they had were the Old Testament scriptures. So, if Acts 17:11 "proves" Sola Scriptura, then it would be proving Sola Old Testament Scriptura.
Furthermore, the fact that the Bereans obviously did not understand the true meaning of the Scriptures until Paul explained it to them, actually works against the Sola Scriptura position. One of the necessary corollaries to a belief in Sola Scriptura is the belief in individual interpretation of Scripture. That each individual, guided by the Holy Spirit, has the ability to read the Bible for themselves – without answering to any outside authority – in order to come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation.
Yet, the example of the Bereans shows us that this obviously isn't the case. The Bereans needed Paul to explain the Scriptures to them. The Bereans, left alone with the Scriptures, obviously had not come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation. They needed a guide, Paul, to correctly interpret Scripture for them. Which means the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, with its corollary of individual interpretation of Scripture, obviously isn't supported by this passage from Acts 17 about the Bereans.
In other words, two of the predominant Scripture passages used by folks to "prove" Sola Scriptura, upon close and thoughtful examination, actually inflict serious, if not fatal, blows upon that doctrine. These passages clearly do not mean what the Sola Scriptura advocates try to make them mean. Furthermore, there are numerous passages that point to the fact that individual interpretation of Scripture…each person reading and interpreting the Bible on their own to determine for themselves what is and is not correct Christian doctrine and practice…is quite contrary to the Word of God.
In fact, the Bible states that fairly directly. If we look at 2 Peter 1:20, we find the following: "First of all you must understand this, that no prophecy of scripture is a matter of one's own interpretation, because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God." No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one's own interpretation. I don't know if it can be said any more plainly or directly that the principal of private interpretation, one of the foundations of the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is contrary to the Bible.
And, look at Acts chapter 8. Acts 8:27-31, "And he [Philip] rose and went. And behold, an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a minister of Candace the queen of the Ethiopians, in charge of all her treasure, had come to Jerusalem to worship and was returning; seated in his chariot, he was reading the prophet Isaiah…So Philip ran to him, and heard him reading
Isaiah the prophet, and asked, 'Do you understand what you are reading?' And [the Ethiopian] said, 'How can I, unless some one guides me?'"
How can I, unless some one guides me? This was obviously an Ethiopian Jew. He was a very educated man, we know that from that fact that he was one of the Queen's ministers, and not just any minister, but he was, in essence, the Secretary of the Treasury for the entire kingdom of Ethiopia. He was a man of worship, having come all the way from
Ethiopia to worship in Jerusalem – no easy task in those days. Yet, what does the Bible say, "Do you understand what you are reading?" And the response, from this educated man who had come from so far away to worship in Jerusalem? "How can I unless someone guides me?"
And what did Philip say in response? Did he say, "Just pray to the Holy Spirit and He will guide you?" No! Philip got up in the chariot with this man and explained the meaning of Scripture to him. Philip was this man's guide in reading, interpreting, and understanding Scripture.
Scripture is very clear, as we see in Peter's letter, and the Book of Acts – both with the Ethiopian eunuch and the Bereans – and other places as well, that we must have a guide, an authority, other than the Bible, in order to properly understand the Bible. Having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is scriptural. Individual interpretation of Scripture, everybody reading the Bible on their own to decide what is and is not correct doctrine…what is and is not sound moral teaching…is not scriptural. In other words, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is not scriptural.

And, please don't take me to say that you cannot, as an individual reading Scripture, come to some knowledge of the truth. You can. As I said earlier, we must read the Bible, study the Bible, meditate on it, soak in it, pray it, live it, and breathe it…as St. Jerome once said, "Ignorance of Scripture is ignorance of Christ." But, there are very many things in the Bible that are difficult to understand. The Bible itself tells us this. 2 Peter 3:16: "There are some things in them [Paul's letters] hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other scriptures." Scripture tells us that there are some things in Scripture that are difficult to understand, and that these things that are hard to understand are important to our salvation. They are not non-essential matters because, as it says, it is possible to twist these things to our own destruction.
What Peter was saying here in 2 Peter 3:16, is that there were a number of folks out there reading the Scriptures on their own, not paying attention to what Peter or Paul or the other Church leaders were telling them, and these people were misinterpreting things in Paul's letters, and other parts of the Scriptures as well, in such a way that it was leading to their damnation. That should be a very scary and sobering passage for anyone who believes they can simply pick up the Bible and read it on their own to make a decision in any and all matters pertaining to the Christian faith.
There is another passage I want to mention on this particular topic of needing a guide to properly interpret Scripture. Listen to what St. John says in one of his letters, 1 John 4:6: "We are of God. Whoever knows God listens to us, and he who is not of God does not listen to us. By this we know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error." This is a verse that wreaks absolute havoc with the notion of Sola Scriptura.
If you asked someone who believes in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura this question: "How do we know the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error?" What do you think they would say? Would they not say something along the lines of, "You get yourself a good Bible and by reading Scripture, and prayer to the Holy Spirit for guidance, you can discern the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error." But, that is not a biblical answer. The Bible says that we discern the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error by listening to someone…to "us"...to John and apparently to his fellow leaders in the Church. It further says that if you know God you will indeed listen to these Church leaders. And, if you are not of God, you won't listen to them. Does that sound like the early Christians believed in Sola Scriptura?

Another passage which tells us the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura is from Acts 15. At the Council of Jerusalem, which is described in verses 6-29, what do we see? We see that a dispute arose in the early Church over whether or not the Gentile converts should be circumcised. Well, what did they do? How did they decide the matter?
Did they consult Scripture, as they should do if they believed in Sola Scriptura? No. They called a council. The leaders of the Church, in a council, decided the first doctrinal dispute in the early Church. The teaching of Sola Scriptura obviously did not exist in the early Church, because if it had, and they had indeed gone solely by Scripture to decide this dispute, what would have happened? Well, they would have seen in Genesis how God required circumcision and they would have come to a completely different conclusion than the one they came to.
We have seen, from Scripture that the early Christians apparently did not believe in Sola Scriptura. We have seen, from Scripture, that relying upon individual interpretation of Scripture to decide on all matters of the Christian faith, is not scriptural. We have seen, from Scripture, that there are some important things in Scripture that are difficult to understand and that having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is indeed scriptural. And, we have seen that the passages often relied upon to prove the case for Sola Scriptura do not actually say what some people try to force them to say.
Now, one more thing that I wish to discuss, which further damages the Sola Scriptura argument – the matter of tradition. As I stated a moment ago, the Jews believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. For many non-Catholic Christians, though, the word "tradition" is almost like a curse word. They cringe when they hear that word because they have been mistakenly taught that Catholics believe in the "traditions of men." And, as they rightly say, Jesus condemns the traditions of men in the Gospels. But, Jesus doesn't condemn all tradition. Nowhere does Scripture say such a thing. Jesus condemns the traditions of men…and, not even all traditions of men, but, specifically, those traditions of men which negate the Word of God. Traditions, in and of themselves, are not bad things. It's when they negate the Word of God that Jesus has a problem with them.
So, tradition, in and of itself, is not necessarily a bad thing. If it were, then how could the Word of God tell us this: "So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter." That's from 2 Thessalonians 2:15. Traditions! Traditions taught by word of mouth, in other words, oral tradition, and traditions taught by letter – written tradition, also known as "Scripture." Traditions which they are being told to "stand firm and hold to". In other words, authoritative traditions. 
What else does the Bible say about holding on to traditions? 2 Timothy 2:2, "…and what you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also." Did Paul say, "What you have read in my writing pass on to others so that they may read it, too?" NO! Did he say, "What you have heard from me, entrust to faithful men who will write it down?" No! He said to entrust it to faithful men who will "teach" others. What we have here is an instance, in Scripture, of Paul commanding the passing on of authoritative oral tradition.
1 Corinthians 11:2, "I [Paul] commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I have delivered them to you." The Corinthians are being commended by Paul because they maintain the traditions that he passed on to them. Authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition.

Back to Thessalonians. 1 Thessalonians 2:13, "And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God, which is at work in you believers." So, they received as the Word of God that which they heard, not simply that which they read in Scripture. And, in Acts 2:42, we read that the first Christians were "continuing steadfastly in the Apostles' doctrine," or the "Apostles' teaching".
And that's what authoritative tradition is…the Apostles' doctrine, or the Apostles' teaching, as given to them by our Lord Jesus Christ. And, as we clearly just saw in several places in the New Testament, traditions that come from the Apostles – because the Apostles were taught by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit – Apostolic traditions are not condemned in Scripture. These traditions, these teachings, are considered, as we saw in 1 Thessalonians 2:13, not the word of men…not the traditions of men…but the Word of God.
One last word about tradition. Every church has one or more "traditions" that are not found in the Bible, whether they want to admit it or not. Which books should be in the Bible – not in the Bible. Tradition. Sunday as the Sabbath – not in the Bible. Tradition. Wednesday night church meeting – not in the Bible. Tradition. Altar calls – not in the Bible. Tradition. Sola Scriptura – not in the Bible. Tradition.
To close, I believe I have made a very strong and rational argument – from logic, from history, and from Scripture – for why Catholics believe as we do in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. You may not agree with everything I have said here, but I hope you will at least think about, and pray about what I've said here. These arguments cannot simply be dismissed without consideration. In all good conscience, they demand an answer – even if the answer is only within your own mind and heart.
Nowhere in Scripture do we see Sola Scriptura used as an operational principle. Nowhere is anyone instructed to consult the Scriptures to solve a doctrinal dispute between Christians. The one place I've mentioned where it is said someone went to the Scriptures, the case of the Bereans, was a case of verification…they were simply verifying that the verses Paul quoted were indeed in the Scriptures…it was not a case of using the Scriptures, and individual interpretation of the Scriptures, in order to solve a doctrinal dispute.
And nowhere…nowhere…does the Bible say that, as individuals, reading the Bible on our own, the Holy Spirit will guide us to an infallible interpretation of any and every passage of Scripture. That verse simply does not exist. In fact, as I've shown, a number of verses do exist that directly contradict that belief.
Ultimately, under a Sola Scriptura system, any dispute between Christians – on matters of doctrine, on matters of morals, on matters of worship, on matters of anything Christian – comes down to this: 
My fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of Scripture vs. your fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of Scripture.
And, in reality, the problem is even worse than that, because under a Sola Scriptura system, as I mentioned earlier, we can't even be sure of what the Scriptures are in the first place. So, it actually comes down to my fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that I think is Scripture, but can't really be sure vs. your fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that you think Scripture is, but can't really be sure.

Well, as I just said, I hope this talk has caused you to stop and think…to really think about and pray about why you believe what you believe. And, to maybe be a little bit curious about Catholics and what we believe. But, if I haven't gotten you even a little bit curious, I hope I have, at the least, given you a better understanding of the reasons, the principles, and the thinking that Catholics build their beliefs upon in regards to this particular topic. Because a proper understanding of what someone believes, and why they believe it, is essential for a reasoned discussion of differences and for building unity within the Body of Christ. 
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Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #87
General Comments:

At least one of you sent Issue #85, which was my 3-part argument against the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura, to Dr. Joe Mizzi, an anti-Catholic apologist from the island nation of Malta, who has been featured several times in past newsletters. Joe sent a response to that subscriber which was then forwarded on to me. So, below is Joe’s response to my argument against Sola Scriptura. As usual, I print his response in its entirety, and then I reprint it with my comments intermingled amongst his.

As you will see, Joe’s response is not really much of a response. The example of Dr. Joe Mizzi ought to give all you folks who are not too sure about your abilities to go out there and evangelize, a great deal of confidence. Dr. Joe is obviously a very smart man, but he’s a very smart man who cannot come up with anything remotely resembling a cogent argument against any Catholic teaching. Why not? Because, as I always say, if you stick with Church teaching, you have not only Scripture on your side, but logic and common sense as well. That’s a tough combination for anyone to tackle.

Unlike you, Dr. Joe has nothing to fall back on, no weapon to fight his battles with, save his own fallible, man-made, non-authoritative opinions as to what this or that Scripture verse means. And, to be perfectly blunt, Joe Mizzi’s opinions regarding Scripture hold no more authority over me than Oprah Winfrey’s opinions about Scripture.

Joe will also, on occasion, try to fall back on "historic Protestant teaching" as his authority. But, as I mentioned in the last newsletter, he is actually a Cafeteria Protestant when it comes to "historic Protestant teaching" – believing some of it, rejecting some of it. So, his appeal to the authority of "historic Protestant teaching" rings a bit hollow when he himself rejects certain portions of it – in accord with his own fallible opinion of whether or not it’s scriptural.

So, having confidence in the Church founded by Jesus Christ and being sure of the truth of its teachings, get out of your comfort zone, stick your neck out a little bit, and see if God can’t use you, too, in order to reach more folks with His saving message – if you haven’t already done so. Just remember, the Church has your back, as long as you stick with what she teaches. And, if you’re concerned about getting into a jam by talking to folks who can quote a whole lot more chapter and verse than you can, check out my talk entitled "Apologetics for the Scripturally-Challenged" which you can find on the website (www.biblechristiansociety.com) – it might help to get you going.

Response from Joe Mizzi:
Is “Sacred Tradition” biblical? Is the Word of God transmitted in its full purity from the apostles to our own time “from hand to hand” by tradition? Catholic authors frequently cite 2 Thessalonians 2:15 in support of this concept. For instance, a popular booklet states: “The Bible itself tells us to hold fast to Tradition, whether it comes to us in written or oral form.”

Is Paul here speaking about Catholic “Tradition” – the transmission of the Word of God by the church, and especially by Catholic bishops? Or is he referring to something entirely different? First, let’s read the verse in context:

“But we are bound to give thanks to God always for you, brethren beloved by the Lord, because God from the beginning chose you for salvation through sanctification by the Spirit and belief in the truth, to which He called you by our gospel, for the obtaining of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word or our epistle” (2 Thessalonians 2:13-15).

The Apostle Paul exhorted the believers in Thessalonica to “hold the traditions” which he had taught them. The word translated “traditions” simply means “a giving over, a handing down.” 
So Paul is here referring to the teachings which he had “handed down” to the Thessalonians, the truth of the Gospel he mentioned in the previous verse. He had instructed them orally when he was present with them, and by letter when he was away. Paul commands them to keep the doctrines which he had handed on, irrespective of the way they were delivered.

How can we apply this principle in our own time? We too must “hold the traditions” – we must learn, believe, obey and defend the apostolic doctrine, the true Gospel of God.

But what is this apostolic doctrine; how do we receive it? Is this verse teaching us that we who live centuries after the death of Paul and the other apostles, should expect to receive God’s Word directly from the mouth of an apostle, just as the Thessalonians did? No, and for a very simple reason—there are no apostles today.

At issue is not whether God’s revelation was initially passed on to the church by the apostles by word of mouth and writing. That is not disputed. Nor do we question whether Christian doctrine should be passed on from one generation to another in both written and oral forms. The Christian religion is, in fact, transmitted by both means. The most vociferous defenders of sola Scriptura, just like Catholics, teach doctrine orally (in preaching, teaching, etc) and in writing (tracts, books, etc).

The central question is this: Are church traditions necessarily identical to apostolic traditions? Is the pastor or bishop in your church as authoritative as an apostle? Are his sermons and writings “God-breathed” – the very Word of God? During the history of the church, did Christians and their leaders follow exactly the teaching and practices initially taught by the apostles? Have we reached perfection? Or are Jesus’ disciples liable to err, neglect certain doctrines, and add foreign ideas and practices?

Just like a ship needs a compass to detect any deviation from its course caused by winds and currents, even so, the church needs an ultimate standard, the apostolic message, because it is forever tossed and disturbed by false doctrines. In other words, the traditions of the church should be subject to correction. But if traditions are regarded as the Word of God, the church cannot correct and reform itself.

What then is the “ultimate rule”? The Holy Spirit moved holy men to write down the divine message in gospels, epistles and other forms of literature. The New Testament, being part of the Holy Scriptures is “God-breathed.” We do not merely possess a written record of the apostolic message; we have the God-inspired record—certain, sure, infallible, the very Word of God! From the Scriptures we can drink the pure water of life; by the Scriptures we can evaluate, and when necessary, amend our traditions.

The first century Christians received God’s Word in apostolic speech and epistle. Today the situation has changed; there are no living apostles, yet we still receive their doctrine in the inspired Scriptures even though we cannot hear them speak.

The argument for the Catholic concept of Tradition based on 2nd Thessalonians is erroneous – it is a logical fallacy of ambiguity. The same term, the word “traditions”, is used with two different meanings. In Paul’s epistle it means one thing (the Gospel message handed on by an apostle to a local church); it means something entirely different in Catholic apologetics (namely the perfect transmission of God’s Word in an unwritten form from one generation to another by the universal church). Do not be misled!

Regards, Joe 
Joe Mizzi:
Is “Sacred Tradition” biblical? Is the Word of God transmitted in its full purity from the apostles to our own time “from hand to hand” by tradition? Catholic authors frequently cite 2 Thessalonians 2:15 in support of this concept. For instance, a popular booklet states: “The Bible itself tells us to hold fast to Tradition, whether it comes to us in written or oral form.”

Comments/Strategies: 

First of all, didya notice what Joe did? When I started with my arguments against Sola Scriptura using logic and history, I included some verbiage that basically said, "There are those who will simply dismiss these arguments outright…" Some of you emailed me to say that surely no one will just summarily dismiss those arguments, so there was no need for me to include that verbiage. But, what does Dr. Joe Mizzi do? He completely ignores the arguments from logic and from history. Doesn’t even acknowledge them, much less try to answer them.

And, not only does he ignore the arguments from logic and history, but what does he do with the arguments from Scripture? He makes up his own definitions about what tradition is in Scripture and what it is in Catholic teaching and he then declares the Catholic meaning that he has invented to be at odds with the Scripture meaning that he has invented, and then pretty much dismisses the Catholic meaning (as he has defined it) out of hand. Very nice. Great way to always win an argument – define what the other guy means in such a way that it conflicts with what you declare to be the true meaning, and then authoritatively and infallibly pronounce the other guy wrong. "I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, declare Scripture to mean one thing when it mentions ‘tradition' but that Catholics mean something entirely different when they say ‘tradition' and therefore, I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, declare Catholic teaching false…so sayeth I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, authentic and infallible interpreter of Scripture."
This man is the embodiment of everything that is wrong with anti-Catholic polemics. He won’t deal with the arguments presented to him, often ignoring them altogether; he will not directly answer questions asked of him; he can "validly" use a particular tactic or line of argumentation, but suddenly that same tactic or line of argumentation is invalid when used against him; he takes it upon himself to define what his opponents mean when they use particular words or phrases; and he sticks to his self-fabricated definitions even after being shown that they misrepresent his opponent’s position. As an example of this, I’ll ask Dr. Mizzi some questions at the end of this newsletter regarding Sola Scriptura – very easy questions – and what do you want to bet that he won’t answer a single one of them? Any takers?

Now, let’s look at his "arguments", such as they are. 
In his first sentence he asks: Is Sacred Tradition biblical? His answer is, "No!" But, he goes on to cite 2 Thessalonians 2:15, which Catholic apologists use to show scriptural support for Catholic teaching. And, in 2 Thessalonians 2:15, Paul is clearly telling the Thessalonians to "stand fast" to the "traditions" they were taught whether by "word of mouth"...Sacred Tradition, or by letter…Sacred Scripture. In other words, it’s very obvious that Paul is telling the Thessalonians that the Word of God is passed along both orally and in writing. The Word of God that was taught by “word of mouth” is what Catholics are generally referring to when they speak of "Sacred Tradition".

Scripture states very clearly that the early Christians were to hold to the Word of God as passed on both orally and in writing. This is exactly what Catholics believe. So, Dr. Mizzi has a problem. What is he to do? Well, he does what he usually does, he takes it upon himself to define Catholic teaching in such a way that he can then dismiss it by saying it is not scriptural. Let’s see what he says…

Joe Mizzi:
Is Paul here speaking about Catholic “Tradition” – the transmission of the Word of God by the church, and especially by Catholic bishops? Or is he referring to something entirely different? First, let’s read the verse in context:

Comments/Strategies: First, let’s comment on what he says here. Dr. Mizzi defines Catholic "Tradition" as "the transmission of the Word of God by the church, and especially by Catholic bishops." Essentially, he’s gotten it right – so far. Let me give the definition found in the Catechism of the Church: "The living transmission of the message of the Gospel in the Church. The oral preaching of the Apostles, and the written message of salvation under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Bible), are conserved and handed on as the deposit of faith through the apostolic succession in the Church…" 

So, no problem, so far, with Dr. Mizzi’s definition regarding what Catholics mean when we say "tradition". But, notice a couple of things he’s doing here: 1) he’s inserted the phrase "Catholic bishops" – with a very negative connotation – which he will use as a taking-off point to distort Catholic teaching, and 2) he’s beginning to define, I assume in an authoritative and infallible manner, what St. Paul meant when he used the word "traditions." 

Joe Mizzi:
“But we are bound to give thanks to God always for you, brethren beloved by the Lord, because God from the beginning chose you for salvation through sanctification by the Spirit and belief in the truth, to which He called you by our gospel, for the obtaining of the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word or our epistle” (2 Thessalonians 2:13-15).

The Apostle Paul exhorted the believers in Thessalonica to “hold the traditions” which he had taught them. The word translated “traditions” simply means “a giving over, a handing down.” So Paul is here referring to the teachings which he had “handed down” to the Thessalonians, the truth of the Gospel he mentioned in the previous verse. He had instructed them orally when he was present with them and by letter when he was away. Paul commands them to keep the doctrines which he had handed on, irrespective of the way they were delivered. 

Comments/Strategies: What Dr. Mizzi says here, concerning 2 Thessalonians 2:15, is perfectly compatible with Catholic teaching. I, as a Catholic, agree 100% with the words he has written here in relation to the passage from 2 Thessalonians 2:15. The problem is, Dr. Mizzi is trying to present all of this as something opposed to what Catholics believe about these verses. Which, of course, would mean Catholics were a bunch of ignorant morons, or, as my good friend Bugs says, a bunch of "maroons", because we obviously can’t understand what Paul clearly says here. So, Dr. Mizzi, by presenting this as something that Catholics do not believe, is, essentially, factually misrepresenting Catholic belief and teaching. 

Joe Mizzi:
How can we apply this principle in our own time? We too must “hold the traditions” – we must learn, believe, obey and defend the apostolic doctrine, the true Gospel of God. But what is this apostolic doctrine; how do we receive it? 
Is this verse teaching us that we who live centuries after the death of Paul and the other apostles, should expect to receive God’s Word directly from the mouth of an apostle, just as the Thessalonians did? No, and for a very simple reason—there are no apostles today. 

Comments/Strategies: Here, Dr. Mizzi continues his authoritative and apparently infallible interpretation of 2 Thessalonians 2:15 by saying that this verse in Thessalonians is referring only to that teaching of Paul that they heard directly from his mouth. If it wasn’t from Paul’s mouth to their ears, then it doesn’t fall under what Paul is saying here about "holding fast" to the traditions they’ve been taught. Which means, Catholic teaching is wrong because we here in the 21st century cannot hear these traditions straight from the mouth of Paul, or any Apostle for that matter. This is pathetic. And, it’s total nonsense. 

Dr. Mizzi’s assertion is that this Scripture passage is to be interpreted as meaning this: If you don’t hear it straight from the mouth of an Apostle, then it can’t be trusted and it doesn’t count as being the Word of God. Therefore, the Catholic teaching on Sacred Tradition is false because Catholics haven’t heard these traditions straight from the mouth of an Apostle – they’ve heard them from their "bishops". Boo, bad…bishops…bad …boo! Maybe throw in a hiss or two.

Let’s look at this argument and see how ridiculous it truly is. First, this argument is predicated on the assumption that everything that Paul taught the Thessalonians orally, which he told them to hold fast to, was then written down in Paul’s two very short letters to them. Dr. Mizzi believes that the two letters of Paul to the Thessalonians contain the sum total of Paul’s oral teaching to them. Problem: the Bible nowhere says such a thing. So, where does Dr. Mizzi get this belief from? From a non-biblical pre-supposition that he is making.

Next, Dr. Mizzi is essentially saying that if someone new came into the Thessalonian Christian congregation, and they had not heard Paul himself speaking, then they were not bound by what people were telling them about Paul’s teaching. They had not heard it directly from the Apostle’s mouth, therefore it wasn’t an authentic "tradition" for that person. That’s his standard, after all, you have to hear it directly from the mouth of an Apostle, or it cannot be considered "tradition" in the sense that Dr. Mizzi defines the word. You cannot hear it secondhand or thirdhand or fourthhand, you have to hear it firsthand…straight from the Apostle’s mouth. You can’t hear it from one of the Thessalonians who had heard Paul speak, you have to hear it from Paul himself. How ridiculous is that?!

Does Paul mean what Dr. Mizzi claims he means when he uses the word "traditions?" Is Paul, by using the word "traditions", referring only to those teachings of the Gospel that someone hears directly from the mouth of an Apostle such as himself, as Dr. Mizzi claims? Well, let’s interpret Scripture using Scripture, as I’m sure Dr. Mizzi has said on many an occasion. If we look at 2 Timothy 2:2, we see Paul commanding Timothy to pass on what he has "heard" from Paul to "faithful men" who Paul foresees as teaching "others also". In other words, Paul is commanding Timothy to pass on the oral traditions he has heard to other men so that they can then in turn teach others. Four generations of the passing on of oral tradition: Paul, to Timothy, to faithful men, to others. And, nowhere does Paul say anything about having to hear these oral traditions straight from the mouth of an Apostle. And, nowhere do we see anything that implies Paul expects this passing on of oral tradition to end with these "others". Nowhere does Paul say the passing on of oral tradition is to end now that the Thessalonians have received his letters. Nowhere does Paul say the passing on of oral tradition is to end once the Bible is written.

In other words, Dr. Mizzi’s authoritative infallible interpretation of 2 Thessalonians 2:15 isn’t supported by the rest of Scripture. Nor is it supported by logic or common sense. Hmm, maybe it’s not so infallible, after all. As Catholics, we believe those men, not only in Thessalonica but those taught by Timothy and others elsewhere, continued to pass along the apostolic teachings received by word of mouth to each successive generation. Eventually, most of these, if not all of them, were written down, but in the early Church they were passed along orally, for many years, side-by-side with the written Tradition that forms Sacred Scripture. Scripture very clearly supports that this indeed is what was going on. 

Joe Mizzi:
At issue is not whether God’s revelation was initially passed on to the church by the apostles by word of mouth and writing. That is not disputed. Nor do we question whether Christian doctrine should be passed on from one generation to another in both written and oral forms. The Christian religion is, in fact, transmitted by both means. The most vociferous defenders of sola Scriptura, just like Catholics, teach doctrine orally (in preaching, teaching, etc) and in writing (tracts, books, etc).
Comments/Strategies: 

Here Dr. Mizzi is, essentially, saying that he agrees with how Catholics interpret these verses, but then he throws in that word, "initially". In other words, he’s saying that once the written Tradition was indeed written, then oral tradition…the passing on of God’s revelation by "word of mouth"...ceased. 
The underlying assumption Dr. Mizzi is making is that absolutely everything which was "initially" taught "by word of mouth", was put down in writing in the 1st century and is now available to us in the Scriptures. The problem, as mentioned above, is nowhere is that assumption taught in Scripture…nowhere! That is an assumption that Dr. Joe Mizzi believes in as if it were in black and white in the pages of the Bible; yet it cannot be found, either directly or indirectly, in the Bible that Dr. Joe Mizzi claims to go by.

So, where does that assumption come from? Well, it’s a man-made, non-binding, non-authoritative Protestant tradition that has been passed down via oral tradition…by "word of mouth"...to Dr. Joe Mizzi. Isn’t that ironic?! 

Joe Mizzi:
The central question is this: Are church traditions necessarily identical to apostolic traditions? Is the pastor or bishop in your church as authoritative as an apostle? Are his sermons and writings “God-breathed” – the very Word of God? During the history of the church, did Christians and their leaders follow exactly the teaching and practices initially taught by the apostles? Have we reached perfection? Or are Jesus’ disciples liable to err, neglect certain doctrines, and add foreign ideas and practices? 

Comments/Strategies: Again, the irony of his comments. In that last sentence above, he seems to be speaking of Martin Luther and his contemporaries who rebelled from the Church. First of all, let’s notice that he admits that every church has its traditions. Second, he claims that Jesus’ disciples are "liable to err, neglect certain doctrines, and add foreign ideas and practices". I will agree with him that Jesus’ disciples are liable to err and are liable to neglect certain doctrines; however, I disagree wholeheartedly that Jesus’ disciples "add foreign ideas and practices". When you cross the bounds into the realm of adding new "ideas and practices" to the teaching of the Apostles, then you are no longer a disciple of Jesus, rather you have made yourself the master and are out looking for folks to be your disciples. You have started your own new religion – you have separated yourself from apostolic teaching; you have separated yourself from the Body of Christ…the Church founded by Jesus Christ. 

Let’s also notice that Dr. Mizzi does not apply what he says to himself. Could he possibly, even just possibly, be "liable to err" in his interpretations of Scripture? I have never heard him admit to that possibility. He really can’t admit to it, can he? Because if he ever admits that his interpretations of the Bible could be in error, then he has basically admitted that he could be wrong on Sola Scriptura, Sola Fide, Once Saved Always Saved, and all the other non-Catholic doctrines that he adheres to – since they are all dependent upon his own private personal interpretation of the Bible. Could Martin Luther or John Calvin been "liable to err" in their interpretations of the Bible? I’ll bet he won’t answer that question, either.

And we also need to note Dr. Mizzi’s sleight of hand here…his little bit of misdirection. Notice what he says: “The central question is this: Are church traditions necessarily identical to apostolic traditions? Is the pastor or bishop in your church as authoritative as an apostle? Are his sermons and writings “God-breathed” – the very Word of God?
What he is implying here, is that Catholics teach that all "church traditions" are "identical to apostolic traditions" and that the "pastor or bishop" is as "authoritative as an apostle" and that their "sermons and writings" are on a par with Sacred Scripture. Yet, nowhere does the Catholic Church teach such things. Once again, Dr. Joe Mizzi is putting words in the Church’s mouth.

First of all, not all Church traditions are "identical to apostolic traditions". The Church is very clear that there are Traditions that have been handed down from the Apostles that we are bound to, as being part of the Deposit of Faith, and which cannot be changed; and there are traditions, or disciplines, which have not been handed from the Apostles and which are not part of the Deposit of Faith and can be changed according to the authority of the Church…authority given to it by Christ Himself through the Apostles.

Another little lie that Dr. Mizzi tries to pass off is that we believe the Bishops are "inspired" in what they say and write in the same way that the Apostles were "inspired" in what they said and wrote. We do not. However, we do believe the Bishops hold the offices that the Apostles held and, as long as they stick to what the Apostles taught – whether by word of mouth or in writing – they do indeed teach with the authority of the Apostles. What Dr. Mizzi is trying to do, is make the reader think the Bishops simply "made up" what we now call Sacred Tradition, and since the Bishops are not the Apostles, then this "tradition" they supposedly made up can in no way be considered on a par with Scripture. The problem for Joe is, though, that Catholic teaching regards the Deposit of Faith as having been closed with the death of the last Apostle…an oral tradition that he also believes in (oh, the irony)...which means the Bishops cannot make up any new doctrine or dogma.

Dr. Mizzi’s arguments rely upon assumptions unsupported by Scripture or by reason. The first assumption he makes, as we discussed above, is that all of the traditions taught by word of mouth – by Paul and the other Apostles – was all included in the written pages of the Bible. Again, that is an assumption not supported by the Bible. And, not supported by reason. Paul stayed with some of the communities he later wrote to for sometimes months on end. Then they get one or two relatively short letters from him and these letters are thought, by Dr. Mizzi and others, to contain all of what he taught them orally?! 
Months and months of teachings completely contained in a few pages of a letter?! That is not a reasonable assumption to make.

The other assumption Dr. Mizzi makes here is this: It would be impossible for the Word of God to be accurately passed on from generation to generation through oral teaching. Does Scripture support this assumption? Absolutely not. Does reason? Absolutely not.

First of all, let’s look at Genesis. When was Genesis first written down? Well, if Moses was indeed the author, and I have no reason to doubt that he was, then Genesis was first written down around 1500 B.C. Yet, what does Genesis contain? It contains oral traditions that were passed down for thousands upon thousands of years from the very beginning of mankind! But, according to Joe Mizzi’s assumption about oral tradition, it is not possible to accurately transmit oral tradition over that many generations. Had the Hebrews, and the pre-Hebrews, "reached perfection"? Were Old Testament believers in God "liable to err, neglect certain doctrines, and add foreign ideas and practices," as Joe Mizzi claims the followers of Christ were?

Therefore, using Dr. Mizzi’s assumptions, we have to conclude that the first few chapters of Genesis contain errors. It would have been impossible, according to him, for men to accurately pass along oral tradition for thousands of years. So, the stories of Creation, of Adam and Eve, of Cain and Abel, of the Garden of Eden, of Noah’s Ark, and the rest must not be reliable, because oral tradition cannot be reliably passed on from generation to generation. Since Moses did not hear about the stories of Adam and Eve from Adam and Eve themselves, since he didn’t hear about the Great Flood from the lips of Noah, it cannot be considered reliable oral tradition…according to Dr. Joe Mizzi’s teaching.

Then, as mentioned above, we have Paul commanding Timothy to pass on oral tradition to "faithful men" who will "teach others also". Well, according to Joe Mizzi, there were no "faithful men" amongst the Christians. And there are, apparently, no faithful men among Christians today, either. We’re all "liable to err, neglect certain doctrines, and add foreign ideas and practices", so none of us could be considered faithful enough to accurately pass along oral tradition. All of us are "liable to err", that is, except for Dr. Mizzi. In other words, Dr. Mizzi’s assumption that oral teaching cannot be faithfully and accurately passed on from one generation to the next is contrary to Scripture.

It is also contrary to reason. After all, Dr. Mizzi assumes that what he has in his Bible has been accurately passed on, in writing, from generation to generation. If the Protestant monks in the Protestant monasteries, who were copying the Bible by hand from one generation to the next, could accurately and faithfully pass on written tradition…Sacred Scripture…without making any mistakes, why couldn’t the Bishops of the Church, who were the disciples of the Apostles, or the disciples of disciples of the Apostles…the successors of the Apostles…have accurately passed on oral traditions as well? (Dr. Joe, those were Protestant monks in Protestant monasteries copying the Bible by hand in the early and mid centuries of the Church, weren’t they?)

Why…if oral tradition was able to be accurately and faithfully transmitted for thousands of years before Moses came along to write it down…why could it not be transmitted accurately and faithfully over a few hundred years after Christ came along? Joe Mizzi has no answer to that question. He simply declares that it could not have been; therefore, Catholics have to be wrong. Yet, as shown, both Scripture and reason refute his assumptions.

So, Joe, the central question is not whether church traditions are necessarily identical to apostolic traditions… that is a straw man you have invented…the central question is, does the Bible teach: 
1) That all oral tradition taught by the Apostles was included in the Scriptures; and 
2) That oral tradition cannot be faithfully and accurately passed down from generation to generation? That answer in both instances, is NO. 

Joe Mizzi:
Just like a ship needs a compass to detect any deviation from its course caused by winds and currents, even so, the church needs an ultimate standard, the apostolic message, because it is forever tossed and disturbed by false doctrines. In other words, the traditions of the church should be subject to correction. But if traditions are regarded as the Word of God, the church cannot correct and reform itself. 

Comments/Strategies: 

A ship does indeed need a compass. But, it also needs someone who can understand the information the compass is conveying. You cannot put a compass at the wheel of a ship and expect it to guide the ship. The compass must have someone who can faithfully and accurately interpret the compass readings. Someone who is strong enough to stand at the helm of the ship and steer it in fair weather and foul. Just so the Church. The Bible cannot, on its own, steer the Church onto the right path. The Bible needs someone who can faithfully and accurately interpret the Bible readings. The Church needs someone who can stand at the helm and steer it in fair doctrinal weather and foul.

This is what Joe Mizzi seems to utterly and abysmally fail to understand. The Bible is indeed the Word of God. 
But, I’ve never walked into a church and seen a Bible in a chair up on the altar and everyone sitting around waiting for the Bible to begin speaking to them. Someone needs to pick up the Bible, read it, and faithfully and accurately – and infallibly – interpret the Bible so that we can steer clear of doctrinal and moral error. But who, Joe, can faithfully and accurately interpret the Bible in such a way as to keep the Church from being "forever tossed and disturbed by false doctrines?" Who? Dr. Joe Mizzi? Martin Luther? John Calvin? Any Joe Shmoe who picks up the Bible and starts reading it? Or, perhaps someone who holds the office once held by an Apostle?

I would ask Joe this: Do you consider the teachings of the Apostles to be what they are – the Word of God – and not the word of men? And, is it possible that some of the Apostles’ teachings…some of the Word of God…could be passed on orally – and accurately – from one generation to the next? And, if those Apostolic teachings were indeed passed on orally, and accurately, from one generation to the next, should we not also consider them as being the Word of God, and not the word of men? 

Joe Mizzi:
What then is the “ultimate rule”? The Holy Spirit moved holy men to write down the divine message in gospels, epistles and other forms of literature. The New Testament, being part of the Holy Scriptures is “God-breathed.” We do not merely possess a written record of the apostolic message; we have the God-inspired record—certain, sure, infallible, the very Word of God! From the Scriptures we can drink the pure water of life; by the Scriptures we can evaluate, and when necessary, amend our traditions. 
Comments/Strategies: 

This is fascinating! What Dr. Mizzi says here speaks directly to the "perspective provided by logic" that I talked about in my previous newsletter. How does Dr. Mizzi know that the "Holy Spirit moved men to write down the divine message in gospels, epistles and other forms of literature? Because the Bible tells him so? How does he know the Bible is reliable? How does he know the Bible is the “God-inspired record – certain, sure, infallible, the very Word of God!"? How does he know this? Who told him so? By what authority does he claim it to be so? By his own authority? By the Bible’s authority? By what authority does Joe Mizzi believe these things? How does he know the books in the Bible are supposed to actually be in the Bible? Does the Bible tell him this? If not the Bible, then who?

And look at the huge blunder he makes in the last sentence of his paragraph above. What is wrong with this: "...by the Scriptures we can evaluate, and when necessary, amend our traditions"? What’s wrong is that he is admitting that Christians…Bible-only Christians…can come up with traditions that they originally think are Bible-based, but later Bible-only Christians can come along and say that they weren’t Bible-based, so they change them…they "amend" them. Do you understand, Joe, what you are saying? Bible-alone Christians come up with Bible-based (or so they believe) traditions. But, later on, other Bible-alone Christians decide that the earlier Bible-alone Christians got it wrong, and so they "amend" what was thought to be Bible-based traditions, to come up with real Bible-based traditions; at least, until someone else comes along and says that they aren’t Bible-based and amends them again.

In other words, Bible-based traditions turned out to not be Bible-based traditions and needed amending. Which is an admission on Joe’s part, that Bible-only believers can get it wrong when it comes to interpreting the Bible! Bible alone theology is not error free – Joe proves the point for me! How can you go by the Bible alone, when from one generation of Christians to another, or even within generations of Christians, traditions that are based on the Bible alone can change? Joe has admitted that the Bible alone is not the sure compass for guiding the Church that he spoke of earlier. If Bible alone traditions can change – in other words, if Bible-alone Christians have wrongly interpreted the Bible to get their traditions – then why can’t Bible alone doctrines change? Who’s to say that the same folks who wrongly interpreted the Bible when it comes to their traditions didn’t also wrongly interpret the Bible when it comes to their doctrines? Thank you, Dr. Joe Mizzi, for admitting that people who go by the Bible alone can wrongly interpret the Bible and thus necessitate the need for changes in beliefs – thus proving my point that, from a logical perspective, Sola Scriptura makes no sense whatsoever!

Think about it. If one group of Christians comes up with traditions that they believe are based on the Bible alone, but Joe admits that they actually may not be based on the Bible and therefore could change, then how can we trust anything that any group of Christians comes up with that is based on the Bible alone? Shouldn’t traditions based upon the Bible be unchanging? But Joe says they may need to be "amend[ed]" from time-to-time. Joe just shot Sola Scriptura through the heart.

Also, did the Holy Spirit not also move "holy men" when they were preaching the Word of God as well as writing it? Joe seems to want to ignore that fact. Again, he is engaging in misdirection. 

Joe Mizzi:
The first century Christians received God’s Word in apostolic speech and epistle. Today the situation has changed; there are no living apostles, yet we still receive their doctrine in the inspired Scriptures even though we cannot hear them speak.

The argument for the Catholic concept of Tradition based on 2nd Thessalonians is erroneous – it is a logical fallacy of ambiguity. The same term, the word “traditions”, is used with two different meanings. In Paul’s epistle it means one thing (the Gospel message handed on by an apostle to a local church); it means something entirely different in Catholic apologetics (namely the perfect transmission of God’s Word in an unwritten form from one generation to another by the universal church). Do not be misled!

Regards, Joe 

Comments/Strategies: 

Again, Joe is back to claiming that if you don’t hear it straight from the mouth of an Apostle, then it can’t be considered an apostolic tradition and that it would have been impossible for Apostolic Tradition to have been passed on orally within the early Church. Claims that have already been shown to be contra Scripture and contra logic. Do you see how far off the trail he has wandered? How he came up with his own definitions of tradition – for Scripture and for Catholics – and then, based on his definitions, not on actual Catholic teaching, proceeded to claim Catholics to be wrong?

There is no ambiguity in Catholic teaching. And, the only logical fallacy here is from Joe Mizzi – pretty much everything he has written is contrary to logic. Do not be misled, indeed!

Okay, Joe, here are my questions for you:

1) Could the Holy Spirit, through the universal Church (which is the Body of Christ), have enabled believers – particularly the Bishops (the successors of the Apostle), in the first few hundred years of the Church, to faithfully and accurately pass along the traditions Paul taught by "word of mouth"? Yes, or no?

2) Are you infallible in your interpretations of Scripture? Was Martin Luther infallible in his? Or John Calvin? Yes, or no?

3) Is the canon of the Bible infallible? In other words, does the Bible contain exactly the number of books, and the correct books, that it should contain? Yes, or no?

4) If you answered, "Yes", to #3, then by what authority do you believe this to be so? The Bible, or oral tradition?

5) If I were to deny that the Letter of James was inspired Scripture, by what authority would you declare me to be wrong? Does the Bible say James is "God-breathed"? Yes, or no?

6) If Bible-only Christians can get it wrong when it comes to their interpretation of the Bible in regard to traditions, as you stated can be the case, then can they get it wrong when it comes to their interpretations regarding doctrines? Yes, or no?

Very easy questions to answer…let’s see if he answers any of them. (Of course, I need one or more of you to email him this issue.) 

As I mentioned earlier, please keep Queen of Heaven Radio in your prayers. We have a lot of work to do if we are going to get on the air by July.

From: John Martignoni To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net Sent: Saturday, February 21, 2009 5:20 AM

Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #111
Introduction
Below is the first half of Chapter 3 of my book – the chapter on Sola Scriptura. I should have the 2nd half out next week; although, since next week is a travel week, there is the possibility of a delay, but I’ll do my best.

This half covers the logical and historical perspectives on Sola Scriptura, while the next issue will cover the scriptural perspective on Sola Scriptura.
Challenge/Response/Strategy

Chapter 3   

Sola Scriptura
There are two basic doctrines that separate Catholic Christians from most Protestant Christians. Those two being: Sola Scriptura – which means Scripture Alone; and Sola Fide – which means Faith Alone. There are other doctrines that separate us as well, but these are the two most fundamental ones. While I have come across Protestants who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Fide, I have yet to come across any who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. That’s not to say there aren’t any; I’m just saying that I haven’t run into any.

So, near as I can tell, this doctrine of Sola Scriptura is the one doctrine that all, or almost all, Protestants believe in.

First, let me define the term "Sola Scriptura", as I understand it, so that you know exactly what I mean when I use the term. It is simply this: The Bible is the sole authority that one needs when it comes to deciding what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice. That is not to say that one cannot learn things from sources other than the Bible, but these other sources are not infallible, as is the Bible, and do not carry the binding authority that the Bible does.

In other words, the Bible is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. If it’s not in the Bible, then I, as a Christian, am not bound to believe it. This definition of Sola Scriptura is not something of my own making, but is based on what I have been told by the many Protestants I have discussed this particular doctrine with.

Using that definition as a basis for this chapter, I wish to examine this doctrine from several different angles, ask some questions about it, and contrast it with Catholic teaching. And speaking of Catholic teaching, I want to say at the outset that Catholics hold the Bible in the highest possible regard. We believe it is the Holy Spirit–inspired, inerrant Word of God. The Scriptures are central to Catholic Christian belief and practice.

Having said that, however, we do not believe in the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura – the doctrine that Scripture "alone" is the sole rule of faith for the Christian; we believe rather in Sola Dei Verbum – the Word of God alone. For Catholics, the Word of God consists in not just Sacred Scripture, but in Sacred Tradition as well. Which is exactly what the Bible tells us, as I will show later in this chapter.

I will examine this doctrine of Sola Scriptura from three different perspectives – logical, historical, and scriptural – and show that it fails the test in all three of these areas. What you may occasionally run into, as I have in the past, is that there are those who immediately dismiss the first two perspectives, since they believe Scripture alone is sufficient to decide the issue. In that instance, I simply remind them that God gave us our minds and He told us that we must love Him with all of our mind, as well as our heart (Matthew 22:37). In addition, we see from 1 Corinthians 12, that wisdom and knowledge are gifts of the Spirit, and in Isaiah 1:18, the Lord says, "Come, let us reason together". Logic, sound logic, is of God.

Also, God is the Lord of history. What happened in history, particularly in Christian history, is very important for us to know. The early Christians are important witnesses as to what Christianity was in their time, and thus to what it ought to be in our time. So to simply dismiss logic and history out–of–hand as not being important perspectives to consider when it comes to Christian teaching and practice, is to dismiss the God Who gave us our brains and told us to use them in loving Him, and to dismiss the testimony of those who gave their lives to defend and pass on the Faith that we hold so dear. So I will start with logic and history, then move on to Scripture.
The Perspective Provided by Logic:
All Christians, Catholic and Protestant alike, consider the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant Word of God. The question that needs to be asked, however, is: Why? Why do we believe the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God? What authority do we rely upon for our belief that the Bible is what we believe it to be? Where did the Bible come from? Most people never consider these questions. They merely take it for granted that the Bible is what they believe it to be. But the fact is, everyone who believes the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant Word of God, relies on some authority for their beliefs about the Bible.

So what authority do they rely upon? Is it the Bible? Well, for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority for the Christian – those who believe in Sola Scriptura – it must be the authority of the Bible that Christians rely on for their belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God. After all, the Bible is the sole authority for them in matters of Christian belief and practice.

But this presents a little bit of a problem. There is a logical inconsistency here. We cannot believe that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God, based solely on the authority of the Bible. Why not? Three reasons:

1) The Bible cannot bear witness to itself. There are a number of writings that claim inspiration from God, but we don’t accept them as the inspired, inerrant Word of God, just because they claim to be. The Koran being one very obvious example of this. If we should believe something is what it says it is, simply because it says it, then we should accept the Koran as the word of God. But, we don’t, do we?

If I had written in the Foreword that this book is inspired of God, does that mean it is simply because it was written down in this book? Of course not! Just so, we cannot accept the Bible as the Word of God based solely upon the witness of the Bible. As Jesus Himself said, "If I bear witness to Myself, My testimony is not true," (John 5:31).

2) The Bible never claims that it is the sole, infallible, authoritative source for all matters pertaining to Christian belief and practice, as I will explore show in the following pages when discussing the perspective from Scripture.

3) We can’t even be sure of what the Bible is if we rely on the authority of Scripture "alone" in matters of Christian belief and practice.

Let me explain why I say that. You see, the Bible wasn’t put together as we have it today for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. One of the problems in putting the Bible together was that there was a lot of disagreement, among Christians, over what should and should not be considered inspired Scripture. There were a lot of books back then that people were saying were inspired; yet, these books did not end up in the Bible as we have it today. Books such as the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, the Letter of Barnabas, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of Peter, the Apocalypse of Peter, and several more.

There were also several books that did end up in our Bible that a lot of Christians were saying were not inspired and should not be considered as part of Scripture – books such as Revelation, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, and others.

In other words, there was a fair amount of dispute among Christians, over just what was and what was not inspired Scripture. So, how did they settle the disputes? Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, you just look in the Bible to find the authoritative answer to any question regarding the Christian faith. So, did they consult the Bible to find out what books should be in the Bible? Obviously not – they couldn’t! There was no Bible to consult because the content of the Bible was what the disputes were over.

So the question is: How does someone who believes in Sola Scriptura go about deciding a dispute as to which books should and should not be considered Scripture? You cannot consult the Bible for an answer, because the Bible is what the dispute is over. And, even if you consulted the non–disputed books of the Bible, that still wouldn’t help you because there is no list in any book of the Bible that tells us which books should be in the Bible.

Which means in order to decide one of the most fundamental issues of Christianity – which books should and should not be in the Bible – which books are and are not inspired Scripture – some authority outside of the Bible had to be relied upon.

Again, a big problem for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority in matters of faith and morals is that the Bible doesn’t tell us which books should be in the Bible! There is no list – in the Bible – of which books should be – in the Bible. Some person, or group of persons, had to decide which books were, and which books were not, inspired Scripture. Think about it, folks. In order to know which books should and should not be inside the Bible, we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to tell us. Yet, the belief in Sola Scriptura states that the Bible is the sole authority in matters of Christian belief and practice.

Which presents a logical dilemma. The question of where the Bible came from presents the same kind of problem to those who believe in Sola Scriptura, as the question of where matter came from presents to those who believe in evolution, yet do not believe in God.

If you believe in evolution, you have to believe the matter used in evolution came from somewhere. But, if there is no God, then where did matter come from? Big problem. If you believe in Sol a Scriptura, you have to believe that an authoritative decision was made as to which books did and did not belong in the Bible – as to which books were and were not the inspired, inerrant Word of God. But, if there is no binding authority outside of the Bible, then where did this authoritative decision come from? Big problem.

In other words, if you believe in Sola Scriptura, you believe in something that is logically inconsistent. You believe the Bible is the sole authority in deciding Christian belief and practice; yet, you believe in a binding authority – whether you realize it or not – outside of the Bible which gave us the Bible in the first place. Therefore, the Bible cannot be the sole authority in matters of faith and morals. There is some authority outside of the Bible that we have to have in order to have the Bible in the first place!

I would like to add that as a Catholic I believe – and historical documentation backs up my belief – it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together as we have it today. There are many Protestants who disagree with me on that, but whether you agree that it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together or not, you have to agree that someone did. Someone with binding authority on Christians decided the disputes about which books should and should not be in what we now call the Bible. The Bible was not consulted in order to determine the question of which books should and should not be in the Bible.

In other words, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of logic.

When I’ve used this line of reasoning with Sola Scriptura believers in the past, I have received several different responses. One such response is: "God put the Bible together – He gave it to us". Yes, He did. Catholics believe that God is the primary Author of Scripture. The question remains, however, as to exactly how God put the Bible together. Did He do it all by Himself and then the Bible just dropped down out of Heaven one day and all the people on the Earth heard a voice that said, "Here it is – read it for yourselves?"
Or, did He first use human beings, inspired by the Holy Spirit, to write the Scriptures, and then He used human beings, guided by the Holy Spirit, to authoritatively decide the disputes as to which books were and were not written by Him? All Christians agree that He used human beings to write the Scriptures, so it’s logical to assume that He also used human beings to authoritatively decide the disputes regarding Scriptures. The question is, which human beings did He use to decide these disputes? Sola Scriptura believers ultimately have no answer for this question.

Another response I have received when using this line of reasoning is this: "We rely on the witness of the early Christians for our knowledge of what books should and should not be in the Bible." 
Do you know what we Catholics call the "witness of the early Christians?" Tradition. That’s a word that Protestants will not use, however, when discussing their religious beliefs. All of their beliefs, they claim, come straight from the Bible and only from the Bible. Yet, when discussing where their beliefs about the Bible came from, they inevitably have to conclude that they came from tradition – whether they use the actual word, "tradition", or not.

Also, if they respond that they rely on the witness of the early Christians for their knowledge of what is and is not Scripture, then one needs to ask how they know what the witness of the early Christians was. Is the witness of the early Christians on this matter written in the Bible? No. In other words, their knowledge of the witness of the early Christians comes from extra–biblical sources, also known as – tradition. They cannot get away from that word – tradition – no matter how hard they try. 
Questions to Ask:
1) Where did the Bible come from?

2) What authority do we rely on for our belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?

3) Is there a list of books in the Bible, which tells us which books should be in the Bible?

4) What authority decided the disputes among Christians as to which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture?

5) What authority prevents me from disagreeing with the canon of Scripture as we currently have it and putting my own Bible together?
Strategy: By asking these questions you are using the "How to be Offensive (Aw–fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh–fensive)" strategy, which is all about asking questions. Ask these questions and keep asking them over and over until you actually get answers to the questions. And, if the answer you get involves "tradition", whether they use that particular word or not, make sure you point that out.
The Perspective Provided by History:
What does the perspective of history tell us in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura…the belief in the Bible as the sole rule of faith for Christians?

Well, the main thing the perspective of history tells us is that the early Christians did not believe in this doctrine. We know that because there was no Bible, as we have it now, for them to consult as their authoritative guide in questions of Christian teaching and practice. As previously mentioned, the Bible did not come together as the document that we now call "the Bible" for more than three hundred years after the death of Christ. Plus, the first book of the New Testament was not written for at least ten years or more after the death of Christ. So, for at least ten years, Christians were having to decide questions of doctrine and practice without a single book of the New Testament to consult.

Furthermore, the last book of the New Testament wasn’t written for at least forty, and probably more likely sixty years or more, after the death of Christ. Also, because of the state of transportation and communication in the world of the 1st century, it could take a while before a particular Christian community received a copy of this or that book of the New Testament – which were all written as individual books and letters at different times, in different places, and addressed to different people. In other words, the early Christians went many decades without even the possibility of being able to use the Bible as the sole source of authority in matters of Christian teaching and practice. Which means they could not, and did not, believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.

The question is, though, without a Bible as their sole authoritative source for their beliefs, to what, or whom, did the early Christians turn for authoritative decisions on matters of faith…on matters of doctrine? Who decided doctrinal disputes when they arose between Christians if there was no Bible to consult? Who? Well, as I’ll show in a moment, from the Bible, it was the leaders of the Church who made binding decisions in matters of doctrinal disputes. So, again, we see a binding authority, outside of Scripture, that was relied upon by the early Christians.

Another part of the historical perspective is this: When Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church, and started teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, it was around the year 1520. By the year 1600, it is said there were more than two hundred Protestant denominations. By the year 1900, it is estimated the number of denominations was almost a thousand. And, now, in the year 2009, there are estimated to be more than thirty thousand or more Protestant denominations! Each denomination claims to be based on the Bible alone, and most claim to be guided by the Holy Spirit; yet, none of them have the exact same body of doctrine, and many, many of them have doctrines that absolutely contradict one another.

How can that be? Can the Holy Spirit – which is supposed to lead us unto all truth – can this same Holy Spirit lead different people into different doctrines – doctrines that contradict each other? No. In other words, the historical perspective shows that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura tends towards division within the Body of Christ. The lesson of history teaches us that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has done nothing but divide the Body of Christ.

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of history.

There are generally two arguments that I’ve heard in response to this historical perspective. The first goes something like this: "Of course, the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura before the New Testament was written. 
Sola Scriptura was not 'operational' during periods of enscripturation – in other words, during the period when new revelation was being given. But, after revelation was complete, then the principle of Sola Scriptura became operational."
There are several problems with this response, however. First, how did the early Christians know the period of "enscripturation" was over? Who told them? What authority said to the early Christians, "The period of enscripturation is now over; therefore, the era of Sola Scriptura has started?" When exactly was the period of enscripturation over, and how do we know? Does the Bible tell us, or would that be something that Sola Scriptura believers know from…tradition?

Furthermore, where in the Bible does it tell us that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura will become "operational" after the period of enscripturation is over? Or is that also something Sola Scriptura believers know from tradition? When exactly did the authority that the leaders of the early Church had, which is clearly displayed in the pages of Scripture, give way to the authority of each individual reading the Bible on their own to decide between true and false doctrine? And who told everyone that they no longer had to listen to their Church leaders in regard to doctrinal disputes, that they only had to pick up their Bible and read it for themselves?

In other words, this argument about Sola Scriptura not being "operational" during periods of "enscripturation" is an argument not found in the Bible – which makes it a tradition – and it is an argument that simply cannot hold up under any level of scrutiny.

The other argument I hear to counter the historical perspective is this: "There are as many divisions within the Catholic Church as there are within Protestantism". The point being that one cannot, therefore, pin the blame for the divisions within Protestantism on the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, seeing as how there are just as many divisions within Catholicism, and Catholics do not believe in Sola Scriptura.

This argument does not hold, however, because there is a fundamental difference between the divisions within Protestantism and the division within the Catholic Church. Each division within Protestantism has its own particular "official" set of beliefs and practices. These differing sets of beliefs and practices from one denomination to another are generally viewed within Protestantism as being acceptable. If a Baptist disagrees with a Methodist who disagrees with a Presbyterian who disagrees with an Episcopalian on doctrinal matters…well, that’s all okay. There are thousands of sets of beliefs, all of which are generally accepted as legitimate within Protestantism itself.

Not so in the Catholic Church. In the Catholic Church, there is one, and only one, set of beliefs that is recognized as "official" Church teaching, and everyone knows it. There actually is just one division within the Church – between those who accept Church teaching in its entirety, and those who do not.

The historical argument that links Sola Scriptura to the divisions within Protestantism is valid, therefore, because the thousands of different belief sets – from which the divisions stem – are a result of each individual reading Scripture on their own to decide what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine. For every "new" interpretation of Scripture that someone comes up with, you have the possibility of a new denomination forming.
Questions to Ask:
1) Did the early Christians believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura?

2) When there was a doctrinal dispute in early Christianity, did they simply consult the Bible to decide the dispute?

3) Is it possible that the Holy Spirit is guiding some Christians into beliefs that contradict the beliefs He is guiding other Christians into? If not, how do we tell which Christians are really guided by the Holy Spirit and which ones are not? How do we tell which Christians are really interpreting the Bible correctly and which ones are not?

4) Has the doctrine of Sola Scriptura proven historically to be a unifying factor or a dividing factor within the Body of Christ?
Strategy: 
Again, this is essentially the “How to be Offensive (Aw–fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh–fensive) strategy" – asking questions.  Since we’re not in Scripture here, there is no need for the "It’s the Principle of the Thing", or the "But That’s My Interpretation!" strategies. The "Ignorant Catholic" strategy could come into play at any time, whether you’re talking about Scripture or not, so just always remember: if you’re asked a question you don’t know the answer to, respond with: "I don’t know, but I’ll find out and get back to you."
From: John Martignoni To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net Sent: Saturday, March 14, 2009 1:11 AM

Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #112
Introduction
This newsletter contains the second half of chapter 3 – the scriptural perspective on Sola Scriptura. Actually, I might go ahead and make it a separate chapter – to keep each chapter relatively short.

As always, comments and suggestions, and editing of typos, misspelled words, grammatical errors, etc. is welcomed and appreciated.

By the way, as it will be stated in the introductory pages of the book, all scripture quotations, unless otherwise stated, come from the Revised Standard Version – Catholic Edition (RSV-CE) of the Bible.
Challenge/Response/Strategy

The Perspective Provided by Scripture

We have seen that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the tests of logic and history, but what about the all–important test of Scripture? What does Scripture say about Sola Scriptura? Does the Bible teach that it is the sole infallible authority for deciding matters related to Christian teaching and practice? In other words, does the Bible teach that it is the sole rule of faith for the Christian?

Well, let’s look and see. First of all, it has to be admitted by all that there is no passage in the Bible which explicitly states that the Bible is the "sole authority" for Christians or the "sole rule of faith" for Christians. But, are there passages that implicitly state this? Proponents of Sola Scriptura say that indeed there are such Scripture passages, and the first such passage they usually turn to is 2 Timothy 3:16–17.

2 Timothy 3:16–17 reads as follows: "All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work." First, as a Catholic, let me say that I agree 100% with this passage. "Amen", I say! However, it nowhere says anything about the Bible being the sole rule of faith for the Christian.

There are two main things to note about this passage: 
1) It says scripture is "profitable", it does not say scripture is "all sufficient"; in other words, it does not say that the Bible is the sole rule of faith for Christians…the sole authority in matters of faith and morals for Christians; and, 
2) Nowhere do we see the word "alone" in this passage, as in "scripture alone". 

What this passage is saying, and all this passage is saying, is that all of Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching and correction and so forth. As a Catholic, I agree…I agree with that 100%. With every passage of Scripture, I, as a Catholic, agree. 

Scripture is indeed inspired and it is indeed profitable for teaching, reproof, correction, and training in righteousness. We need to read Scripture. We need to know it. We need to ponder it, soak in it, meditate on it, pray it, and be able to share it. But, this passage still doesn’t say Scripture is the sole rule of faith for Christians. People try to force this scripture verse to say something that it doesn’t actually say. 

"But," someone might say, "This verse says that the scriptures are given so that the man of God may be complete, or, as it says in the King James Version (KJV), that the man of God may be perfect." And they argue that if the Scriptures make one perfect, then there is no need for anything else. 

There are, however, a couple of problems with that interpretation. First of all, it doesn’t say Scripture "alone" makes the man of God complete or perfect. For example, a soldier needs a rifle to be complete, to be made perfect for battle. But, is a rifle the only thing he needs to be complete? No. He needs his helmet, his boots, his fatigues, his backpack, his ammunition, and so on. In other words, he needs his rifle to be complete, to be perfect for battle, but not his rifle alone. Just so the man of God in relation to Scripture. He needs the Scriptures to be complete, to be made perfect, but it does not say Scripture alone. 

The other problem with this interpretation is presented by Scripture itself. In James 1:3–4, it says this: "...for you know that testing of your faith produces steadfastness [patience]. And let steadfastness have its full effect, that you may be perfect and complete, lacking in nothing." James is telling us that steadfastness, or patience, makes the Christian, the man of God, "perfect and complete, lacking in nothing."
So, what are the implications here? Well, if we interpret this verse the same way Sola Scriptura adherents interpret 2 Timothy 3:16–17, then we have a good case for arguing that patience "alone" is all that is needed for the man of God to be made perfect and complete, lacking in nothing. Apparently he doesn’t even need Scripture, as long as he has patience. The Bible says that with patience a Christian is "lacking in nothing". Again, using the method of interpretation used by Sola Scriptura adherents in 2 Timothy 3:16–17, we have a pretty good argument that patience alone is all the man of God needs to be complete, perfect, lacking in nothing. It’s not Sola Scriptura, it’s Sola Patientia – patience alone.

Another big problem with 2 Timothy 3:16–17, for those who try to use this passage as scriptural support for the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is found in the context of the passage itself. These verses apparently prove too much when interpreted as teaching Sola Scriptura. If you go back just one verse and read 2 Timothy 3:15, you’ll see what I mean. In verse 15, Paul says to Timothy, "…and how from childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus." The sacred writings that Timothy has known from childhood?! Now, even though Timothy was a relatively young man, few, if any, of the books of the New Testament had been written when Timothy was a child. In other words, the "scripture" being referred to here is the Old Testament.

Paul is clearly talking about the Old Testament here. So, if one wants to interpret this passage as "proving" Sola Scriptura, then what they are actually "proving" is that it is the Old Testament scripture "alone" that is able to make the man of God perfect. Sola Old Testament Scriptura. Again, Paul is talking about the O.T. here, not the N.T.! So, it would seem to be saying more than any proponent of Sola Scriptura would want to admit to – instead of Sola Scriptura…instead of the Bible alone – it seems to be saying the Old Testament alone is necessary "that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work."
Some have argued that even though when Paul wrote 2 Timothy he was indeed referring to the Old Testament, that his words came to include the New Testament scriptures as well, once the various New Testament books were written down. Well, I would agree with that. I agree that Paul’s words to Timothy are applicable to both Old and New Testament scriptures. 

However, that does not solve the problem for those who try to find Sola Scriptura in these verses. Paul saying that all scripture is inspired of God and profitable for teaching and so forth is indeed true of all Scripture – Old and New Testament – even if Paul was referring specifically to the Old Testament scriptures at the time he wrote those words. However, if you interpret this verse as teaching Sola Scriptura, you still have an insurmountable problem. The problem is that a Sola Scriptura interpretation gives the verse one meaning when Paul wrote it, but a completely different and contradictory meaning now. It also makes the New Testament scriptures unnecessary for the early Christians.

According to a Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses, Paul was telling Timothy that the Old Testament alone was the sole rule of faith – the sole authority in matters of faith and morals – for the Christian. That has to be the interpretation because Paul is clearly referring to the Old Testament in these verses. But in our day, the Sola Scriptura Christian rejects the notion that the Old Testament alone is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. Which means, a Sola Scriptura interpretation of 2 Timothy 3:16–17 necessitates a change in doctrine. What was supposedly true for Timothy and other early Christians – Sola Old Testament Scriptura – is no longer true for Christians of our age.

So, for a sola scriptura interpretation of these verses to be true, doctrine needs to have changed. Truth, in essence, needs to have changed. But, does truth change? Ever? Do you know of any other place where Scripture gives us a doctrinal teaching that was supposedly true for the early Christians, but is now false for Christians of our time?

Also, when Paul wrote to Timothy, around 65 A.D. or so, several books of the New Testament had indeed been written. But, these we re not books that Timothy would have known "since childhood". So, again, Paul’s words to Timothy were not referring to these books of the New Testament that had already been written. But, if you interpret these words as teaching Sola Scriptura, then you in essence have Paul saying that, even though many books of the New Testament were in existence at the time of his letter to Timothy, they were basically unnecessary for the man of God to be made complete, to be equipped for all good works or, as verse 15 says, "to instruct you for salvation".
In other words, to interpret these verses from 2 Timothy as teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is to basically have Paul telling Timothy that the books of the New Testament, which were in existence at that time, were unnecessary for the man of God to be complete – unnecessary for the man of God to be equipped for every good work. Does that make any sense at all? All the Christian "man of God" of the time needed was the Old Testament?

For all of these reasons just mentioned, I think it is indeed a very reasonable position to reject the notion that 2 Timothy 3:16–17 teaches the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.

"But," someone might ask, "what about the Bereans?" Acts 17:11 says, "Now these Jews [the Bereans] were more noble than those in Thessalonica, for they received the Word with all eagerness, examining the scriptures daily to see if these things were so. " The King James Version of the Bible says that they "searched" the Scriptures daily.

You know, I keep hearing about these Berean folks from Acts 17. And, every time I hear about them, someone is using them to "prove" Sola Scriptura, to prove that one should go by the Bible alone. They say that the example of the Bereans proves Sola Scriptura, because the Bereans were searching Scripture to see if what Paul was saying was true. But, again, the problem is that nowhere does this verse say the Bereans went by the Bible alone. In fact, it is well known that Jews, whether in Berea or elsewhere, did not go by the Bible alone – they did not practice Sola Scriptura – they believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. Which means Jesus, being a good Jew, didn’t believe in Sola Scriptura. And, as I’ve already mentioned, neither did the early Christians.

What was going on here with the Bereans in Acts 17 was this: Paul was preaching to them about Jesus being the Messiah. And Paul, in his preaching, would quote Scripture verses – from the Old Testament – that he would say pointed to Jesus. Paul would say something along the lines of, "It has been testified somewhere…" and the Bereans would then simply open up their Scriptures to verify what Paul was saying. They were not searching the Scriptures to settle doctrinal disputes; they were searching the Scriptures to see if what Paul told them was actually in the Scriptures!

Plus, the fact that the Bereans: a) Didn’t already know the Scripture verses were there, and b) had to "search" the Scriptures to find the verses Paul was quoting, actually might indicate that they weren’t all that familiar with the Scriptures; which, if they were believers in Sola Scriptura, seems to be a pretty odd thing.

Plus, if this verse is a "proof" of Sola Scriptura then you again have the same problem that I mentioned earlier – the Bereans were Jews and the only scriptures they had were the Old Testament scriptures. So, if Acts 17:11 "proves" Sola Scriptura, then it would be proving Sola Old Testament Scriptura.

Furthermore, the fact that the Bereans obviously did not understand the true meaning of the Scriptures until Paul explained it to them, actually works against the Sola Scriptura position. One of the necessary corollaries to a belief in Sola Scriptura is the belief in individual private interpretation of Scripture. That each individual, guided by the Holy Spirit, has the ability to read the Bible for themselves – without answering to any outside authority – in order to come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation. 
Yet, the example of the Bereans shows us that this obviously isn’t the case. The Bereans needed Paul to explain the Scriptures to them. The Bereans, left alone with the Scriptures, obviously had not come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation. They needed a guide, Paul, to correctly interpret Scripture for them. Which means the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, with its corollary of individual private interpretation of Scripture, obviously isn’t supported by this passage from Acts 17 about the Bereans.

Which means, when all is said and done, two of the predominant Scripture passages used by folks to "prove" Sola Scriptura, upon close and thoughtful examination, actually inflict serious, if not fatal, blows upon that doctrine. These passages clearly do not mean what the Sola Scriptura advocates try to make them mean. Furthermore, there are numerous passages that point to the fact that individual interpretation of Scripture…each person reading and interpreting the Bible on their own to determine for themselves what is and is not correct Christian doctrine and practice…is quite contrary to the Word of God.

The Bible states that fairly directly. If we look at 2 Peter 1:20, we find the following: "First of all you must understand this, that no prophecy of scripture is a matter of one’ s own interpretation, because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God." No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation. I don’t know if it can be said any more plainly or directly that the principal of private interpretation, one of the foundations the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is built upon, is contrary to the Bible.

Look at Acts 8:27–31, "And he [Philip] rose and went. And behold, an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a minister of Candace the queen of the Ethiopians, in charge of all her treasure, had come to Jerusalem to worship and was returning; seated in his chariot, he was reading the prophet Isaiah…So Philip ran to him, and heard him reading Isaiah the prophet, and asked, 'Do you understand what you are reading?' And [the Ethiopian] said, 'How can I, unless some one guides me?'" This was obviously an Ethiopian Jew. He was a very educated man, we know that from that fact that he was one of the Queen’s ministers, and not just any minister, but he was, in essence, the Secretary of the Treasury for the entire kingdom of Ethiopia. He was a man of worship, having come all the way from Ethiopia to worship in Jerusalem – no easy task in those days. Yet, what does the Bible say, "Do you understand what you are reading?" And the response, from this educated man who had come from so far away to worship in Jerusalem? "How can I unless someone guides me?"
And what did Philip say in response? Did he say, "Just pray to the Holy Spirit and He will guide you?" No! Philip got up in the chariot with this man and explained the meaning of Scripture to him. Philip was this man’s guide in reading, interpreting, and understanding Scripture.

Scripture is very clear, as we see in Peter’s letter, and the Book of Acts – both with the Ethiopian eunuch and the Bereans – and other places as well, that we must have a guide, an authority, other than the Bible, in order to properly understand the Bible. Having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is scriptural. Individual interpretation of Scripture, everybody reading the Bible on their own to decide what is and is not correct doctrine…what is and is not sound moral teaching…is not scriptural. In other words, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is not scriptural.

And, please don’t take me to say that you cannot, as an individual reading Scripture, come to some knowledge of the truth. You can. As I said earlier, we must read the Bible, study the Bible, meditate on it, soak in it, pray it, live it, and breathe it. As St. Jerome once said, "Ignorance of Scripture is ignorance of Christ." But, there are very many things in the Bible that are difficult to understand. The Bible itself tells us this. 2 Peter 3:16: "There are some things in them [Paul’s letters] hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other scriptures."
Scripture tells us that there are some things, in Scripture, that are difficult to understand, and that these things that are hard to understand are important to our salvation. They are not non–essential matters because, as it says, it is possible to twist these things to our own destruction.

What Peter was saying here in 2 Peter 3:16, is that there were a number of folks out there reading the Scriptures on their own, not paying attention to what Peter or Paul or the other Church leaders were telling them, and these people were misinterpreting things in Paul’s letters, and other parts of the Scriptures as well, in such a way that it was leading to their damnation. 
Peter was, in essence, issuing a warning to those who were relying on their own private fallible interpretations of Scripture. That should be a very scary and sobering passage for anyone who believes they can simply pick up the Bible and read it on their own to make a decision in any and all matters pertaining to the Christian faith.

There is another passage I want to mention on this particular topic of needing a guide to properly interpret Scripture. Listen to what St. John says in one of his letters, 1 John 4:6: "We are of God. Whoever knows God listens to us, and he who is not of God does not listen to us. By this we know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error." This is a verse that wreaks absolute havoc with the notion of Sola Scriptura.

If you asked someone who believes in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura this question: “How do we know the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error?” What do you think they would say? Would they not say something along the lines of, "You get yourself a good Bible and by reading Scripture, and praying to the Holy Spirit for guidance, you can discern the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error." The problem is, though, that is not a biblical answer.

The Bible says that we discern the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error by listening to someone…to “us”...to John and apparently to his fellow leaders in the Church. It further says that if you know God you will indeed listen to these Church leaders. And, if you are not of God, you won’t listen to them. Does that sound like the early Christians believed in Sola Scriptura?

Another passage which tells us the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura is from Acts 15. At the Council of Jerusalem, which is described in verses 6–29, what do we see? We see that a doctrinal dispute arose in the early Church over whether or not the Gentile converts should be circumcised. Well, what did they do? How did they decide the matter? Did they consult Scripture as they should do if they believed in Sola Scriptura? No. They called a council. The leaders of the Church, in a council, decided the first doctrinal dispute in the early Church. The teaching of Sola Scriptura obviously did not exist in the early Church because if it had, and they had indeed gone solely by Scripture to decide this dispute, what would have happened? Well, they would have seen in Genesis how God required circumcision and they would have come to a completely different conclusion than the one they came to.

We have seen, from Scripture, that the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura. We have seen, from Scripture, that relying upon individual interpretation of Scripture to decide on all matters of the Christian faith, is not scriptural. We have seen, from Scripture, that there are some important things in Scripture that are difficult to understand and that can be twisted to one’s own destruction through private interpretation. We have seen, from Scripture, that having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is indeed scriptural. And, we have seen that the passages often relied upon to prove the case for Sola Scriptura, when read in context, actually make the case against Sola Scriptura.

Now, one more thing that I wish to discuss, which further damages the Sola Scriptura argument – the matter of tradition. As I stated earlier, the Jews believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. For many non–Catholic Christians, though, the word "tradition" is almost like a curse word. They cringe when they hear that word because they have been mistakenly taught that Catholics believe in the "traditions of men". And, as they rightly say, Jesus condemns the traditions of men in the Gospels.

Jesus does not, however, condemn all tradition. Nowhere does Scripture say such a thing. Jesus condemns the traditions of men, but not even all traditions of men. Specifically, Jesus condemns those traditions of men which negate the Word of God. Traditions, in and of themselves, are not bad things. It’s when they negate the Word of God that Jesus has a problem with them.

Again, tradition, in and of itself, is not necessarily a bad thing. If it were, then how could the Word of God tell us this: "So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter." That’s from 2 Thessalonians 2:15. Traditions! Traditions taught by word of mouth, in other words, oral tradition, and traditions taught by letter – written tradition, also known as "Scripture". Traditions which they are being told to "stand firm and hold to". In other words, authoritative traditions.

What else does the Bible say about holding on to traditions? 2 Timothy 2:2, "…and what you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also". Did Paul say, "What you have read in my writing pass on to others so that they may read it, too?" No! Did he say, "What you have heard from me, entrust to faithful men who will write it down for everyone to read for themselves?" No! He said to entrust it to faithful men who will "teach" others. What we have here is an instance, in Scripture, of Paul commanding the passing on of authoritative oral tradition.

1 Corinthians 11:2, "I [Paul] commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I have delivered them to you." The Corinthians are being commended by Paul because they maintain the traditions that he passed on to them. Authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. Or, as we Catholics say, Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition.

Back to Thessalonians: 1 Thessalonians 2:13, "And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God, which is at work in you believers." 
So, they received as the Word of God that which they heard, not simply that which they read in Scripture. In Acts 2:42 we read that the first Christians were "continuing steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine", or the "Apostles’ teaching".

That’s what Sacred Tradition is – the Apostles’ doctrine, or the Apostles’ teaching, as given to them by our Lord Jesus Christ. As we clearly just saw in several places in the New Testament, traditions that come from the Apostles – because the Apostles were taught by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit – are not condemned in Scripture. These traditions, these teachings, are considered, as we saw in 1 Thessalonians 2:13, not the word of men – not the traditions of men – but the Word of God.

One last word about tradition. Every church has one or more "traditions" that are not found in the Bible, whether they want to admit it or not. Which books should be in the Bible? Not in the Bible – Tradition. Sunday as the Sabbath. Not in the Bible – Tradition. Wednesday night church meeting. Not in the Bible – tradition. Altar calls. Not in the Bible – tradition. Sola Scriptura. Not in the Bible – tradition. And this last one is a tradition of men that is contrary to the Word of God.
To close, I believe I have made a very strong and rational argument – from logic, from history, and from Scripture – for why Catholics believe as we do in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. Nowhere in Scripture do we see Sola Scriptura used as an operational principle. Nowhere is anyone instructed to consult the Scriptures to solve a doctrinal dispute between Christians. The one place I’ve mentioned where it is said someone went to the Scriptures, the case of the Bereans, was a case of verification – they were simply verifying that the verses Paul quoted were indeed in the Scriptures – it was not a case of using the Scriptures, and individual interpretation of the Scriptures, in order to solve a doctrinal dispute.

Nowhere does the Bible say that, as individuals, reading the Bible on our own, the Holy Spirit will guide us to an infallible interpretation of any and every passage of Scripture. That verse simply does not exist. In fact, as I’ve shown, a number of verses do exist that directly contradict that belief.

Ultimately, under a Sola Scriptura system, any dispute between Christians – on matters of doctrine, on matters of morals, on matters of worship, on matters of anything Christian – comes down to this: My fallible, non–authoritative, non–binding, private interpretation of a particular verse or verses of Scripture vs. your fallible, non–authoritative, non–binding, private interpretation of a particular verse or verses of Scripture.

Actually, the problem is even worse than that, because under a Sola Scriptura system, as I mentioned earlier, we can’t even be sure of what the Scriptures are in the first place. So, it essentially comes down to my fallible, non–authoritative, non–binding, private interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that I think is Scripture, but cannot be infallibly sure about; vs. your fallible, non–authoritative, non–binding, private interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that you think Scripture is, but cannot be infallibly sure about.
Questions to Ask:
1) Did the leaders of the early Christian Church believe in Sola Scriptura? If, yes, then why did they call a Council (Acts 15) to decide a doctrinal dispute, why didn’t they just consult the Bible to settle the matter?

2) When Paul wrote 2 Timothy 3:16–17, was the Old Testament alone sufficient for the man of God to be made complete, or perfect? Yes or no? If, yes, then of what need does the Christian have for the New Testament? If, no, then what books of the New Testament, in addition to the books of the Old Testament, did Timothy know since childhood? And, is it then only these books of the New Testament along with the Old Testament that the Christian of the time needed to be made complete, or perfect?

3) Where in Scripture does it say that each person should read Scripture for themselves, to determine by themselves – without reference to any outside authority – what is and is not correct Christian doctrine and practice?

4) At what point did authority for deciding doctrinal matters pass from the leaders of the early Church (as we see, for example, in Acts 15 and 1 John 4:6) to each individual reading the Bible on their own?

5) Is it scriptural to have an authoritative guide for the proper interpretation of Scripture (see Acts 8, for example)?

6) Did Paul commend the Corinthians and the Thessalonians for keeping the traditions he had passed on to them? Yes or no? If, yes, where does the Bible record that every one of these traditions was subsequently recorded in Scripture?

7) If all of the oral traditions Paul passed on to the Corinthians and the Thessalonians, and which he commanded Timothy to pass on, were not recorded in Scripture, then where is the Scripture verse that says those traditions should no longer be maintained?
Strategy: 
Asking questions – "How to be Offensive Without Being Offensive" strategy. Any time someone might dispute a Catholic interpretation of Scripture – "But That’s My Interpretation" strategy. 
An example of using both of these at one time: If someone says that 2 Timothy 3:16–17 isn’t referring to the Old Testament, you can first ask, "Then what are the scriptures Paul is referring to that Timothy has known 'since childhood'?" Then, when they ignore your question, no matter how many times you ask it, or they provide some explanation that doesn’t really make any sense given the context of the passage, you can simply say, "Look, that’s my interpretation of this passage. Am I not allowed to interpret Scripture for myself? And, if I am allowed to interpret Scripture for myself, then how can you tell me I’m wrong? By what authority do you say that I’m wrong?"
From: John Martignoni To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net 

Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #151 EXTRACT
Introduction
Below is a list some folks came up with of "Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use" when evangelizing Protestants. This was written more than a year or so ago and at that time someone emailed me and asked me to respond to these 18 points. I never got around to it last year, but I re-discovered the email request in my inbox recently and decided to take a shot at it. I’m sending it out to you in the hope that it will be a useful and informative exercise. Maybe you use some of these same arguments they say not to use when talking with Protestants, maybe not, but either way I wanted you to be informed as to possible difficulties, or alleged difficulties, with those arguments.

I will state up front that I agree with some of what they say and disagree with some of what they say. I disagree more than I agree, which is what makes it fun for me. My reasons for disagreeing with a particular point they make will be immediately below that point. I also wish to say, from the outset, that I do not know any of the authors of this article and that there is no antagonism in this response, whatsoever. They are entitled to their opinions and, as they stated, they put this forth as an exercise in intellectual rigor, which I think is a very good thing. For Catholics to discuss topics like this amongst themselves is an exercise that everyone can hopefully profit from.

I’m going to put the 1st half of it in this week’s issue and the rest next week. Their arguments are italicized.
Challenge/Response/Strategy
Unsound Sticks, or, Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use

By Ben Douglass, David Palm, and Nick E.                                     
May 1, Anno Domini MMIX
The following is a list of arguments against Protestantism which, in our judgment, Catholics should not use, either because they are not true, or because, while they might be true, it is impossible to prove that they are, for a plausible alternative explanation of the data exists. This is certainly not a complete list: it is merely one missive fired for intellectual rigor. Neither is it an infallible list: it is possible that one or more of these arguments might be saved.
1. Alleging that there are 33,000 Protestant denominations. This tally comes from the 2001 World Christian Encyclopedia, and it includes all denominations and para-denominations which self–identify as Christian, including Catholics, Orthodox, Protestants, Old Catholics, Mormons, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Seventh Day Adventists, Gnostics, Bogomils, etc. And even so, the number is too high. The World Christian Encyclopedia artificially inflates the number of Catholic “denominations” by counting Eastern Churches in communion with Rome as separate denominations. It likewise inflates the number of Eastern Orthodox “denominations” by counting Churches in communion with each other as distinct.
This reference lists 8,973 denominations under the heading “Protestant,” and 22,146 more under the heading “Independent.” Some, but not all, of the “independent” denominations may justly be described as Protestant. Still, these numbers may be inflated similarly to the numbers for Catholics and Orthodox. Suffice it to say that there are thousands of Protestant denominations.
Moreover, even if we could arrive at an accurate tally for Protestant denominations (20,000?), we still could not blame the whole of that number on Sola Scriptura. Some of these churches share substantial unity in faith, even if they are juridically independent (perhaps due to geography). And much of the disunity of faith within Protestantism, at least in the developed world, stems from efforts to subordinate the authority of Scripture (e.g., to various sexual perversions). In reality, if every Protestant denomination were serious and consistent in affirming and applying the rule of Sola Scriptura, the spectrum of Protestant belief would be significantly narrower. It bears emphasizing: the only thing for which we can directly blame Sola Scriptura is the extent to which it fails to provide unity in true faith and morals to those who sincerely adhere to it, e.g., “orthodox ” Lutherans, Presbyterians, Baptists, Anglicans, Methodists, Pentecostals, Campbellites, etc.

My Response: 
I disagree.
I disagree because I personally believe, based on my experiences, that there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations, and the main reason for this is sola scriptura.  
Now, I admit that my "experiences" constitute anecdotal evidence, but I have found nothing to dissuade me from the notion that my anecdotal evidence is not indicative of a much more widespread phenomenon.  
And, for clarity’s sake, I define a Protestant denomination as a religious unit of one or more persons that has: 
1) A particular set of beliefs on matters of faith and morals, which may or may not be unique to that group; and 
2) Has its own structure of authority that ultimately answers to no human being outside of the denomination.
In the last 15 years or so, I have talked to hundreds and hundreds of Protestants, either on the radio, via email, on the phone, or in person. I have heard from the mouths of at least 2–3 dozen or so of those folks that while they may attend a church in a particular denomination, let’s say a Baptist church for example, they are not, however, members of that denomination. They have all said something close to this: "I only go to that church because that pastor comes the closest to what I believe". The first time I heard that about 15 years ago it blew me away. But I have heard it time and time again since.
In other words, these folks are their own little denomination within a denomination. They have their own set of beliefs and they are their own authority for what is, in essence, their own private denomination. They are the Pope, the pastor, and the chief theologian of their own personal denomination. Now, out of the several hundred Protestants I’ve talked to, the number who have said something along these lines accounts for about, let’s say, 2–3% of the total. I think the true percentage who are in this situation is much higher than that, however, because I have actually not even addressed this particular point with the vast majority of the Protestants I have talked to. So, there may be many more of the Protestants I’ve talked to who are in this same situation, but the topic simply never came up in our discussions. Plus, I have talked to any number of Protestants who have flat out stated that they do not need any church, all they need is a Bible. So, again, I believe the percentage of Protestants who belong to their own private denomination is rather high. But, let’s use the 2–3% figure just to be conservative.  
So, estimating that 2–3% of Protestants, just in this country, are members of their own private denominations – they answer to no human authority in matters of faith and morals outside of themselves, and they have a particular set of beliefs they call their own – then we’re looking at the number of denominations as being in the millions. I have said many times that if God leaves us on this earth long enough there will eventually be one Protestant denomination for every Protestant or, at the least, one Protestant denomination for every Protestant family. And what is the main reason for this phenomenon? Sola Scriptura. Folks interpreting the Bible on their own to arrive at their own particular set of beliefs and subject only to their own authority.
Plus, I disagree that you cannot blame Sola Scriptura for the disunity of faith within Protestantism that results from the "efforts to subordinate the authority of Scripture". The essence of Sola Scriptura, whether its adherents realize it or not, is not the authority of Scripture, but rather the authority of each individual’s interpretation of Scripture. Big difference. The authority of Scripture, and the authority given by Christ to the Church He founded, are actually usurped by sola scriptura adherents, again, whether they realize it or not.  And this indirect, or inadvertent, usurpation of authority by the individual, which allows him to "authoritatively" pronounce right from wrong, true doctrine from false, all based on his own private authority, inevitably leads to individuals believing they have the authority to directly and knowingly usurp the authority of Scripture and the Church. It all stems from the same root.  
4. Exaggerating the inadequacy of Sola Scriptura, as if it were not possible to understand the Bible at all without the Magisterium. In reality, if one, without help from any external authority, gives the Bible a diligent, sincere, and attentive reading, it will be possible to achieve the right answer to a fair number of questions. Sola Scriptura is inadequate because it cannot give the Church definitive answers to every question which she needs answered in order to function as the Church. For example, it cannot give the Church a definitive answer regarding whether Christian marriage is dissoluble. On the other hand, the Bible is clear enough that the text alone suffices to tell the Church that homosexuality is evil, among other things. If one fails to recognize this then it will be impossible to come to terms with the patristic witness to the clarity of Scripture.

My Response: 
I agree.  
I always say that you can read the Bible on your own and come to some understanding of what you read, but I also always say that there are many things in the Bible that are difficult to understand and for which we need a guide – as the Bible clearly tells us.
5. Insisting that Protestants need to know, as a matter of faith, that Matthew wrote Matthew. According to the internal logic of their system, they do not. It suffices that the book of Matthew be inspired by God, regardless whether the traditional attribution is correct. As such, there is a limited value in asking Protestants the question, “How do you know that Matthew wrote Matthew?” 
If a particular Protestant does in fact accept the traditional authorship of Matthew, one might ask him on what basis he does so. If he replies that he does so on the basis of the patristic testimony, this can be an opportunity to expose any double standards he might hold as to the reliability of the patristic testimony at large. Nevertheless, it is fallacious to argue that, since Protestants need to know that Matthew wrote Matthew, and since Sola Scriptura cannot provide that knowledge to them, therefore Sola Scriptura is false.

My Response: 
I disagree.  
First of all, I disagree that there is any kind of "internal logic" in a Protestant theological "system". There may be internal logic in various compartments of a Protestant theological system, but not consistently throughout the system as a whole. Now, I never specifically insist that Protestants need to know who wrote Matthew (or Mark or any other book) as a "matter of faith". I do, however, quite often ask the question: "Who wrote the Gospel of Mark, and how do you know?" And I ask because if the Bible is the sole rule of faith for Christians, and one only accepts as definitively true that which comes from the pages of the Bible, then it is indeed important to know who wrote the various books of the Bible. Why? Because the inspiration of Scripture comes from God through the authors of Scripture. The authors were inspired by God. If you don’t know who wrote the book, and the book is your only authority in these matters, then how can you know it was inspired? 
So, if the Bible cannot answer fundamental questions about its own inspiration – which is what the question, "Who wrote the Gospel of Mark", is aimed at showing – that means you cannot know from the Bible that all of it is inspired, then how can Sola Scriptura be true?  So, since the Bible does not tell us who wrote Mark, or Matthew, or some of the other books, and the Bible is supposedly the only definitive source for answers re-garding questions of this nature – one cannot turn to tradition when one does not believe in tradition – then Sola Scriptura has to be false because Sola Scriptura cannot provide you with a Scriptura in the first place.

6. Assuming that it suffices, for falsifying Sola Scriptura, to demonstrate that inspired oral Apostolic Tradition existed during the Apostolic era (2 Thessalonians 2:15, etc.). Protestants grant this. One must proceed to demonstrate the perduring presence of this Tradition within the Church throughout all ages. Or at least, one must justify laying the burden of proof on Protestants to demonstrate that all oral Apostolic Tradition was eventually inscripturated.

My Response: 
I agree and disagree.  
I agree in principle, but in practice it may indeed suffice to prove Sola Scriptura wrong to any given individual by showing them that Apostolic Tradition existed during the Apostolic era. One should always be prepared, however, after showing the verses on tradition (such as 2 Thessalonians 2:15) to answer, should it come, the follow–up: "Well, that was just for the time before the New Testament was written", with the appropriate responses. I would also add that one should not really try to "prove" anything with this or that verse from Scripture. Apologetics is about building the case. Use Scripture and logic and common sense, and tradition if necessary, all to build the case and to plant the seeds. Then let the Holy Spirit "prove" it.

From: John Martignoni To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net 

Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #153 EXTRACT
I have a new YouTube video out in the "Questions Protestants Can’t Answer" series. This one moves us out of James 2 and into Romans. Please check it out when you get the chance. Here’s the link: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gFQVmaGKR0E
Introduction
The last two weeks I’ve been going through some "Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use" that were published by three Catholic apologists back in 2009. One of those three, Nick, has responded to both issues of the newsletter that dealt with these "Arguments" and said that, with some minor disagreement, he would agree with most of what I said. He looked at it, as do I after reading his responses, as both of us talking about the same thing but from different angles. My "disagreements" with what they said turned out to be not so much "disagreements" as they were a nuanced take on what they said.

One of the points that they made, which I disagreed with, was that we should not be saying there are 33,000 Protestant denominations. They think the number might be more like 20,000 or so. I disagreed because I believe there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of de facto Protestant denominations. Nick explained that the Protestant source from which the number 33,000 is drawn was faulty in how it arrived at that number. And so what they were saying is, based on that particular source, we shouldn’t be saying 33,000 denominations, we should be saying 20,000 or so denominations. I don’t disagree with that, but, I went beyond the point they were making about one particular source document to say that Sola Scriptura has actually given us millions of Protestant denominations. 
So, on that, I do not actually disagree with what they were saying, but simply went beyond the narrow point they were making.
Now, they also stated that we cannot blame all the divisions within Protestantism on Sola Scriptura, and on that I would still tend to disagree. I would say that the cause of the vast majority, if not all, of the divisions within Protestantism is directly or indirectly related to Sola Scriptura.

Now, all of that brings me to a particular Protestant apologist, James Swan, who took issue on his blog with what I said about there potentially being millions of denominations. Mr. Swan has, on occasion, taken potshots at me in his blog. I replied to one of those previous potshots back in Issue #78 of this newsletter. I ripped into his arguments, or lack thereof, yet never saw any response to what I said in his blog. So I assumed that he likes to talk about me, but just doesn’t want me to talk back, so I haven’t bothered with any of his other potshots…until now.

He took a potshot at my contention that there are millions of Protestant denominations and it was just too good to pass up commenting on. Below is what he said in its entirety (in italics), and then my comments intermingled with his. I hope you enjoy…
Challenge/Response/Strategy
From James Swan: (http://www.aomin.org/aoblog/index.php?itemid=4188)

It’s not 33,000 Protestant Denominations, but Millions
09/18/2010 – James Swan
There seems to be a new conversion story every day of a lost Protestant finding his way across the Tiber. Based on these testimonies, one may be tempted to think the Roman church is growing while Protestant churches are dwindling. Haven’t Rome’s defenders been doing such a stellar job with apologetics, so that the conversions are coming fast and furious? Shouldn’t the number of Protestant churches therefore be going down?
According to one of Rome’s apologists, the opposite is true. There has been an increase in Protestant church bodies. It no longer is 33,000 Protestant denominations. John Martignoni says there are now millions:
There are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations, and the main reason for this is sola scriptura. Now, I admit that my “experiences” constitute anecdotal evidence, but I have found nothing to dissuade me from the notion that my anecdotal evidence is not indicative of a much more widespread phenomenon. And, for clarity’s sake, I define a Protestant denomination as a religious unit of one or more persons that has: 1) A particular set of beliefs on matters of faith and morals, which may or may not be unique to that group; and 2) Has its own structure of authority that ultimately answers to no human being outside of the denomination.  [From “Apologetics for the Masses,” Issue #151]

John’s statistical conclusions come from his use and gathering of “anecdotal evidence.” He’s delved into his wealth of subjective experience and arrived at a conclusion about reality. That’s quite a rigorous apologetic presentation, similar to a Mormon missionary arguing from a burning in the bosom.    
Aside from the fact that his estimate of millions of Protestant denominations has no real evidence to back it up, there are a few other problems with his burning in the bosom apologetic conclusions. His subjective feelings have informed him that sola scriptura is the culprit. This reminds me of someone who blames a situation on one idea or a particular group of people at the expense of other factors that should figure into an equation. Secondly, his feelings don’t seem to be moved when it comes to evaluating divisions within Romanism. Is sola scriptura the culprit for that as well? The irony is that this very statement from Mr. Martignoni was not written in response to a Protestant, but to Roman Catholics stating the 33,000 denominations argument should be abandoned. That is, Martignoni’s is at odds with the conclusions of another Romanist.  It’s one Romanist opinion against another. Perhaps sola scriptura is responsible for this as well? No, Romanists are allowed to disagree with each other simply because they say they say they are able to do so. 
When it comes right down to it, Roman Catholic apologists like Martignoni suffer from gross double standards in their methodology. Many of their arguments and conclusions stem from their own subjective feelings and private interpretations of Romanism and the Bible. They don’t even begin to point their same arguments back on their own worldview to see how consistent they are.
James Swan: 

There seems to be a new conversion story every day of a lost Protestant finding his way across the Tiber. Based on these testimonies, one may be tempted to think the Roman church is growing while Protestant churches are dwindling. Haven’t Rome’s defenders been doing such a stellar job with apologetics, so that the conversions are coming fast and furious? Shouldn’t the number of Protestant churches therefore be going down?
According to one of Rome’s apologists, the opposite is true. There has been an increase in Protestant church bodies. It no longer is 33,000 Protestant denominations. John Martignoni says there are now millions:
“There are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations, and the main reason for this is sola scriptura. 
Now, I admit that my “experiences” constitute anecdotal evidence, but I have found nothing to dissuade me from the notion that my anecdotal evidence is not indicative of a much more widespread phenomenon. And, for clarity’s sake, I define a Protestant denomination as a religious unit of one or more persons that has: 1) A particular set of beliefs on matters of faith and morals, which may or may not be unique to that group; and 2) Has its own structure of authority that ultimately answers to no human being outside of the denomination.” [From “Apologetics for the Masses,” Issue #151]
John Martignoni:

Mr. Swan is, essentially, contending that the number of denominations has to be decreasing if the number of Protestants is decreasing, and he tries to make Catholic ignorant savant John Martignoni look foolish for saying otherwise (even though I have never said the number of Protestants is decreasing – it might be, but I haven’t seen any statistics on that so have not commented on it). Well, his argument seems reasonable at first, as does much of Protestantism, but upon closer examination, the logic just doesn’t hold up, as with much of Protestantism. 

So, can the number of Protestant denominations ("churches") increase even if the number of Protestants is decreasing? Well, let’s look at an example and see: Let’s say there are 100 denominations with 100,000 total Protestants in them. So, the average size of a denomination is 1000 Protestants. Now, let’s say the average size of a denomination decreases, which is the essence of my contention. I am contending that the denominations are, for all intents and purposes, breaking apart to the extent that in the long run there will be one denomination for each individual, or at least, for each family. Well, if the average size of a denomination decreases, can there be fewer people, yet more denominations? James Swan’s logic says, "No, there can’t be." Well, let’s see. Let’s drop the average size of our denomination down to 100 people and let’s quadruple the number of denominations. Which means we now have 400 hundred denominations, but only 40,000 Protestants. So, the number of Protestants decreased, but the number of denominations increased.  But, that’s not possible according to Mr. Swan’s logic. So, that must mean that Mr. Swan’s logic isn’t as logical as it could be. Which means his attempt to "logically" refute my contention, such as it was, falls just a bit short. 
James Swan: 

John’s statistical conclusions come from his use and gathering of “anecdotal evidence.” He’s delved into his wealth of subjective experience and arrived at a conclusion about reality. That’s quite a rigorous apologetic presentation, similar to a Mormon missionary arguing from a burning in the bosom.   
John Martignoni:

It’s amazing how he starts off talking about my "statistical conclusions" and then quickly translates that into the equivalent of a Mormon missionary’s "burning in the bosom", as if this was a completely subjective conclusion on my part. My contention that there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of de facto Protestant denominations – each Sola Scriptura devotee who believes they have the authority to decide what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine based on their own personal, fallible interpretation of Scripture essentially acting as Pope, Pastor, and theologian for their own private denomination – is indeed based on statistical conclusions. My contention is not based on what I "feel", it is based on what I have observed, which his readers would have known if they took the time to read my newsletter.

Anyway, as I mentioned in my newsletter, I have dealt with literally hundreds, possibly more than a thousand by now, of Protestants in the last 15 years or so. And, I based my contention on my observations of what a number of them have said and written to me. Comments along the lines of: "Well, I attend a particular church/denomination, but I’m not a member of that church/denomination. I just go there because that Pastor comes closest to what I believe of all the Pastors from the various churches I’ve attended." In other words, they are a denomination within a denomination. They are an authority unto themselves. Going to a particular church because that Pastor comes closest to what they have deemed to be true, based on their private, fallible interpretation of the Bible. They are, in essence, Pope, Pastor, and theologian for their own private denomination.

Now, not all of the Protestants I have dealt with have said something like that, it’s only been a small percentage – two or three dozen out of several hundred (although, this particular topic usually does not come up when I talk with Protestants, so the percentage could actually be much higher).  So, what I did was take that percentage of my sample and extrapolate it to the Protestant population as a whole. Thus, I came up with hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations. Is that equivalent to a "burning in my bosom", a purely subjective hunch or intuition? Mr. Swan seems to think so, but it is far from it, Mr. Swan. It is indeed a statistical conclusion. It is an extrapolation based on observable data. Is that the equivalent of a "burning in the bosom"? No, it is actually much like the process used in all of the polling data we hear about ad nauseum on the news. 

To get a poll that is considered statistically strong, you need to talk to somewhere around 1024 or 1064 people, or some such number in that general area. I cannot say with certainty how many Protestants I have talked to over the past 12–15 years, but it is in that general area – maybe a little bit lower, but possibly even a little bit higher. So, the number of observations in my data is fairly significant, from a statistical standpoint.  Which means my contention about the number of Protestant denominations can in no way be described as resulting from a "burning in my bosom". As I mentioned in my newsletter, I was shocked when I first encountered this phenomenon. It was not something that I dreamed up, it was something I observed. And, please note, it is not something that Mr. Swan actually offers any evidence t o contradict. In fact, I am willing to bet that Mr. Swan is a de facto denomination unto himself.

I will admit, though, to making a mistake in my estimation. When I extrapolated from my observations, I was trying to be exceedingly conservative in my estimate, so I included those who attended a particular denomination even though they were not members of that denomination, but I excluded from my calculations all of the Protestants who had told me that they don’t need any church. All they need is their Bible and that’s it. Well, I did not count those folks in the percentage of denominations, but I should have because they are indeed the very people I am talking about as being denominations unto themselves. So, I should have added another couple dozen or so folks to calculate the percentage I came up with, which would actually raise my estimated number of de facto Protestant denominations. 

And, I will admit that a potential weakness in my statistical estimation is that the observations were not completely random in nature. They are mostly based on people who have responded to something I have said on a CD, in this newsletter, in a live talk, or on the radio. So, that is indeed a weakness in my calculations, but I am more than willing to admit that my analysis is not infallible. If only James Swan would admit that his interpretations of Scripture are not infallible.

Also, I find it almost funny, if it wasn’t actually sad, that Mr. Swan is so quick to ridicule me for a conclusion arrived at by what he perceives as a "burning in the bosom", when I have heard I don’t know how many times from Protestants that they "know" the canon of Scripture – which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture – based on how reading a particular book of Scripture makes them "feel".   (They do this to avoid the Catholic argument that the only way they know what the canon of Scripture is because of the Tradition of the Catholic Church.) When they read this or that book, they can “feel” the Holy Spirit moving. They can "feel" God talking to them."Burning in the bosom". Where do you think Mormons got this "burning in the bosom" nonsense from? It wasn’t from Catholics, it was from Protestants. Was Joseph Smith’s family Catholic? No, they were Protestant.

And one other point in regard to this "burning in the bosom" phenomenon, what does James Swan base every single one of his doctrinal beliefs on? Essentially, he bases them on a "burning in his bosom". He bases his doctrinal beliefs on his own, personal, non–authoritative, fallible interpretations of Scripture. Where is the objectivity in that, Mr. Swan? Talk about double standards?!
James Swan: 

Aside from the fact that his estimate of millions of Protestant denominations has no real evidence to back it up, there are a few other problems with his burning in the bosom apologetic conclusions. His subjective feelings have informed him that sola scriptura is the culprit. This reminds me of someone who blames a situation on one idea or a particular group of people at the expense of other factors that should figure into an equation. Secondly, his feelings don’t seem to be moved when it comes to evaluating divisions within Romanism. Is sola scriptura the culprit for that as well? The irony is that this very statement from Mr. Martignoni was not written in response to a Protestant, but to Roman Catholics stating the 33,000 denominations argument should be abandoned. That is, Martignoni’s is at odds with the conclusions of another Romanist.  It’s one Romanist opinion against another. Perhaps sola scriptura is responsible for this as well? No, Romanists are allowed to disagree with each other simply because they say they say they are able to do so. 
John Martignoni:

Again he uses the "burning in the bosom" phrase to ridicule, rather than actually answer my argument.  
And, it is not my "subjective feelings" that tell me Sola Scriptura is the culprit for all the divisions within Protestantism. That contention is, again, based on my observations. If someone tells you that they don’t need a church all they need is their Bible (Sola Scriptura), or that they attend a particular church because that pastor comes closest to what they believe (based on their interpretation of their Bible – Sola Scriptura), then please tell me, Mr. Swan, what would you conclude? He mentions "other factors" should "factor into that equation", but again, please note that he did not offer a single one of these "other factors". 

Then, he goes from the illogical to the ridiculous. Sola Scriptura being the basis for a difference of opinion (not doctrine or authority) between two Catholic apologists as to how many Protestant denominations there are?! Oh, please! Plus, the supposed disagreement between the "Roman Catholics" was not as much of a disagreement as he seems to think it was (see the "Introduction" section above). As I stated above, those three Catholic apologists were saying that a particular Protestant source should not be used by Catholics as the source for a claim that there are 33,000 Protestant denominations. The reason it shouldn’t be used to make this claim, is because the book contained faulty calculation methods. 
Based on that source alone, a Catholic could, however, make the claim for thousands of Protestant denominations, maybe as high as 20,000, but not 33,000. I agree with that. I went beyond that particular point, however, in making my claim. So, Mr. Swan was acting like God and creating something out of nothing. 

The problem for Mr. Swan, as it is for all Protestants, is whether there are thousands or millions of Protestant denominations, the fact is that there are at least thousands of divisions within Protestantism based on theological differences that result from Sola Scriptura. I happen to believe that there are millions of divisions within Protestantism when you factor in matters of authority, as well. And, that these authoritative differences result from the fact that the dogma of Sola Scriptura encourages each individual to be t heir own Pope, Pastor, and theologian when it comes to matters of the Bible. He avoided that altogether, though, didn’t he?
James Swan:
Mr. Martignoni then gave his personal opinion of what constitutes a Protestant body. This also appears to be based on his burning in the bosom apologetic conclusions. Is this Rome’s official definition? No, it’s once again, John’s personal opinion. Interestingly, the guys over at Triablogue have been revisiting this same subject. In this post, it is pointed out that dumping 33,000 denominations into one big pile can only be done consistently if they actually share something in common: “So the very objection to Protestant diversity tacitly assumes that all Protestant denominations have a common denominator. They must have something essentially in common that makes all of them Protestant.” In other words, the 33,000 different denominations actually share at least one thing in common in order to be classified together. This post also points out inherent difficulties with Romanist argumentation and is worth a look at. 
John Martignoni:

He’s trying here to make the argument that the fact all Protestant denominations have something in common, in some way diminishes the argument that the divisions within Protestantism argue against the legitimacy of Protestantism. That is quite a stretch, but it shows how much the problem of the divisions within Protestantism is on the minds of Protestant apologists. Of course they all have something in common: 1) They are not Catholic and quite often attack the Catholic Faith as being the bogeyman; 2) Most, if not all, of them believe in Sola Scriptura; 3) They all have Martin Luther as their spiritual forefather; and 4) None of them have valid holy orders.

Plus, my "opinion" of "what constitutes a Protestant body" (a denomination), is not based on a "burning in my bosom", rather it is based on my observations and simple logic. Notice, again, that he offers no argument to counter my definition, he chooses instead to simply ridicule me personally. Now, in the past, the generally–accepted definition of a "denomination" has been a number of churches, with a particular body of doctrine and a particular structure of authority, joining together to form a particular sub–group within Protestantism.  That was fine as far as it went, but I contend that the old definition needs to be updated to more accurately reflect the situation within Protestantism. And this is not because of a "burning in my bosom" but because of my observation of what is happening within Protestantism. Does not each and every denomination represent a division within Protestantism? Indeed it does. Mr. Swan, would you care to argue otherwise? Each denomination has either its own unique body of doctrine, or its own particular structure of authority, does it not, Mr. Swan? Given that, why can a denomination not be a single individual or a single family?  If that family has either, or both, a unique set of doctrines or an authority structure that answers to no earthly authority outside of itself, how is that different from any other denomination?  And why is it that people are not adhering to the authority of the pastors within the various "established" denominations? Why? Because they don’t need the church…they don’t need the words of a man…all they need is the Bible and their own private interpretation of Scripture. Sola Scriptura.
James Swan: 

When it comes right down to it, Roman Catholic apologists like Martignoni suffer from gross double standards in their methodology. Many of their arguments and conclusions stem from their own subjective feelings and private interpretations of Romanism and the Bible. They don’t even begin to point their same arguments back on their own worldview to see how consistent they are.  

John Martignoni:
Regarding disagreements between Roman Catholics and how I have a "double standard" in that regard, did he give specific examples of this double standard? No. He tries to use the example of me disagreeing with another Catholic apologist not on a matter of doctrine, or morals, or authority, rather on the matter of how many Protestant denominations there actually are. But the point he is trying to make is absurd. He is trying to make the point that a disagreement between Catholics on a non–doctrinal matter, on a question of fact in regard to the number of Protestant denominations, is equivalent to a disagreement among Protestants as to Baptism, the Sacraments, authority, the Rapture, once saved always saved, tradition, and so on. 
Sorry, James, but they are not the same thing. 

There are no divisions among Roman Catholics on matters of doctrine. If someone who calls themselves Catholic rejects the doctrinal teachings of the Church, then they are no longer Catholic. If someone is no longer in union with the Pope, then they are no longer Catholic. They do not become a "denomination" of Catholicism, they become just one more denomination within Protestantism, whether they still call themselves Catholic or not. What defines a Catholic is unity with the Chair of Peter. What defines a Protestant is that they are protesting Church teaching. A Catholic who protests Church teaching is not a Catholic, he is a Protestant. 

It is not okay for Catholics to reject the doctrinal teachings of the Church. It is mortal sin. Not so for Protestants, however. Protestants who reject the particular teachings of their denomination, become a de facto denomination unto themselves, and that’s okay. That is, as long as they still agree on the "essential doctrines". It’s okay to disagree on the "non–essential doctrines", but not on the "essential" doctrines.  (Which part of the Word of God is "non–essential" I have yet to figure out.) That attitude is built into Protestantism. It is not built into Catholicism. Do Protestants believe that Wesley committed mortal sin when he split from the Anglican church? No. Do Protestants believe Zwingli committed mortal sin when he disagreed with Luther? No. Do they believe the PCA committed mortal sin when it split from the Presbyterian church? No. Forming your own denomination based on your private interpretation of Scripture is part of Protestantism. It is not part of Catholicism. Mr. Swan makes no argument to address this fundamental problem. In fact, he stays far away from it.

Now, can "Romanists" disagree with each other on matters that are not doctrinal? Of course they can, and they do. Does that mean they have formed their own de facto denomination? Not at all. They are still in doctrinal agreement with the Pope and they are still subject to the authority of the Pope and the Bishops in union with him. 

Can Protestants disagree with their Pastor on a doctrinal matter and split off and form their own church and still be good Protestants? Indeed they can. Again, my money is on James Swan as being his own de facto denomination. James, if your pastor comes up with an interpretation of Scripture that you disagree with, on a doctrinal matter, who has the ultimate authority to decide who is right…you, or your Pastor? 

Sorry, James, world of difference here between Catholics and Protestants.
In Conclusion
James Swan attacked me, but not my arguments. This, unfortunately, is not rare when dealing with Protestants, but you can’t let it get you off track from your arguments. You have to dispassionately examine what they have said, and systematically take apart any arguments that you can find amidst their rhetoric.

By the way, I still have not heard back from Mike Gendron as to answers for the questions I asked him, in Issue #150. If I ever get any, I’ll let you know. MORE OF JOHN MARTIGNONI, PAGES 78 FF.

A History of the Church: 1517 A.D. to the Present
Theology for the Laity Series - Protestantism and its Forms
http://www.therealpresence.org/archives/Church_Dogma/Church_Dogma_013.htm
By Fr. John A. Hardon, S.J., 2005 EXTRACT
First Principle Form of Protestantism - Sola Scriptura

What are the essentials of Protestantism? It is not to know what some of those essentials are, because in over four hundred years, going on five hundred years, they have remained I would say, quite constant, in other words, those basic premises of Protestantism have not basically changed. And in Latin that’s why they got started first sola scriptura: Scripture alone. How do we know God’s mind and will from Scripture alone? Sola scriptura, by Scripture alone. Only the written revealed word of God is necessary, not just for salvation, but to know everything that God wants us to both believe, and to do. It is all contained in the Bible.  Historically, that position could not have, could not have been assumed, no way, until the discovery of print.  Usually we assign about 14, 1465 as the beginning of the print age.  And the first printed book, as I am sure we all know, was the – Bible. Well, Luther and his followers identified all of God’s revelation with that written book.  As over the years, I’ve been telling people, the more bizarre, the more incredible, the stranger an idea is – talk about human nature – the more believers you are liable to get. Imagine claiming the law of God, revealed Truth, is in a written book. When until less than a century before the rise of Protestantism, there were no books in existence. There were manuscripts, but no books.

Scripture and Tradition
http://www.catholic.com/library/Scripture_and_Tradition.asp 

Protestants claim the Bible is the only rule of faith, meaning that it contains all of the material one needs for theology and that this material is sufficiently clear that one does not need apostolic tradition or the Church’s magisterium (teaching authority) to help one understand it. In the Protestant view, the whole of Christian truth is found within the Bible’s pages. Anything extraneous to the Bible is simply non-authoritative, unnecessary, or wrong—and may well hinder one in coming to God. 
Catholics, on the other hand, recognize that the Bible does not endorse this view and that, in fact, it is repudiated in Scripture. The true "rule of faith"—as expressed in the Bible itself—is Scripture plus apostolic tradition, as manifested in the living teaching authority of the Catholic Church, to which were entrusted the oral teachings of Jesus and the apostles, along with the authority to interpret Scripture correctly. 

In the Second Vatican Council’s document on divine revelation, Dei Verbum (Latin: "The Word of God"), the relationship between Tradition and Scripture is explained: "Hence there exists a close connection and communication between sacred Tradition and sacred Scripture. For both of them, flowing from the same divine wellspring, in a certain way merge into a unity and tend toward the same end. For sacred Scripture is the word of God inasmuch as it is consigned to writing under the inspiration of the divine Spirit. To the successors of the apostles, sacred Tradition hands on in its full purity God’s word, which was entrusted to the apostles by Christ the Lord and the Holy Spirit. 

"Thus, by the light of the Spirit of truth, these successors can in their preaching preserve this word of God faithfully, explain it, and make it more widely known. Consequently it is not from sacred Scripture alone that the Church draws her certainty about everything which has been revealed. Therefore both sacred Tradition and sacred Scripture are to be accepted and venerated with the same devotion and reverence." 

But Evangelical and Fundamentalist Protestants, who place their confidence in Martin Luther’s theory of sola scriptura (Latin: "Scripture alone"), will usually argue for their position by citing a couple of key verses. The first is this: "These are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his name" (John 20:31). The other is this: "All Scripture is 
inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness; so that the man of God may be equipped, prepared for every good work" (2 Timothy 3:16–17). According to these Protestants, these verses demonstrate the reality of sola scriptura (the "Bible only" theory). 

Not so, reply Catholics. First, the verse from John refers to the things written in that book (read it with John 20:30, the verse immediately before it to see the context of the statement in question). If this verse proved anything, it would not prove the theory of sola scriptura but that the Gospel of John is sufficient. 

Second, the verse from John’s Gospel tells us only that the Bible was composed so we can be helped to believe Jesus is the Messiah. It does not say the Bible is all we need for salvation, much less that the Bible is all we need for theology; nor does it say the Bible is even necessary to believe in Christ. After all, the earliest Christians had no New Testament to which they could appeal; they learned from oral, rather than written, instruction. Until relatively recent times, the Bible was inaccessible to most people, either because they could not read or because the printing press had not been invented. All these people learned from oral instruction, passed down, generation to generation, by the Church. 

Much the same can be said about 2 Timothy 3:16-17. To say that all inspired writing "has its uses" is one thing; to say that only inspired writing need be followed is something else. Besides, there is a telling argument against claims of Evangelical and Fundamentalist Protestants. John Henry Newman explained it in an 1884 essay entitled "Inspiration in its Relation to Revelation." 
  

Newman’s argument

He wrote: "It is quite evident that this passage furnishes no argument whatever that the sacred Scripture, without Tradition, is the sole rule of faith; for, although sacred Scripture is profitable for these four ends, still it is not said to be sufficient. The Apostle [Paul] requires the aid of Tradition (2 Thessalonians 2:15). Moreover, the Apostle here refers to the scriptures which Timothy was taught in his infancy. 

"Now, a good part of the New Testament was not written in his boyhood: Some of the Catholic epistles were not written even when Paul wrote this, and none of the books of the New Testament were then placed on the canon of the Scripture books. He refers, then, to the scriptures of the Old Testament, and, if the argument from this passage proved anything, it would prove too much, viz., that the scriptures of the New Testament were not necessary for a rule of faith." 

Furthermore, Protestants typically read 2 Timothy 3:16-17 out of context. When read in the context of the surrounding passages, one discovers that Paul’s reference to Scripture is only part of his exhortation that Timothy take as his guide Tradition and Scripture. The two verses immediately before it state: "But as for you, continue in what you have learned and have firmly believed, knowing from whom you learned it, and how from childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus" (2 Timothy 3:14–15). 
Paul tells Timothy to continue in what he has learned for two reasons: first, because he knows from whom he has learned it—Paul himself—and second, because he has been educated in the scriptures. The first of these is a direct appeal to apostolic tradition, the oral teaching which the apostle Paul had given Timothy. So Protestants must take 2 Timothy 3:16-17 out of context to arrive at the theory of sola scriptura. But when the passage is read in context, it becomes clear that it is teaching the importance of apostolic tradition! 

The Bible denies that it is sufficient as the complete rule of faith. Paul says that much Christian teaching is to be found in the tradition which is handed down by word of mouth (2 Timothy 2:2). 
He instructs us to "stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter" (2 Thessalonians 2:15). 

This oral teaching was accepted by Christians, just as they accepted the written teaching that came to them later. Jesus told his disciples: "He who hears you hears me, and he who rejects you rejects me" (Luke 10:16). The Church, in the persons of the apostles, was given the authority to teach by Christ; the Church would be his representative. He commissioned them, saying, "Go therefore and make disciples of all nations" (Matthew 28:19). 

And how was this to be done? By preaching, by oral instruction: "So faith comes from what is heard, and what is heard comes by the preaching of Christ" (Romans 10:17). The Church would always be the living teacher. It is a mistake to limit "Christ’s word" to the written word only or to suggest that all his teachings were reduced to writing. The Bible nowhere supports either notion. 

Further, it is clear that the oral teaching of Christ would last until the end of time. "'But the word of the Lord abides for ever.' That word is the good news which was preached to you" (1 Peter 1:25). Note that the word has been "preached"—that is, communicated orally. This would endure. It would not be supplanted by a written record like the Bible (supplemented, yes, but not supplanted), and would continue to have its own authority. 

This is made clear when the apostle Paul tells Timothy: "[W]hat you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also" (2 Timothy 2:2). Here we see the first few links in the chain of apostolic tradition that has been passed down intact from the apostles to our own day. Paul instructed Timothy to pass on the oral teachings (traditions) that he had received from the apostle. He was to give these to men who would be able to teach others, thus perpetuating the chain. Paul gave this instruction not long before his death (2 Timothy 4:6–8), as a reminder to Timothy of how he should conduct his ministry. 
  

What is Tradition?

In this discussion it is important to keep in mind what the Catholic Church means by tradition. The term does not refer to legends or mythological accounts, nor does it encompass transitory customs or practices which may change, as circumstances warrant, such as styles of priestly dress, particular forms of devotion to saints, or even liturgical rubrics. Sacred or apostolic tradition consists of the teachings that the apostles passed on orally through their preaching. These teachings largely (perhaps entirely) overlap with those contained in Scripture, but the mode of their transmission is different. 

They have been handed down and entrusted to the Church. It is necessary that Christians believe in and follow this tradition as well as the Bible (Luke 10:16). The truth of the faith has been given primarily to the leaders of the Church (Ephesians 3:5), who, with Christ, form the foundation of the Church (Ephesians 2:20). The Church has been guided by the Holy Spirit, who protects this teaching from corruption (John 14:25-26, 16:13). 
  

Handing on the faith

Paul illustrated what tradition is: "For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received, that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures. . . . Whether then it was I or they, so we preach and so you believed" (1 Corinthians 15:3, 11). The apostle praised those who followed Tradition: "I commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I have delivered them to you" (1 Corinthians 11:2). 

The first Christians "devoted themselves to the apostles’ teaching" (Acts 2:42) long before there was a New Testament. From the very beginning, the fullness of Christian teaching was found in the Church as the living embodiment of Christ, not in a book. The teaching Church, with its oral, apostolic tradition, was authoritative. Paul himself gives a quotation from Jesus that was handed down orally to him: "It is more blessed to give than to receive" (Acts 20:35). 
This saying is not recorded in the Gospels and must have been passed on to Paul. Indeed, even the Gospels themselves are oral tradition which has been written down (Luke 1:1–4). What’s more, Paul does not quote Jesus only. He also quotes from early Christian hymns, as in Ephesians 5:14. These and other things have been given to Christians "through the Lord Jesus" (1 Thessalonians 4:2). 

Fundamentalists say Jesus condemned tradition. They note that Jesus said, "And why do you transgress the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition?" (Matthew 15:3). Paul warned, "See to it that no one makes a prey of you by philosophy and empty deceit, according to human tradition, according to the elemental spirits of the universe, and not according to Christ" (Colossians 2:8). But these verses merely condemn erroneous human traditions, not truths which were handed down orally and entrusted to the Church by the apostles. These latter truths are part of what is known as apostolic tradition, which is to be distinguished from human traditions or customs. 

"Commandments of men"

Consider Matthew 15:6–9, which Fundamentalists and Evangelicals often use to defend their position: "So by these traditions of yours you have made God’s laws ineffectual. You hypocrites, it was a true prophecy that Isaiah made of you, when he said, 'This people does me honor with its lips, but its heart is far from me. Their worship is in vain, for the doctrines they teach are the commandments of men'." 
Look closely at what Jesus said. 

He was not condemning all traditions. He condemned only those that made God’s word void. In this case, it was a matter of the Pharisees feigning the dedication of their goods to the Temple so they could avoid using them to support their aged parents. By doing this, they dodged the commandment to "Honor your father and your mother" (Exodus 20:12). 

Elsewhere, Jesus instructed his followers to abide by traditions that are not contrary to God’s commandments. "The scribes and the Pharisees sit on Moses’ seat; so practice and observe whatever they tell you, but not what they do; for they preach, but do not practice" (Matthew 23:2–3). 

What Fundamentalists and Evangelicals often do, unfortunately, is see the word "tradition" in Matthew 15:3 or Colossians 2:8 or elsewhere and conclude that anything termed a "tradition" is to be rejected. They forget that the term is used in a different sense, as in 1 Corinthians 11:2 and 2 Thessalonians 2:15, to describe what should be believed. Jesus did not condemn all traditions; he condemned only erroneous traditions, whether doctrines or practices, that undermined Christian truths. The rest, as the apostles taught, were to be obeyed. Paul commanded the Thessalonians to adhere to all the traditions he had given them, whether oral or written. 

The indefectible Church
The task is to determine what constitutes authentic tradition. How can we know which traditions are apostolic and which are merely human? The answer is the same as how we know which scriptures are apostolic and which are merely human—by listening to the magisterium or teaching authority of Christ’s Church. Without the Catholic Church’s teaching authority, we would not know with certainty which purported books of Scripture are authentic. If the Church revealed to us the canon of Scripture, it can also reveal to us the "canon of Tradition" by establishing which traditions have been passed down from the apostles. After all, Christ promised that the gates of hell would not prevail against the Church (Matthew 16:18) and the New Testament itself declares the Church to be "the pillar and foundation of the truth" (1 Timothy 3:15).
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Q: Why doesn't the Catholic Church emphasize reading the Bible?

A: Yours is a common misconception. Catholics meditate on Scripture at every Mass. The readings and responsorial Psalm during the Liturgy of the Word are taken directly from the Bible. 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church states: The Church forcefully and specifically exhorts all the Christian faithful . . . to learn the surpassing knowledge of Jesus Christ, by frequent reading of the divine Scriptures. Ignorance of the Scriptures is ignorance of Christ. (CCC 133)

The Church even grants indulgences for reading the Bible. The Handbook of Indulgences explains, "A partial indulgence is granted the Christian faithful who read Sacred Scripture with the veneration due God’s word and as a form of spiritual reading. The indulgence will be a plenary one when such reading is for at least one-half hour" (p. 80).- Jim Blackburn
Q: How do we know that the Bible is not the sole rule of faith?
A: The Bible does not claim to be the sole rule of faith. Paul wrote, "What you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also" (2 Timothy 2:2). 
And he instructed, "Hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter" (2 Thessalonians 2:15). These oral teachings and traditions have been handed down and entrusted to the Church, and they remain as much a part of the full Christian faith as the Bible. To ignore them is no less a tragedy than to ignore the Bible.- Jim Blackburn
Q: Catholic apologists are doing a fine job refuting those who have a "no authority but the Bible" understanding of sola scriptura. But I am encountering people who say, "I admit the Church and the early Fathers have real authority, but not infallible authority, which is something only the Bible has." This understanding sounds more formidable. If we argue against just the first understanding then we look like we are attacking a straw man. What do you recommend?
A: Let's call the first view sola-1 and the second sola-2. I don’t know how others handle this, but whenever I discuss sola scriptura, I try to throw in a qualifying adjective like decisive or binding to cover the "sola-2" view. Thus, I’ll say that sola scriptura is the view that "nothing besides Scripture has binding or decisive authority". This makes it clear that it is the sola-2 view I’m talking about and avoids the charge of attacking a straw man.
Frankly, though, there is little difference between the arguments that succeed against sola-1 and sola-2. Advocates of sola-2 may sound at first like they have a more formidable view, and they often claim that they have a more "historic" view, but on the level of argument, all that is just packaging.
This becomes clear when one asks what kind of authority the church or the Fathers are supposed to have. It clearly isn’t binding or decisive authority. At most, in the Protestant view the teachings of Protestant churches and the Fathers could suggest beliefs and interpretations to one, but never bind one to believe them. Only the Bible can do that. Some Protestants might even go so far as to say that we owe church leaders, confessions, and Fathers some kind of deferential preferment, but they ultimately cannot tell one what to believe.
As long as that is the case, sola-2 is in agreement with sola-1 in placing church leaders, confessions, and Fathers on the same plane as commentaries, Bible dictionaries, and other study tools. They are things that can suggest but not require belief. The writings of Augustine may (or may not) be considered more prestigious as study tools than Unger’s Bible Handbook, but that’s all they are for Protestants: study tools. You are still left to make up your own mind on every point of theology.
As a result, the same arguments that work against sola-1 generally disprove sola-2 as well. Some Protestant apologists may try to dress up their sola scriptura in new clothes so they can boast of being more “historic” and start throwing around charges of straw men. But ultimately it’s the same thing, and the same arguments work against it.- James Akin

Q: When will you Catholics realize that the Bible is the only thing needed by Christians? You don't need man-made traditions.
A: There were nearly three decades between the Crucifixion and the first books of the New Testament and nearly eight decades between the Crucifixion and the last of them. Two generations at least were deprived of the Book of Revelation, surely one of the most critical of the books of the Bible. Many Christians already had gone to their deaths for the sake of Christ, but had never heard the words of Paul, for the simple reason that Paul had not yet written them. Indeed, at least one Christian died as a direct and intended consequence of Paul himself: Stephen. Are we then to exclude Stephen from salvation because he was unaware of Paul’s writings not yet written?
All the teachings of the apostles are "traditional" teachings, not "written"—"Traditional" in the radical (root) sense of the term, from the Latin "tradere," to hand over (not "down" as so many have it—nor does the idea of "trade," also derived from that verb, enter into it implying some exchange of one sort or another), simply the passing along from one to another. 
The Bible is the written portion of Tradition, as is amply evidenced by John himself at the very end of his Gospel, where he says that "many other things did Jesus do and say, so many, I think, that if they were all written down the world itself would not be large enough to hold the books that would have to be written to hold them." Even taken in their most gentle sense, those words inescapably mean that in no way can the Bible be taken as the complete record of everything Jesus did, said, or taught.
Most of the beliefs and practices that Fundamentalists condemn among Catholics are rooted in Sacred Tradition, the unwritten portion; though I also must make certain that it is understood that no Tradition, however longstanding, may contradict Scripture. Revelation is of a piece; it is not a patchwork quilt, from which we pick and choose those things that please us or which may threaten us less. Salvation and revelation are a package deal—they go together, and we accept all or none.- Fr. Hal Stockert
Q: If Jesus didn't believe the Bible was the sole rule of faith, why did he quote it in his disputes with the Pharisees and the Sadducees?  
A: The mere quoting of the Bible as authoritative doesn't imply the quoter thinks only the Bible is authoritative. Catholics, after all, cite Scripture in support of their views, yet this doesn't mean they believe the Bible to be the sole rule of faith. 
The Jews of Jesus' day quoted the Bible to defend their beliefs, but they also followed their traditions (Matthew 15:2). Some were legitimate, some not. Look at Jesus' attack on one of the illegitimate traditions: the Pharisees' custom of the Corban (Matthew 15:4-9). 
His attack is taken by some as a rejection of all tradition and as an affirmation of sola scriptura, but it really shows only that he opposed human traditions which contradicted Scripture, not that he rejected all tradition. You can't conclude, then, from Jesus' mere citing of the Bible, that one needs to believe only in the Bible or that the Bible is the sole rule of faith and all tradition must be rejected. 
Jesus quoted the Old Testament because it's the word of God and as such is authoritative for settling the theological questions it addresses. Furthermore, because Scripture was accepted by both Jesus and his opponents, he could appeal to it as common ground between them. Here he followed his usual practice of using what his enemies, in theory at least, would accept as binding. 
Consider his dispute with the Sadducees in Matthew 22:23-33 over the resurrection of the body. The Sadducees, who accepted as inspired only the Pentateuch (the first five books of the Old Testament), didn't believe in the resurrection of the body. 
In refuting them, Christ quoted only from the Pentateuch (Exodus 3:6), not because he didn't acknowledge other Old Testament books which explicitly mention the resurrection of the body (such as Daniel 12:2, 13), but because the Sadducees didn't accept these other books. An appeal to an authority which they didn't accept would have been useless, so Jesus proved his point by referring to one the Sadducees would affirm.- Catholic Answers staff

Q: The Catholic Church claims to be united on doctrine, yet it seems to me there are as many divisions among Catholics as there are among Protestants. Isn't this the case?
A: Not really. Division isn't inherent in Catholicism as it is in Protestantism. To the extent there's doctrinal disunity among Catholics, this isn't the result of Catholics living by their own principles. It's caused by Catholics being insufficiently Catholic--by not following the teachings of the Church.
In a sense, dissenting Catholics are really Protestants (of a sort) because, while they may not dissent from Catholic teaching on the same issues as the Reformers did, they still reject the Church's teaching and replace it with their own ideas about what Christianity is.
Protestant disunity is due, at least in part, to Protestants following their principle of sola scriptura. Even when sin and pride are excluded from the equation, Protestants still interpreted the Bible differently on important issues--sometimes even on questions directly related to salvation (like the nature of baptism or whether Christians can lose their salvation). This points to a defective method of discerning what it is God has revealed, not merely to defective discerners.- Catholic Answers staff
Twenty One Reasons to Reject Sola Scriptura

http://www.catholicapologetics.info/apologetics/protestantism/sola.htm 
By Joel Peters 
What is Sola Scriptura?

"We believe in the Bible alone and the Bible in its entirety as the sole rule of faith for the Christian!"

You may have heard these words or something very similar to them from a Fundamentalist or Evangelical Protestant. They are, in essence, the meaning of the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, or "Scripture alone," which alleges that the Bible – as interpreted by the individual believer – is the only source of religious authority and is the Christian’s sole rule of faith or criterion regarding what is to be believed. By this doctrine, which is one of the foundational beliefs of Protestantism, a Protestant denies that there is any other source of religious authority or divine Revelation to humanity.
The Catholic, on the other hand, holds that the immediate or direct rule of faith is the teaching of the Church; the Church in turn takes her teaching from the divine Revelation – both the written Word, called Sacred Scripture, and the oral or unwritten Word, known as "Tradition." The teaching authority or "Magisterium" of the Catholic Church (headed by the Pope), although not itself a source of divine Revelation, nevertheless has a God-given mission to interpret and teach both Scripture and Tradition. Scripture and Tradition are the sources of Christian doctrine, the Christian’s remote or indirect rule of faith

Obviously these two views on what constitutes the Christian’s rule of faith are opposed to each other, and anyone who sincerely seeks to follow Christ must be sure that he follows the one that is true.

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura originated with Martin Luther, the 16th-century German monk who broke away from the Roman Catholic Church and started the Protestant "Reformation." (1) in response to some abuses that had been occurring within the Catholic Church, Luther became a vocal opponent of certain practices. As far as these abuses were concerned, they were real and Luther was justified in reacting. However, as a series of confrontations between him and the Church hierarchy developed, the issues became more centered on the question of Church authority and – from Luther’s perspective – whether or not the teaching of the Catholic Church was a legitimate rule of faith for Christians.

As the confrontations between Luther and the Church’s hierarchy ensued and tensions mounted, Luther accused the Catholic Church of having corrupted Christian doctrine and having distorted Biblical truths, and he more and more came to believe that the Bible, as interpreted by the individual believer, was the only true religious authority for a Christian. He eventually rejected Tradition as well as the teaching authority of the Catholic Church (with the Pope at its head) as having legitimate religious authority.

An honest inquirer must ask, then, whether Luther’s doctrine of "Scripture alone" was a genuine restoration of a Biblical truth or rather the promulgation of an individual’s personal views on Christian authority. Luther was clearly passionate about his beliefs, and he was successful in spreading them, but these facts in and of themselves do not guarantee that what he taught was correct. Since one’s spiritual well-being, and even one’s eternal destiny, is at stake, the Christian believer needs to be absolutely sure in this matter.

Following are twenty-one considerations which will help the reader scrutinize Luther’s doctrine of Sola Scriptura from Biblical, historical and logical bases and which show that it is not in fact a genuine Biblical truth, but rather a man-made doctrine.
1. The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura is not taught anywhere in the Bible

Perhaps the most striking reason for rejecting this doctrine is that there is not one verse anywhere in the Bible in which it is taught, and it therefore becomes a self-refuting doctrine.

Protestants often point to verses such as 2 Timothy 3:16-17 or The Apocalypse (Revelation) 22:18-19 in defense of Sola Scriptura, but close examination of these two passages easily demonstrates that they do not support the doctrine at all.

In 2 Timothy 3:16-17 we read, "All scripture, inspired of God, is profitable to teach, to reprove, to correct, to instruct in justice, that the man of God may be perfect, furnished to every good work." There are five considerations which undermine the Sola Scriptura interpretation of this passage:

1) The Greek word ophelimos ("profitable") used in verse 16 means "useful" not "sufficient." An example of this difference would be to say that water is useful for our existence – even necessary – but it is not sufficient; that is, it is not the only thing we need to survive. We also need food, clothing, shelter, etc. Likewise, Scripture is useful in the life of the believer, but it was never meant to be the only source of Christian teaching, the only thing needed for believers.

2) The Greek word pasa, which is often rendered as "all," actually means "every," and it has the sense of referring to each and every one of the class denoted by the noun connected with it. (2)  In other words, the Greek reads in a way which indicates that each and every "Scripture" is profitable. If the doctrine of Sola Scriptura were true, then based on Greek verse 16, each and every book of the Bible could stand on its own as the sole rule of faith, a position which is obviously absurd.

3) The "Scripture" that St. Paul is referring to here is the Old Testament, a fact which is made plain by his reference to the Scripture’s being known by Timothy from "infancy" (verse 15). The New Testament as we know it did not yet exist, or at best it was incomplete, so it simply could not have included in St. Paul’s understanding of what was meant by the term "scripture." If we take St. Paul’s words at face value, Sola Scriptura would therefore mean that the Old Testament is the Christian’s sole rule of faith. This is a premise that all Christians would reject.

Protestants may respond to this issue by arguing that St. Paul is not here discussing the canon of the Bible (the authoritative list of which books are included in the Bible), but rather the nature of Scripture. While there is some validity to this assertion, the issue of canon is also relevant here, for the following reason: Before we can talk about the nature of Scripture as being theopneustos or "inspired" (literally, "God-breathed"), it is imperative that we identify with certainty those books we mean when we say "Scripture"; otherwise, the wrong writings may be labeled as "inspired." 
St. Paul’s words here obviously took on a new dimension when the New Testament was completed, as Christians eventually considered it, too, to be "Scripture."
It can be argued, then, that the Biblical canon is also the issue here, as St. Paul – writing under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit – emphasizes the fact that all (and not just some) Scripture is inspired. The question that begs to be asked, however, is this: "How can we be sure we have all the correct writings?" obviously, we can only know the answer if we know what the canon of the Bible is. Such a question poses a problem for the Protestant, but not for the Catholic, as the latter has an infallible authority to answer it.

4) The Greek word artios, here translated "perfect," may at first glance make it seem that the Scriptures are indeed all that is needed. "After all," one may ask, "if the Scriptures make the man of God perfect, what else could be needed? Doesn’t the very word 'perfect' imply that nothing is lacking?"

Well, the difficulty with such an interpretation is that the text here does not say that it is solely by means of the Scriptures that the man of God is made "perfect." The text – if anything – indicates precisely the opposite to be true, namely, that the Scriptures operate in conjunction with other things. Notice that it is not just anyone who is made perfect, but rather the "man of God" – which means a minister of Christ (cf. 1 Timothy 6:11), a clergyman. The fact that this individual is a minister of Christ presupposes that he has already had training and teaching which prepared him to assume his office. This being the case, the Scriptures would be merely one item in a series of items which make this man of God "perfect." The Scriptures may complete his list of necessary items or they may be one prominent item on the list, but surely they are not the only item on his list nor intended to be all that he needs.

By way of analogy, consider a medical doctor. In this context we might say something like, "The Physician’s Desk Reference [a standard medical reference book] makes our General Practitioner perfect, so that he may be ready to treat any medical situation." Obviously such a statement does not mean that all a doctor needs is his PDR. It is neither the last item on his list or just one prominent item. The doctor also needs his stethoscope, his blood pressure gauge, his training, etc. These other items are presupposed by the fact that we are talking about a doctor rather than a non-medical person. So it would be incorrect to assume that if the PDR makes the doctor "perfect," it is the only thing which makes him so.

Also, taking this word "perfect" as meaning "the only necessary item" results in a biblical contradiction, for in James 1:4 we read that patience – rather than the Scriptures – makes on perfect: "And patience hath a perfect work; that you may be perfect and entire, failing in nothing." Now it is true that a different Greek word (teleios) is used here for "perfect," but the fact remains that the basic meaning is the same. Now, if one rightly acknowledges that patience is clearly not the only thing a Christian needs in order to be perfect, then a consistent interpretive method would compel one to acknowledge likewise that the Scriptures are not the only think a "man of God" needs in order to be perfect.

5) The Greek word exartizo in verse 17, here translated "furnished" (other Bible versions read something like "fully equipped" or "thoroughly furnished") is referred to by Protestants as "proof" of Sola Scriptura, since this word – again – may be taken as implying that nothing else is needed for the "man of God." However, even though the man of God may be "furnished" or "thoroughly equipped," this fact in and of itself does not guarantee that he knows how to interpret correctly and apply any given Scripture passage. The clergyman must also be taught how to correctly use the Scriptures, even though he may already be "furnished" with them.

Consider again a medical analogy. Picture a medical student at the beginning of internship. He might have at his disposal all the equipment necessary to perform an operation (i.e., he is "thoroughly equipped" or "furnished" for a surgical procedure), but until he spends time with the doctors, who are the resident authorities, observing their techniques, learning their skills, and practicing some procedures of his own, the surgical instruments at his disposal are essentially useless. In fact, if he does not learn how to use these instruments properly, they can actually become dangerous in his hands.

So it is with the "man of God" and the Scriptures. The Scriptures, like the surgical instruments, are life-giving only when properly used. When improperly used, the exact opposite results can occur. In once case they could bring physical ruin or even death; in the other case they could bring spiritual ruin or even spiritual death. Since the Bible admonishes us to handle rightly or rightly divide the word of truth (cf. 2 Tim. 2:15), it is therefore possible to handle incorrectly or wrongly divide it – much like an untrained medical student who incorrectly wields his surgical instruments.

Regarding The Apocalypse (Revelation) 22:18-19, there are two considerations which undermine the Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses. The passage – almost the very last in the Bible – reads: "For I testify to every one that heareth the words of the prophecy of this book: If any man shall add to these things, God shall add unto him the plagues written in this book. And if any man shall take away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and from these things that are written in this book."

1) When these verses say that nothing is to be added to or taken from the "words of the prophecy of this book," they are not referring to Sacred Tradition being "added" to the Sacred Scripture.
It is obvious from the context that the "book" being referred to here is Revelation or The Apocalypse and not the whole Bible. We know this because St. John says that anyone who is guilty of adding to "this book" will be cursed with the plagues" written in this book," namely the plagues he described earlier in his own book, Revelation. To assert otherwise is to do violence to the text and to distort its plain meaning, especially since the Bible as we know it did not exist when this passage was written and therefore could not be what was meant. (3)

In defense of their interpretation of these verses, Protestants will often contend that God knew in advance what the canon of Scripture would be, with Revelation being the last book of the Bible, and thus He "sealed" that canon with the words of verses 18-19. But this interpretation involves reading a meaning into the text. Furthermore, if such an assertion were true, how is it that the Christian knows unmistakably that Revelation 22:18-19 is "sealing" the canon unless an infallible teaching authority assures him that this is the correct interpretation of that verse? But if such an infallible authority exists, then the Sola Scriptura doctrine becomes ipso facto null and void.

2) The same admonition not to add or subtract words is used in Deuteronomy 4:2, which says, "You shall not add to the word that I speak to you, neither shall you take away from it: keep the commandment of the Lord your God which I command you." If we were to apply a parallel interpretation to this verse, then anything in the Bible beyond the decrees of the Old Testament law would be considered non-canonical or not authentic Scripture – including the New Testament! Once again, all Christians would reject this conclusion in no uncertain terms. The prohibition in Revelation 22:18-19 against "adding," therefore, cannot mean that Christians are forbidden to look to anything outside the Bible for guidance.
2. The Bible Indicates that In Addition to the Written Word, we are to accept Oral Tradition

St. Paul both commends and commands the keeping of oral tradition. In 1 Corinthians 11:2, for instance, we read, "Now I praise you, brethren, that in all things you are mindful of me: and keep my ordinances as I have delivered them to you." (4) St. Paul is obviously commending the keeping of oral tradition here, and it should be noted in particular that he extols the believers for having done so ("I praise you...."). Explicit in this passage is also the fact that the integrity of this Apostolic oral tradition has clearly been maintained, just as Our Lord promised it would be, through the safeguarding of the Holy Spirit (cf. John 16:3).

Perhaps the clearest Biblical support for oral tradition can be found in 2 Thessalonians 2:14(15), where Christians are actually commanded: "Therefore, brethren, stand fast; and hold the traditions which you have learned, whether by word, or by our epistle." This passage is significant in that 1) it shows the existence of living traditions within the Apostolic teaching, b) it tells us unequivocally that believers are firmly grounded in the Faith by adhering to these traditions, and c) it clearly states that these traditions were both written and oral. Since the Bible distinctly states here that oral traditions – authentic and Apostolic in origin – are to be "held" as a valid component of the Deposit of Faith, by what reasoning or excuse do Protestants dismiss them? By what authority do they reject a clear-cut injunction of St. Paul?

Moreover, we must consider the text in this passage. The Greek word krateite, here translated "hold," means "to be strong, mighty, to prevail." (5) This language is rather emphatic, and it demonstrates the importance of maintaining these traditions. Of course one must differentiate between Tradition (upper-case "T") that is part of divine Revelation, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, Church traditions (lower-case "t") that, although good, have developed in the Church later and are not part of the Deposit of Faith. An example of something that is part of Tradition would be infant Baptism; an example of a Church tradition would be the Church’s calendar of feast days of Saints. Anything that is part of Tradition is of divine origin and hence unchangeable, while Church traditions are changeable by the Church. Sacred Tradition serves as a rule of faith by showing what the Church has believed consistently through the centuries and how it is always understood any given portion of the Bible. One of the main ways in which Tradition has been passed down to us is in the doctrine contained in the ancient texts of the liturgy, the Church’s public worship.

it should be noted that Protestants accuse Catholics of promoting "unbiblical" or "novel" doctrines based on Tradition, asserting that such Tradition contains doctrines which are foreign to the Bible. However, this assertion is wholly untrue. The Catholic Church teaches that Sacred Tradition contains nothing whatsoever that is contrary to the Bible. Some Catholic thinkers would even say that there is nothing in Sacred Tradition which is not also found in Scripture, at least implicitly or in seminal form. Certainly the two are at least in perfect harmony and always support each other. For some doctrines, the Church draws more from Tradition than from Scripture for its understanding, but even those doctrines are often implied or hinted at in the Sacred Scripture. For example, the following are largely based on Sacred Tradition: infant Baptism, the canon of Scripture, the perpetual virginity of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Sunday (rather than Saturday) as the Lord’s Day, and the Assumption of Our Lady.

Sacred Tradition complements our understanding of the Bible and is therefore not some extraneous source of Revelation which contains doctrines that are foreign to it. 
Quite the contrary: Sacred Tradition serves as the Church’s living memory, reminding her of what the faithful have constantly and consistently believed and who to properly understand and interpret the meaning of Biblical passages. (6) In a certain way, it is Sacred Tradition which says to the reader of the Bible "You have been reading a very important book which contains God’s revelation to man. Now let me explain to you how it has always been understood and practiced by believers from the very beginning."
3. The Bible Calls the Church and not the Bible the "Pillar and Ground of the Truth."

It is very interesting to note that in I Timothy 3:15 we see, not the Bible, but the Church – that is, the living community of believers founded upon St. Peter and the Apostles and headed by their successors – called "the pillar and ground of the truth." Of course, this passage is not meant in any way to diminish the importance of the Bible, but it is intending to show that Jesus Christ did establish an authoritative and teaching Church which was commissioned to teach "all nations." (Matthew 28:19). Elsewhere this same Church received Christ’s promise that the gates of hell would not prevail against it (Matthew 16:18), that He would always be with it (Matthew 28:20), and that He would give it the Holy Spirit to teach it all truth. (John 16:13). To the visible head of His Church, St. Peter, Our Lord said: "And I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. And whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven: and, whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, it shall be loosed also in heaven." (Matthew 16:19). It is plainly evident from these passages that Our Lord emphasized the authority of His Church and the role it would have in safeguarding and defining the Deposit of Faith.

It is also evident from these passages that this same Church would be infallible, for if at any time in its history it would definitively teach error to the Church as a whole in matters of faith or morals – even temporarily – it would cease being this "pillar and ground of the truth." Since a "ground" or foundation by its very nature is meant to be a permanent support, and since the above-mentioned passages do not allow fro the possibility of the Church ever definitively teaching doctrinal or moral error, the only plausible conclusion is that Our Lord was very deliberate in establishing His Church and that He was referring to its infallibility when He called it the "pillar and ground of the truth."

The Protestant, however, has a dilemma here by asserting the Bible to be the sole rule of faith for believers. In what capacity, then, is the Church the "pillar and ground of the truth" if it is not to serve as an infallible authority established by Christ? How can the Church be this "pillar and ground" if it has no tangible, practical ability to serve as an authority in the life of a Christian? The Protestant would effectively deny that the Church is the "pillar and ground of the truth" by denying that the Church has the authority to teach.

Also, Protestants understand the term "church" to mean something different from what the Catholic Church understands it to mean. Protestants see "the church" as an invisible entity, and for them it refers collectively to all Christian believers around the world who are united by faith in Christ, despite major variations in doctrine and denominational allegiance. Catholics, on the other hand, understand it to mean not only those true believers who are united as Christ’s Mystical Body, but we simultaneously understand it to refer to a visible, historical entity as well, namely, that one – and only that one – organization which can trace its lineage in an unbroken line back to the Apostles themselves: the Catholic Church. It is this Church and this Church alone which was established by Christ and which has maintained an absolute consistency in doctrine throughout its existence, and it is therefore this Church alone which can claim to be that very "pillar and ground of the truth."

Protestantism, by comparison, has known a history of doctrinal vacillations and changes, and no two denominations completely agree – even on major doctrinal issues. Such shifting and changing could not possibly be considered a foundation or "ground of the truth." When the foundation of a structure shifts or is improperly set, that structure’s very support is unreliable (cf. Matthew 7:26-27). Since in practice the beliefs of Protestantism have undergone change both within denominations and through the continued appearance of new denominations, these beliefs are like a foundation which shifts and moves. Such beliefs therefore cease to provide the support necessary to maintain the structure they uphold, and the integrity of that structure becomes compromised, Our Lord clearly did not intend for His followers to build their spiritual houses on such an unreliable foundation.
4. Christ tells us to submit to the Authority of the Church

In Matthew 18:15-18 we see Christ instructing His disciples on how to correct a fellow believer. It is extremely telling in this instance that Our Lord identifies the Church rather than Scripture as the final authority to be appealed to. He Himself says that if an offending brother "will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the heathen and publican" (Matthew 18:17) – that is, as an outsider who is lost. Moreover, Our Lord then solemnly re-emphasizes the Church’s infallible teaching authority in verse 18 by repeating His earlier statement about the power to bind and loose (Matthew 16:18-19), directing it this time to the Apostles as a group (7) rather than just to Peter: "Amen I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon earth, shall be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven." (Matthew 18:18).

Of course there are instances in the Bible where Our Lord does appeal to Scripture, but in these cases He, as one having authority, was teaching the Scriptures; He was not allowing the Scriptures to teach themselves. For example, He would respond to the Scribes and the Pharisees by using Scripture precisely because they often tried to trip Him up by using Scripture. In these instances, Our Lord often demonstrates how the Scribes and Pharisees had wrong interpretations, and hence He corrects them by properly interpreting Scripture.

His actions do not argue that Scripture should be sola, or an authority in itself and, in fact, the only Christian authority. Quite the contrary; whenever Christ refers His hearers to the Scriptures, He also provides His infallible, authoritative interpretation of them, demonstrating that the Scriptures do not interpret themselves.

The Catholic Church readily acknowledges the inerrancy and authority of Scripture. But the Catholic doctrine is that the immediate rule of faith for the Christian is the teaching authority of the Church – an authority to teach and interpret both Scripture and Tradition, as Matthew 18:17-18 shows.

It should also be noted that implicit (perhaps even explicit) in this passage from Matthew is the fact that the "Church" must have been a visible, tangible entity established in a hierarchical fashion. Otherwise, how would anyone have known to whom the wrongdoer should be referred? If the Protestant definition of "church" were correct, then the wrongdoer would have to "hear" each and every believer who existed, hoping that there would be unanimity among them regarding the issue at hand. The inherent absurdity of this scenario is readily apparent. The only way we can make sense of Our Lord’s statement here is to acknowledge that here was a definite organization, to which an appeal could be made and from which a decisive judgment could be had.
5. Scripture itself states that it is insufficient of itself as a teacher, but rather needs an interpreter.

The Bible says in 2 Timothy 3:17 that the man of God is "perfect, furnished to every good work." As we noted above, this verse means only that the man of God is fully supplied with Scripture; it is not a guarantee that he automatically knows how to interpret it properly. This verse at most argues only for the material sufficiency of Scripture, a position which is held by some Catholic thinkers today.

"Material sufficiency" would mean that the Bible in some way contains all the truths that are necessary for the believer to know; in other words, the "materials" would thus be all present or at least implied. "Formal sufficiency," on the other hand, would mean that the Bible would not only contain all the truths that are necessary, but that it would also present those truths in a perfectly clear and complete and readily understandable fashion. In other words, these truths would be in a useable form," and consequently there would be no need for Sacred Tradition to clarify and complete them or for an infallible teaching authority to interpret them correctly or "rightly divide" God’s word.

Since the Catholic Church holds that the Bible is not sufficient in itself, it naturally teaches that the Bible needs an interpreter. The reason the Catholic Church so teaches is twofold: first, because Christ established a living Church to teach with His authority. He did not simply give His disciples a Bible, whole and entire, and tell them to go out and make copies of it for mass distribution and allow people to come to whatever interpretation they may. Second, the Bible itself states that it needs an interpreter.

Regarding the second point, we read in 2 Peter 3:16 that in St. Paul’s epistles there are "certain things hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest [distort], as they do also the other scriptures, to their own destruction."

In this one verse we note three very important things about the Bible and its interpretation: 
a) the Bible contains passages which are not readily understandable or clear, a fact which demonstrates the need for an authoritative and infallible teacher to make the passages clear and understandable; (8)
b) it is not only possible that people could "wrest" or distort the meaning of Scripture, but this was, in fact, being done from the very earliest days of the Church; and 
c) to distort the meaning of Scripture can result in one’s "destruction," a disastrous fate indeed. It is obvious from these considerations that St. Peter did not believe the Bible to be the sole rule of faith. But there is more.

In Acts 8:26-40 we read the account of the deacon St. Philip and the Ethiopian eunuch. In this scenario, the Holy Spirit leads Philip to approach the Ethiopian when Philip learns that the Ethiopian is reading from the prophet Isaias, he asks him a very telling question: "Thinkest thou that thou understandest what thou readest?" Even more telling is the answer given by the Ethiopian: "And how can I, unless some man show me?"

Whereas this St. Philip (known as "the Evangelist") is not one of the twelve Apostles, he was nonetheless someone who was commissioned by the Apostles (cf. Acts 6:6) and who preached the Gospel with authority (cf. Acts 8:4-8). Consequently, his preaching would reflect legitimate Apostolic teaching. The point here is that the Ethiopian’s statement verifies the fact that the Bible is not sufficient in itself as a teacher of Christian doctrine, and people who hear the Word do need an authority to instruct them properly so that they may understand what the Bible says. If the Bible were indeed sufficient of itself, then the eunuch would not have been ignorant of the meaning of the passage from Isaias.

There is also 2 Peter 1:20, which states that "no prophecy of scripture is made by private interpretation." Here we see the Bible itself stating in no uncertain terms that its prophecies are not a matter for which the individual is to arrive at his own interpretation. It is also most telling that this verse is preceded by a section on the Apostolic witness (verses 12-18) and followed by a section on false teachers (chapter 2, verses 1-10). St. Peter is obviously contrasting genuine, Apostolic teaching with false prophets and false teachers, and he makes reference to private interpretation as the pivotal point between the two. The clear implication is that private interpretation is one pathway whereby an individual turns from authentic teaching and begins to follow erroneous teaching.
6. The first Christians did not have a Bible

Biblical scholars tell us that the last book of the New Testament was not written until the end of the 1st century A.D., that is, until around the year 100 A.D. (9) This fact would leave roughly a 65-year gap between Our Lord’s Ascension into Heaven and the completion of the Bible as we know it. The question that begs to be asked, therefore, is this: "Who or what served as the final, infallible authority during that time?"

If the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura were true, then since the Church existed for a time without the entire written Word of God, there would have been situations and doctrinal issues which could not have been resolved with finality until all of the New Testament books were complete. The ship would have been left without a rudder, so to speak, at least for a time. But this goes contrary to the statements and promises that Our Lord made about His Church – particularly, "behold I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world" (Matthew 28:20) – not to mention that He told His disciples: "I will not leave you orphans." (John 14:18).

This issue is of particular importance, as the first several decades of the Church’s existence were tumultuous. Persecutions had already begun, believers were being martyred, the new Faith was struggling to grow, and some false teachings had already appeared (cf. Galatians 1:6-9). If the Bible were the Christian’s only rule of faith, and since the Bible was not fully written – much less settled in terms of its canon – until 65 years after Christ’s Ascension, how did the early Church possibly deal with doctrinal questions without an authority on how to proceed?

Now the Protestant may be tempted to offer two possible responses: 
1) that the Apostles were temporarily the final authority while the New Testament was being written, and 
2) that the Holy Spirit was given to the Church and that His direct guidance is what bridged the time gap between Our Lord’s Ascension and the completion of the New Testament.

Regarding the first response, it is true that Jesus Christ invested the Apostles with His authority; however, the Bible nowhere indicates that this authority’s active role within the Church would cease with the death of the last Apostle. Quite the contrary, the Bible record is quite clear in that a) it nowhere says that once the last Apostle dies, the written form of God’s Word will become the final authority; and b) the Apostles clearly chose successors who, in turn, possessed the same authority to "bind and loose." This is shown in the election of Matthias as a replacement for Judas Iscariot (Cf. Acts 1:15-26) and in St. Paul’s passing on his Apostolic Authority to Timothy and Titus (cf. 2 Timothy 1:6, and Titus 1:5). If anything, a Protestant only gives credence to the Catholic teaching by insisting on the authority of the Apostles.

Regarding the second response – that the Holy Spirit’s direct guidance bridged the time gap – the problem with such a position is that the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit Himself is an extra-Biblical (That is, "outside of the Bible") source of authority. Naturally the Bible speaks very clearly of the Holy Spirit’s presence among the believers and His role in teaching the disciples "all truth," but if the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit were, in fact, the ultimate authority during those 65 years, then the history of the Church would have known two successive ultimate authorities: first the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit, with this guidance then being replaced by the Scriptures, which would have become sola, or the "only" ultimate authority. And if this situation of an extra-Biblical ultimate authority is permissible from a Protestant perspective, does this not open the door to the Catholic position, which says that the teaching authority of the Church is the direct ultimate authority – deriving her authority from Christ and her teaching from Scripture and Tradition, guided by the Holy Spirit.

The Holy Spirit was given to the Church by Jesus Christ, and it is exactly this same Spirit who protects the Church’s visible head, the Pope, and the teaching authority of the Church by never permitting him or it to lapse into error. The Catholic believes that Christ indeed did give the Holy Spirit to the Church and that the Holy Spirit has always been present in the Church, teaching it all truth (John 16:13) and continually safeguarding its doctrinal integrity, particularly through the office of the Pope. Thus the Gospel would still have been preached – authoritatively and infallibly – even if not a single verse of the New Testament had ever been written.
7. The Church produced the Bible not vice-versa

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura overlooks – or at least grossly underemphasizes – the fact that the Church came before the Bible, and not the other way around. 
It was the Church, in effect, which wrote the Bible under the inspiration of Almighty God: the Israelites as the Old Testament Church (or "pre-Catholics") and the early Catholics as the New Testament Church.

In the pages of the New Testament we note that Our Lord gives a certain primacy to the teaching authority of His Church and its proclamation in His name. For instance, in Matthew 28:20 we see Our Lord commissioning the Apostles to go and teach in His name, making disciples of all nations. In Mark 16:15 we note that the Apostles are commanded to go and preach to all the world. And in Luke 10:16 we see that whoever hears the seventy-two hears Our Lord. These facts are most telling, as nowhere do we see Our Lord commissioning His Apostles to evangelize the world by writing in His name. The emphasis is always on preaching the Gospel, not on printing and distributing it.

Thus it follows that the leadership and teaching authority of the Church are indispensable elements in the means whereby the Gospel message is to reach the ends of the earth. Since the Church produced the scriptures, it is quite biblical, logical and reasonable to say that the Church alone has the authority to interpret properly and apply them. And if this is so, then by reason of its origin and nature, the Bible cannot serve as the only rule of faith for Christian believers. In other words, by producing the Scriptures, the Church does not eliminate the need for itself as teacher and interpreter of those Scriptures.

Moreover, is it not unreasonable to say that simply by putting Apostolic teaching into writing, the Church somehow made that written teaching superior to her oral teaching? Like the teaching organization Our Lord established, His Word is authoritative, but because the word is one form rather than another does not mean one form is to be subjugated to the other. Since God’s one Revelation is twofold in form, to deny the authority of one form would be to deny the authority of the other form as well. The forms of God’s Word are complementary, not competitive. Thus, if there is a need for the Scriptures, there is also a need for the teaching authority which produced them.
8. The idea of the Scripture's Authority existing apart from the authority of the Teacher Church is utterly foreign to the Early Church.

If you look at the writings of the Early Church Fathers, you will see references to the Apostolic Succession, (10) to the bishops as guardians of the Deposit of Faith, (11) and to the primacy and the authority of Rome. (12) The collective weight of these references makes clear the fact that the early Church understood itself has having a hierarchy which was central to maintaining the integrity of the Faith. Nowhere do we see any indication that the early followers of Christ disregarded those positions of authority and considered them invalid as a rule of faith. Quite the contrary, we see in those passages that the Church, from its very inception, saw its power to teach grounded in an inseparable combination of Scripture and Apostolic Tradition – with both being authoritatively taught and interpreted by the teaching Magisterium of the Church, with the Bishop of Rome at its head.

To say that the early Church believed in the notion of "the Bible alone" would be analogous to saying that men and women today could entertain the thought that our civil laws could function without Congress to legislate them, without courts to interpret them and without police to enforce them. All we would need is a sufficient supply of legal volumes in every household so that each citizen could determine for himself how to understand and apply any given law. Such an assertion is absurd, of course, as no one could possibly expect civil laws to function in this manner. The consequence of such a state of affairs would undoubtedly be total anarchy.

How much more absurd, then, is it to contend that the Bible could function on its own and apart from the Church which wrote it? It is precisely that Church – and not just any Christian – who alone possesses the divinely given authority to interpret it correctly, as well as to legislate matters involving the conduct of its members. Were this not the case, the situation on any level – local, regional or global – would quickly devolve into spiritual anarchy, wherein each and every Christian could formulate a theological system and develop a moral code based simply upon his own private interpretation of Scripture.

Has not history actually seen precisely this result since the 16th century, when the so-called Reformation occurred? In fact, an examination of the state of affairs in Europe immediately following the genesis of the Reformation – particularly in Germany – will demonstrate that the direct result of Reformation teaching was both spiritual and social disorder. (13) Luther himself bemoaned the fact that, "Unfortunately, it is our daily experience that now under the Gospel [his] the people entertain greater and bitterer hatred and envy and are worse with their avarice and money-grabbing than before under the Papacy." (14)
9. Heresiarchs and heretical movements based their doctrines on Scripture interpreted apart from Tradition and the Magisterium.

If you look at the history of the early Church, you will see that it continually struggled against heresies and those who promoted them. We also see the Church responding to those threats again and again by convening Councils (15) and turning to Rome to settle disputes in matters of doctrine and discipline. For example, Pope Clement intervened in a controversy in the Church at Corinth at the end of the 1st century and put an end to a schism there. 
In the 2nd century, Pope Victor threatened to excommunicate a large portion of the Church in the East because of a dispute about when Easter should be celebrated. In the earlier part of the 3rd century, Pope Callistus pronounced the condemnation of the Sabellian heresy.

In the case of these heresies and/or conflicts in discipline that would arise, the people involved would defend their erroneous beliefs by their respective interpretations of Scripture, apart from the Sacred Tradition and the teaching Magisterium of the Church. A good illustration of this point is the case of Arius, the 4th-century priest who declared that the Son of God was a creature and was not co-equal with the Father.

Arius and those who followed him quoted verses from the Bible to "prove" their claims. (16) The disputes and controversies which arose over his teachings became so great that the first Ecumenical Council was convened in Nicaea in 325 A.D. to settle them. The Council, under the authority of the Pope, declared Arius’ teachings to be heretical and made some decisive declarations about the Person of Christ, and it did so based on what Sacred Tradition had to say regarding the Scripture verses in question.

Here we see the teaching authority of the Church being used as the final say in an extremely important doctrinal matter. If there had been no teaching authority to appeal to, then Arius’ error could have overtaken the Church. As it is, a majority of the bishops at the time fell for the Arian heresy. (17) Even though Arius had based his arguments on the Bible and probably "compared Scripture with Scripture," the fact is that he arrived at a heretical conclusion. It was the teaching authority of the Church – hierarchically constituted – which stepped in and declared he was wrong.

The application is obvious. If you ask a Protestant whether or not Arius was correct in his belief that the Son was created, he will, of course, respond in the negative. Emphasize, then, that even though Arius presumably "compared Scripture with Scripture," he nonetheless arrived at an erroneous conclusion. If this were true for Arius, what guarantee does the Protestant have that it is not also true for his interpretation of a given Bible passage? The very fact that the Protestant knows Arius’ interpretations were heretical implies that an objectively true or "right" interpretation exists for the Biblical passages he used. The issue, then, becomes a question of how we can know what that true interpretation is. The only possible answer is that there must be, out of necessity, an infallible authority to tell us. That infallible authority, the Catholic Church, declared Arius heretical. Had the Catholic Church not been both infallible and authoritative in its declaration, then believers would have had no reason whatsoever to reject Arius’ teachings, and the whole of Christianity today might have been comprised of modern-day Arians.

It is evident, then, that using the Bible alone is not a guarantee of arriving at doctrinal truth. The above-described result is what happens when the erroneous doctrine of Sola Scriptura is used as a guiding principle, and the history of the Church and the numerous heresies it has had to address are undeniable testimony to this fact.
10. The Canon of the Bible was not settled until the 4th Century.

One historical fact which proves extremely convenient for the Protestant is the fact that the canon of the Bible – the authoritative list of exactly which books are part of inspired Scripture – was not settled and fixed until the end of the 4th century. Until that time, there was much disagreement over which Biblical writings were considered inspired and Apostolic in origin. The Biblical canon varied from place to place: some lists contained books that were later defined as non-canonical, while other lists failed to include books which were later defined as canonical. For example, there were Early Christian writings which were considered by some to be inspired and Apostolic and which were actually read in Christian public worship, but which were later omitted from the New Testament canon. These include The Shepherd of Hermas, The Epistle of Barnabas, and The Didache, among others. (18)

It was not until the Synod of Rome (382) and the Councils of Hippo (393) and Carthage (397) that we find a definitive list of canonical books being drawn up, and each of these Councils acknowledged the very same list of books. (19) From this point on, there is in practice no dispute about the canon of the Bible, the only exception being the so-called Protestant Reformers, who entered upon the scene in 1517, an unbelievable 11 centuries later.

Once again, there are two fundamental questions for which one cannot provide answers that are consonant with Sola Scriptura: A) Who or what served as the final Christian authority up to the time that the New Testament’s canon was identified? B) And if there was a final authority that the Protestant recognizes before the establishment of the canon, on what basis did that authority cease being final once the Bible’s canon was established?
11. An "Extra-Biblical" Authority Identified the Canon of the Bible.

Since the Bible did not come with an inspired table of contents, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura creates yet another dilemma: How can one know with certainty which books belong in the Bible – specifically, in the New Testament? The unadulterated fact is that one cannot know unless there is an authority outside the Bible which can tell him. 
Moreover, this authority must, by necessity, be infallible, since the possibility of error in identifying the canon of the Bible (20) would mean that all believers run the risk of having the wrong books in their Bibles, a situation which would vitiate Sola Scriptura. But if there is such an infallible authority, then the doctrine of Sola Scriptura crumbles.

Another historical fact very difficult to reconcile with the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is that it was none other than the Catholic Church which eventually identified and ratified the canon of the Bible. The three councils mentioned above were all councils of this Church. The Catholic Church gave its final, definitive, infallible definition of the Biblical canon at the Council of Trent in 1546 – naming the very same list of 73 books that had been included in the 4th century. If the Catholic Church is able, then, to render an authoritative and infallible decision concerning such an important matter as which books belong in the Bible, then upon what basis would a person question its authority on other matters of faith and morals?

Protestants should at least concede a point which Martin Luther, their religion’s founder, also conceded, namely, that the Catholic Church safeguarded and identified the Bible: "We are obliged to yield many things to the Catholics – (for example), that they possess the Word of God, which we received from them; otherwise, we should have known nothing at all about it." (21)
12. The Belief that Scripture is "Self-Authenticating" Does Not Hold Up under Examination

Lacking a satisfactory answer to the question of how the canon of the Bible was determined, Protestants often resort to the notion that Scripture is "self-authenticating," that is, the books of the Bible witness to themselves that they are inspired of God. The major problem with such an assertion is simply that even a cursory examination of ecclesial history will demonstrate it to be utterly untrue.

For example, several books from the New Testament – James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 John, 3 John, and Revelation – were disputed in terms of their canonical status for some time. In certain places they were accepted, while simultaneously in other s they were rejected. Even spiritual giants like St. Athanasius (297-373), St. Jerome (c. 342-420) and St. Augustine (354-430) had drawn up lists of New Testament books which witnessed to what was generally acknowledged as inspired in their times and places, but none of these lists corresponds exactly to the New Testament canon that was eventually identified by the Catholic Church at the end of the 4th century and which is identical to the canon that Catholics have today. (22)

If Scripture were actually "self-authenticating," why was there so much disagreement and uncertainty over these various books? Why was there any disagreement at all? Why was the canon of the Bible not identified much earlier if the books were allegedly so readily discernible? The answer that one is compelled to accept in this regard is simply that the Bible is not self-authenticating at all.

Even more interesting is the fact that some books in the Bible do not identify their authors. The idea of self-authentication – if it were true – might be more plausible if each and every Biblical author identified himself, as we could more easily examine that author’s credentials, so to speak, or at least determine who it was that claimed to be speaking for God. But in this regard the Bible leaves us ignorant in a few instances.

Take St. Matthew’s Gospel as one example; nowhere does the text indicate that it was Matthew, one of the twelve Apostles, who authored it. We are therefore left with only two possibilities for determining its authorship: 1) what Tradition has to say, 2) Biblical scholarship. In either case, the source of determination is an extra-Biblical source and would therefore fall under condemnation by the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.

Now the Protestant may be saying at this point that it is unnecessary to know whether or not Matthew actually wrote this Gospel, as one’s salvation does not depend on knowing whether it was Matthew or someone else. But such a view presents quite a difficulty. What the Protestant is effectively saying is that while an authentic Gospel is God’s Word and is the means by which a person comes to a saving knowledge of Christ, the person has no way of knowing for certain in the case of Matthew’s Gospel whether it is Apostolic in origin and consequently has no way of knowing it if its genuine (i.e., God’s Word) or not. And if this Gospel’s authenticity is questionable, then why include it in the Bible? If its authenticity is certain, then how is this known in the absence of self-identification by Matthew? One can only conclude that the Bible is not self-authenticating.

The Protestant may wish to fall back on the Bible’s own assertion that it is inspired, citing a passage like 2 Timothy 3:16 – "All scripture, inspired of God, is profitable..." However, a claim to inspiration is not in and of itself a guarantee of inspiration. Consider the fact that the writings of Mary Baker Eddy, the founder of the Christian Science sect, claim to be inspired. The writings of Joseph Smith, the founder of the Mormon sect, claim to be inspired. These are but two of many possible examples which demonstrate that any particular writing can claim just about anything. Obviously, in order for us to know with certainty whether or not a writing is genuinely inspired, we need more than a mere claim by that writing that it is inspired. The guarantee of inspiration must come from outside that writing. In the case of the Bible, the guarantee must come from a non-Biblical source. But outside authentication is excluded by the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.
13. None of the Original Biblical Manuscripts is Extant.

A sobering consideration – and one which is fatal to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura – is that we do not possess a single original manuscript of any book of the Bible. Now it is true that there are thousands of manuscripts extant which are copies of the originals – and more likely than not they are copies of copies – but this fact does not help the Sola Scriptura position for the simple reason that without original manuscripts, one cannot know with certainty if he actually possesses the real Bible, whole and entire. (23) The original autographs were inspired, while copies of them are not.

The Protestant may want to assert that not having original Biblical manuscripts is immaterial, as God preserved the Bible by safeguarding its duplication down through the centuries. (24) However, there are two problems with this line of reasoning. The first is that by maintaining God’s providence with regard to copying, a person claims something which is not written in Scripture, and therefore, by the very definition of Sola Scriptura, cannot serve as a rule of faith. In other words, if one cannot find passages in the Bible which patently state that God will protect the transmission of manuscripts, then the belief is not to be held. The fact of the matter is that the Bible makes no such claim.

The second problem is that if you can maintain that God safeguarded the written transmission of His Word, then you can also rightly maintain that He safeguarded its oral transmission as well (recall 2 Thessalonians 2:14 [15] and the twofold form of God’s one revelation). After all, the preaching of the Gospel began as an oral tradition (cf. Luke 1:1-4 and Romans 10:17). It was not until later on that some of the oral tradition was committed to writing – becoming Sacred Scripture – and it was later still that these writings were declared to be inspired and authoritative. Once you can maintain that God safeguarded the oral transmission of His teaching, you have demonstrated the basis for Sacred Tradition and have already begun supporting the Catholic position.
14. The Biblical Manuscripts Contain Thousands of Variations

It has just been noted that there are thousands of Biblical manuscripts in existence; these manuscripts contain thousands of variations in the text; one writer estimates that there are over 200,000 variations. (25) Whereas the majority of these deal with minor concerns – such as spelling, word order and the like – there are also variations of a more important nature: a) the manuscript evidence shows that scribes sometimes modified the Biblical texts to harmonize passages, to accommodate them to historical fact, and to establish a doctrinal correctness; (26) and b) there are portions of verses (i.e., more than just a single word in question) for which there are several different manuscript readings, such as John 7:39, Acts 6:8, Colossians 2:2 and 1 Thessalonians 3:2. (27) These facts leave the Protestant in the position of not knowing if he possesses what the Biblical authors originally wrote. And if this is the case, then how can a Protestant profess to base his beliefs solely on the Bible when he cannot determine with certainty the textual authenticity of the Bible? (28)

More importantly, there are several more major textual variations among New Testament manuscripts. The following two examples will illustrate the point:

First, according to the manuscripts that we have, there are four possible endings for Mark’s Gospel: the short ending, which includes verses 1-8 of chapter 16; the longer ending, which includes verses 1-8 plus verses 9-20; the intermediate ending, which includes 2 to 3 lines of text between verse 8 and the longer ending; and the longer ending in expanded form, which includes several verses after verse 14 of the longer ending. (29) The best that can be said about these different endings is that we simply do not know for certain, from the Bible itself, where St. Mark’s Gospel concluded, and, depending on which ending(s) is/are included in a Protestant’s Bible, the publisher runs the risk of either adding verses to or omitting verses from the original text – thus violating the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, which requires "the Bible alone and in its entirety" as the basis of faith. Even if a Protestant’s Bible includes all four endings with explanatory comments and/or footnotes, he still cannot be certain which of the four endings is genuine.

Second, there is manuscript evidence for alternate readings in some pivotal verses of the Bible, such as John 1:18, where there are two possible wordings. (30) Some (such as the King James Version) read along the lines of the Douay-Rheims: "No man hath seen God at any time: the only begotten Son Who is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him." Either wording is substantiated by manuscript evidence, and you will therefore find Biblical scholars relying on their best educated judgment as to which one is "correct." A similar situation occurs at Acts 20:28, where the manuscript evidence shows that Saint Paul could be referring to either the "church of the Lord" (Greek kuriou) or the "church of God" (Greek theou). (31)

Now this point may seem trivial at first, but suppose you are trying to evangelize a cult member who denies the divinity of Jesus Christ. While John 1:18 and Acts 20:28 are clearly not the only passages to use in defense of Our Lord’s divinity, you still may be unable to utilize these verses with that person, depending on which manuscript tradition your Bible follows. That would leave you marginally less able to defend a major Biblical doctrine, and the very nature of this fact become quite problematic from the perspective of the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.
15. There Are Hundreds of Bible Versions.

As mentioned in Point 14 above, there are thousands and thousands of variations in the Biblical manuscripts. This problem is compounded by the fact that history has known hundreds of Bible versions, which vary in translation as well as textual sources. The question which begs to be asked is, "Which version is the correct one?" or "Which version is closest to the original manuscripts?" One possible answer will depend on which side of the Catholic/Protestant issue you situate yourself. Another possible answer will depend upon which Bible scholars you consider to be trustworthy and reputable.

The simple fact is that some versions are clearly inferior to others. Progress in the field of Biblical research made possible by archaeological discoveries (e.g., the Dead Sea Scrolls) has vastly improved our knowledge of the ancient Biblical languages and settings. We know more today about the variables impacting upon Biblical studies than our counterparts of 100, 200, or 1,000 years ago. From this point of view, modern Bible versions may have a certain superiority to older Bible versions. On the other hand, Bibles based on the Latin Vulgate of Saint Jerome (4th century) – in English, this is the Douay-Rheims – are based on original texts which have since perished, and thus these traditional versions bypass 16 centuries of possible textual corruption.

This fact causes a considerable problem for the Protestant, because it means that modern Protestants may have in some respects a "better" or more accurate Bible than their forbears, while in other respects they may have a "poorer" or less accurate Bible – which in turn means that modern Protestants have either a "more authoritative" final authority or a "less authoritative" final authority than their predecessors. But the existence of degrees of authoritativeness begins to undermine Sola Scriptura, because it would mean that one Bible is not as authentic a final authority as another one. And if it is not as authentic, then the possibility of transmitting erroneous doctrine increases, and the particular Bible version then fails to function as the final authority, since it is not actually final.

Another point to consider is that Bible translators, as human beings, are not completely objective and impartial. Some may be likely to render a given passage in a manner which corresponds more closely with one belief system rather than with another. An example of this tendency can be seen in Protestant Bibles where the Greek word paradoseis occurs. Since Protestants deny the existence of Sacred Tradition, some Protestant translations of the Bible render this word as "teachings" or "customs" rather than "tradition," as the latter would tend to give more weight to the Catholic position.

Yet another consideration is the reality that some versions of the Bible are outright perversions of the Biblical texts, as in the case of the Jehovah’s Witnesses’ New World Translation. Here the "translators" render key passages in a manner which suits their erroneous doctrines. (32) Now unless there is an authority outside of the Bible to declare such translations unreliable and dangerous, by what authority could someone call them unsuited for use in teaching doctrine? If the Protestant responds by saying that this issue can be determined on the basis of Biblical scholarship, then he is ignorant of the fact that the Jehovah’s Witnesses also cite sources of Biblical scholarship in support of their translation of these passages! The issue then devolves into a game of pitting one source of scholarship against another – one human authority against another.

Ultimately, the problem can only be resolved through the intervention of an infallible teaching authority which speaks on behalf of Christ. The Catholic knows that that authority is the Roman Catholic Church and its Magisterium or teaching authority. In an exercise of this authority, Catholic Bishops grant an imprimatur (meaning "Let it be printed") to be included on the opening pages of certain Bible versions and other spiritual literature to alert the reader that the book contains nothing contrary to the teachings of Christ and the Apostles. (33)
16. The Bible Was Not Available to Individual Believers until the 15th Century.

Essential to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is the idea that the Holy Spirit will enlighten each believer as to the correct interpretation for a given Bible passage. This idea presupposes that each believer possesses a Bible or at least has access to a Bible. The difficulty with such a presumption is that the Bible was not able to be mass-produced and readily available to individual believers until the advent of the printing press in the 15th century. (34) Even then, it would have taken quite some time for large numbers of Bibles to be printed and disseminated to the general population.

The predicament caused by this state of affairs is that millions upon millions of Christians who lived prior to the 15th century would have been left without a final authority, left to flounder spiritually, unless by chance they had access to a hand-copied Bible. Even a mere human understanding of such circumstances would make God out to be quite cruel, as He would have revealed the fullness of His Word to humanity in Christ, knowing that the means by which such information could be made readily available would not exist for another 15 centuries.

On the other hand, we know that God is not cruel at all, but in fact has infinite love for us. It is for this reason that He did not leave us in darkness. He sent us His Son to teach us the way we should believe and act, and this Son established a Church to promote those teachings through preaching to both the learned and the illiterate. "Faith then cometh by hearing; and hearing by the Word of Christ." (Romans 10:17). Christ also gave to His Church His guarantee that He would always be with it, never allowing it to fall into error. God, therefore, did not abandon His people and make them rely upon the invention of the printing press to be the means whereby they would come to a saving knowledge of His Son. Instead, He gave us a divinely established, infallible teacher, the Catholic Church, to provide us with the means to be informed of the Good News of the Gospel – and to be informed correctly.
17. The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura Did Not Exist Prior to the 14th Century.

As difficult a reality as it may be for some to face, this foundational doctrine of Protestantism did not originate until the 14th century and did not become widespread until the 16h century – a far, far cry time-wise from the teachings of Jesus Christ and His Apostles. This simple fact is conveniently overlooked or ignored by Protestants, but it can stand alone as sufficient reason to discard the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. The truth that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura did not exist before John Wycliffe (forerunner of Protestantism) in the 14th century and did not become widespread until Martin Luther came along in the 16th century and began setting up his own "traditions of men" in place of authentic Christian teaching. The doctrine, therefore, not only lacks the historical continuity which marks legitimate Apostolic teaching, but it actually represents an abrupt change, a radical break with the Christian past.

Protestants will assert that the Bible itself teaches Sola Scriptura and therefore that the doctrine had its roots back with Jesus Christ. However, as we have seen above, the Bible teaches no such things. The claim that the Bible teaches this doctrine is nothing more than a repeated effort to retroject this belief back into the pages of Scripture. The examination of historical continuity (or lack thereof) provides an indication whether or not a particular belief originated with Jesus Christ and the Apostles or whether it appeared somewhere much later in time. The fact is that the historical record is utterly silent on the doctrine of Sola Scriptura prior to the 14th century.
18. The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura Produces Bad Fruit, Namely, Division and Disunity.

If the doctrine of Sola Scriptura were true, then it should be expected that Protestants would all be in agreement in terms of doctrine, as the Bible could not simultaneously teach contradictory beliefs. And yet the reality is that there are literally thousands (35) of Protestant sects and denominations, each of which claims to have the Bible as its only guide, each of which claims to be preaching the truth, yet each of which teaches something different from the others. Protestants claim that they differ only in non-essential or peripheral matters, but the fact is that they cannot even agree on major doctrinal issues such as the Eucharist, salvation, and justification – to name a few.

For instance, most Protestant denominations teach that Jesus Christ is only symbolically present in the Eucharist, while others (such as Lutherans and Episcopalians) believe that He is literally present, at least to some extent. Some denominations teach that once you are "saved" you can never lose your salvation, while others believe it is possible for a true Christian to sin gravely and cease being "saved." And some denominations teach that justification involves the Christian’s being merely declared righteous, while others teach that the Christian must also grow in holiness and actually become righteous.

Our Lord categorically never intended for His followers to be as fragmented, disunited and chaotic as the history of Protestantism has been since its very inception. (36) Quite the contrary, He prayed for His followers: "That they all may be one, as thou, Father, in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in us." (John 17:21). And St. Paul exhorts Christians to doctrinal unity with the words, "One body and one Spirit... One Lord, one faith, one baptism." (Ephesians 4:4-5). How, then, can the thousands of Protestant denominations and sects all claim to be the "true Church" when their very existence refutes this claim? How can such heterodoxy and contradiction in doctrine be the unity for which Our Lord prayed?

In this regard, the reader should be reminded of Christ’s own words: "For by the fruit the tree is known." (Matthew 12:33). By this standard, the historical testimony afforded by Protestantism demonstrates that the tree of Sola Scriptura is producing bad fruit.
19. The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura Does Not Allow for a Final, Definitive Interpretation of any given Passage of Scripture.

As we have seen above, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura maintains that the individual believer needs only the Bible as a rule of faith and that he can obtain a true interpretation of a given Scripture passage simply by comparing it with what the rest of the Bible teaches. In practice, however, this approach creates more problems than it solves, and it ultimately prevents the believer from knowing definitively and with certainty how any given passage from the Bible should be interpreted.

The Protestant, in reality, interprets the Bible from a standpoint of subjective opinion rather than objective truth. For example, say Protestant person A studies a Scripture passage and concludes interpretation X. Protestant B studies the identical passage and concludes interpretation Y. Lastly, Protestant C studies the same passage and concludes interpretation Z. (37) Interpretations X and Y and Z are mutually contradictory. Yet each of these people, from the Protestant perspective, can consider his or her interpretation to be "correct" because each one has "compared Scripture with Scripture."

Now there are only two possible determinations for these three Protestants: a) each of them is incorrect in his interpretation, or b) only one of them is correct – since three contradictory interpretations cannot simultaneously be true. (38) The problem here is that, without the existence of an infallible authority to tell the three Protestants which of their respective interpretations is correct (i.e., objectively true), there is no way for each of them to know with certainty and definitively if his particular interpretation is the correct one. Each Protestant is ultimately left to an individual interpretation based on mere personal opinion – study and research into the matter notwithstanding. Each Protestant thus becomes his own final authority – or, if you will, his own "pope."

Protestantism in practice bears out this fact. Since the Bible alone is not sufficient as a rule of faith (if it were, our three Protestants would be in complete accord in their interpretations), every believer and denomination within Protestantism must necessarily arrive at his/her/its own interpretation of the Bible. Consequently, if there are many possible interpretations of Scripture, by definition there is no ultimate interpretation. And if there is no ultimate interpretation, then a person cannot know whether or not his own interpretation is objectively true.

A good comparison would be the moral law. If each person relied on his own opinion to determine what was right or wrong, we would have nothing more than moral relativism, and each person could rightly assert his own set of standards. However, since God has clearly defined moral absolutes for us (in addition to those we can know by reason from the natural law), we can assess any given action and determine how morally good or bad it is. This would be impossible without moral absolutes.

Of course any given denomination within Protestantism would probably maintain that its particular interpretations are the correct ones – at least in practice, if not formally. If it did not, its adherents would be changing denominations! However, if any given denomination claims that its interpretations are correct above those of the other denominations, it has effectively set itself up as a final authority. The problem here is that such an act violates Sola Scriptura, setting up an authority outside Scripture.

On the other hand, if any given denomination would grant that it’s interpretations are no more correct than those of other denominations, then we are back to the original dilemma of never knowing which interpretation is correct and thus never having the definitive truth. But Our Lord said, "I am the way, and the truth, and the life." (John 14:6). The predicament here is that each and every denomination within Protestantism makes the same claim – either effectively or formally – regarding its interpretations being "correct." What we are left with are thousands of different denominations, each claiming to have the Scriptural "truth," yet none of which is capable of providing an objective determination regarding that "truth." The result is an inability to obtain a definitive, authoritative and final interpretation of any given Scripture passage. In other words, the Protestant can never say that "the buck stops here" with regard to an y given interpretation for any given passage of the Bible.
20. The Protestant Bible Is Missing 7 Entire Books

Much to their chagrin, Protestants are actually guilty of violating their own doctrine. The doctrine of Sola Scriptura prohibits anyone from adding to or deleting from the Bible, but Protestants have, in fact, deleted seven entire books from the Old Testament, as well as portions of two others. The books in question, which are wrongly termed "the Apocrypha" ("not authentic") by Protestants, are called the "deuterocanonical" ("second canon") books by Catholics: they are Tobias (Tobit), Judith, 1 and 2 Maccabees, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus (or Sirach), and Baruch. Portions of Daniel and Esther are also missing.

In defense of their deficient Old Testament canon, Protestants invariably present one or more of the following arguments: 1) the shorter, Pharisaic (or Palestinian) canon (39) of the Old Testament was accepted by Christ and His Apostles, as they never quoted from the deuterocanonical books; 2) the Old Testament was closed by the time of Christ, and it was the shorter canon; 3) the Jews themselves accepted the shorter, Pharisaic canon at the Council of Jamnia (or Javneh) in 90 A.D.; and 4) the deuterocanonical books contain unscriptural material.

Each of these arguments is wholly flawed.

1) Regarding the claim that Christ and His Apostles accepted the shorter, Pharisaic canon, an examination of the New Testament’s quotation of the Old Testament will demonstrate its fallacy. The New Testament quotes the Old Testament about 350 times, and in approximately 300 of those instances (86%), the quotation is taken from the Septuagint, a Greek translation of the Old Testament in widespread use at the time of Christ. The Septuagint contained the deuterocanonical books. It is therefore unreasonable and presumptuous to say that Christ and His Apostles accepted the shorter Old Testament canon, as the clear majority of the time they used an Old Testament version which did contain the seven books in question.

Or, take the case of Saint Paul, whose missionary journeys and letters were directed to Hellenistic regions outside of Palestine. 
It has been noted, for example, that his sermon at Antioch in Pisidia "presupposed a thorough acquaintance among his hearers with the Septuagint" and that once a Christian community had been founded, the content of his letters to its members "breathed the Septuagint." (40) Obviously, Saint Paul was supporting the longer canon of the Old Testament by his routine appeal to the Septuagint.

Moreover, it is erroneous to say either that the deuterocanonical books were never quoted by Christ (41) and His apostles or that such citation is a prerequisite for a book’s inclusion in the Biblical canon. According to one list, the deuterocanonical books are cited or alluded to in the New Testament not less than 150 times! (42) In addition, there are Old Testament books, such as Ecclesiastes, Esther and Abdias (Obadiah), which are not quoted by Christ or the Apostles, but which are nonetheless included in the Old Testament canon (both Catholic and Protestant). Obviously, then, citation by Christ or the Apostles does not single-handedly determine canonicity.

2) Regarding the claim that Christ and the Apostles worked with a closed Old Testament canon – which Protestants maintain was the shorter canon – the historical evidence undermines the allegation. First, there was no entity known as the Palestinian canon, for there were actually three canons in use in Palestine at that time, (43) in addition to the Septuagint canon. And second, the evidence demonstrates that "Judaism in the last two centuries B.C. and in the first century A.D. was by no means uniform in its understanding of which of its writings were considered sacred. There were many views both inside and outside of Israel in the first centuries B.C. and A.D. on which writings were deemed sacred." (44)

3) Using the Council of Jamnia in support of a shorter canon is manifestly problematic for the following reasons: a) The decisions of a Jewish council which was held more than 50 years after the Resurrection of Christ are in no way binding on the Christian community, just as the ritual laws of Judaism (e.g., the prohibition against eating pork) are not binding on Christians. b) It is questionable whether or not the council made final decisions about the Old Testament canon of Scripture, since "the list of books acknowledged to ‘defile the hands’ continued to vary within Judaism itself up through the 4th century A.D." (45) c) The council was, to some extent, a polemic directed specifically against the "sect" of Christianity, and its tone, therefore, was inherently opposed to Christianity. These Jews most likely accepted the shorter Pharisaic canon precisely because the early Christians accepted the longer Septuagint canon. d) The decisions of this council represented the judgment of just one branch of Pharisaic Judaism within Palestine and not of Judaism as a whole.

4) Lastly, for Protestants to aver that the deuterocanonical books contain unscriptural material is decidedly a case of unwarranted dogmatism. This conclusion was reached simply because the so-called Reformers, who were clearly antagonistic toward the Catholic Church, approached the Bible with an a priori notion that it teaches "Reformed" (Protestant) doctrine. They discarded the deuterocanonical books because in certain instances these books contain decidedly Catholic doctrine, as in the case of 2 Maccabees 12:42-46, which clearly supports the doctrine of prayers for the dead and hence of Purgatory: "It is therefore a holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that they may be loosed from sins." (2 Maccabees 12:46). Luther, in fact, wanted to discard also the New Testament books of Revelation and James, the latter of which he termed an "epistle of straw" and which he felt had "nothing evangelical about it" (46) – no doubt because it clearly states that we are saved by faith and works (cf. James 2:14-26), in contrast to Luther’s erroneous "faith alone" doctrine. Luther was ultimately persuaded by his friends to retain these books.

In addition to the above is the fact of historical testimony and continuity regarding the canon of the Bible. While we have seen that there were disputes regarding the Biblical canon, two considerations are nonetheless true: 1) the deuterocanonical books were certainly used by Christians from the 1st century onward, beginning with Our Lord and His disciples, and 2) once the issue of the canon was settled in the 4th century, we see no change in Christian practice regarding the canon from that point onward. In practice, the only challenge to and disregard of these two realities occurs when the so-called Reformers arrive on the scene in the 16th century and decide that they can simply trash an 11-centuries-long continuity regarding the canon’s formal existence and a nearly 15-centuries-long continuity regarding its practical existence.

The fact that any individual would come along and single-handedly alter such a continuity regarding so central an issue as which books comprise the Bible should give the sincere follower of Christ serious pause. Such a follower is compelled to ask, "By whose authority does this individual make such a major change?" Both history and Luther’s own writings show that Luther’s actions were based on nothing but his own personal say-so. Surely such an "authority" falls grossly short of that which is needed for the canonical change he espoused, especially considering that he process of identifying the Bible’s canon was guided by the Holy Spirit, took centuries, and involved some of the greatest minds in Christianity as well as several Church Councils. More disturbing still is the fact that the other so-called Reformers – and Protestants ever since – have followed suit by accepting Luther’s changed canon, yet all the while they claim to honor the Bible and insist that nothing can be added to or deleted from it.
21. The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura Had its Source in Luther’s Own Emotional Problems.

If anything at all can be said with certainty about Martin Luther, it is that he was deeply and chronically troubled by a combination of doubts and despair about his salvation and a sense of utter impotence in the face of temptation and sin. Luther himself notes, "My spirit was completely broken and I was always in a state of melancholy; for, do what I would, my ‘righteousness’ and my ‘good works’ brought me no help or consolation." (47)

In light of this reality, one must assess Luther’s psychological and emotional frame of mind in terms of their impact on the origins of his Sola Scriptura doctrine. Even a cursory examination will demonstrate that this doctrine was born out of Luther’s need to be free from the guilt feelings, despair and temptation which "tortured" him.

Considering that Luther himself admits to an obsessive concern with his own sinfulness, as well as an inability to resist temptation, it seems reasonable to conclude that he suffered from scrupulosity, and even Lutheran scholars will admit to this. (48) Scrupulosity means that a person is overly anxious about having committed sins when there is no real basis for such anxiety, and a scrupulous person is one who often exaggerates the severity of his perceived sinfulness, with a corresponding lack of trust in God. It is also relevant to note that scrupulosity "often seems to be based on some psychological dysfunction in the person." (49)

In other words, Luther probably never had a moment of emotional or psychological peace, since the voice of "conscience" always pricked him about some matter, real or imagined. It would be quite natural for someone so plagued to seek refuge from that voice, and for Luther that refuge was found in the doctrine of Sola Fide, or salvation by "faith alone."

But since the avoidance of sin as well as the performance of good works are necessary components for our salvation, and since these facts were steadfastly taught and defended by the Catholic Church, Luther found himself diametrically opposed to the teaching authority of the Church. Because the Church asserted the necessity of doing exactly what he felt incapable of doing, Luther made a drastic decision – one which "solved" his scrupulosity problem: he rejected the teaching authority of the Church, embodied in the Magisterium with the Pope at its head, and claimed that such was contrary to the Bible. In other words, by claiming Sola Scriptura to be true Christian doctrine, Luther dismissed that authority which compelled him to recognize that his own spirituality was dysfunctional.
Summary

For all these reasons, then, it is evident that the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura is an utterly unbiblical, man-made, erroneous belief which must be wholly rejected. Those who are genuine Christian believers and who have a commitment to the truths that Jesus Christ taught – even if those contradict one’s current religious system – should be compelled by the evidence to see the inherent flaws in this doctrine, flaws which are clearly obvious from Scripture, logic and history.

The fullness of religious truth, unmixed with error, is found only in the Catholic Church, the very Church which Jesus Christ Himself established. According to the teaching of this Church, founded by Christ, Sola Scriptura is a distorted, truncated view of Christian authority. Rather, the true rule of faith for the followers of Christ is this:

The immediate or direct rule of faith is the teaching of the Church; the Church in turn takes her teaching from Divine Revelation – both the written Word, called Sacred Scripture, and the oral or unwritten Word, known as "Tradition," which together form the remote or indirect rule of faith.

Scripture and Tradition are the inspired sources of Christian doctrine, while the Church – a historical and visible entity dating back to St. Peter and the Apostles in an uninterrupted succession – is the infallible teacher and interpreter of Christian doctrine. It is only by accepting this complete Christian rule of faith that followers of Christ know they are adhering to all the things that He commanded His Apostles to teach (cf. Matthew 28:20). It is only by accepting this complete Christian rule of faith that the followers of Christ are assured of possessing the whole truth which Christ taught, and nothing but that truth.

 

Footnotes

Note: Among the references are a few Protestant authors; their works are not cited as "recommended reading," but they show that the points made in the present work are valid even by Protestant standards.

1. The Protestant Reformation was not a reform in the true sense of the word, but rather it was a revolution – an upheaval of the legitimate, established religious and civil order of the day.

2. W. E. Vine [Protestant Author], Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words (McLean, VA: MacDonald Publishing House, n.d.), p. 387. Cf. St. Alphonsus Liguori, An Exposition and Defense of all the Points of Faith Discussed and Defined by the Sacred Council of Trent; along with a Refutation of the Errors of the Pretended Reformers, etc. (Dublin: James Duffy, 1846), p. 50.

3. While all the books of the New Testament are considered to have been written by the time St. John finished The Apocalypse (Revelation), they were not formally identified as "the Bible" until much later on.

4. The word translated as "ordinances" is also translated "teachings" or "traditions"; for example, the New International Version gives "teachings," with a footnote: "Or traditions."

5. Vine, op. Cit., p. 564.

6. One example of this interpretive memory involves Revelation 12. The Early Church Fathers understood the "woman clothed with the sun" to be a reference to the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary. For someone to assert that this doctrine did not exist until 1950 (the year Pope Pius XII formally defined the doctrine) represents ignorance of ecclesial history. Essentially, the belief was held from the beginning, but it was not formally defined until the 20th century. Bear in mind that the Church often did not have a need to define a doctrine formally until it was formally challenged by someone (usually a heretic). Such occasions gave rise to the need officially to define the "parameters" of the doctrine in question.

7. Catholic teaching states that "the body of bishops," successors of the Apostles, also teach infallibly when they, in union with the Pope, "exercise the supreme Magisterium," above all in an Ecumenical Council." (Cf. Catechism of the Catholic Church, #891). Also, "binding and loosing" is rabbinical terminology, and it refers to the power to pronounce authoritative interpretations and teachings. Christ clearly intended, then, for His Apostles, under the leadership of Saint Peter (for Saint Peter alone received the power of the keys), to possess the authority to render these authoritative interpretations and teachings.

8. The assertion by Protestants that the Bible is its own interpreter is nothing more than an exercise in futility. They claim that a person can correctly interpret any given Scripture by comparing it with what the rest of the Bible teaches. The problem with this line of reasoning can be readily demonstrated. Ask ten people to give their respective interpretations of a given Scripture passage, and you could get as many as ten different explanations. If the Bible were able to interpret itself, as Protestants claim, why do you not always obtain ten identical interpretations, even if you allow these people an ample amount of time to conduct study and research? And if this diversity of interpretation is true for a mere ten people, image the results, when you multiply that number by one hundred, or one thousand, or one million. History has already seen such a result, and its name is Protestantism.

9. There are some Biblical scholars who maintain that 2 Peter was actually the last New Testament book written, dating it sometime in the earlier part of the 2nd century. Since there is not a consensus among scholars that this date is accurate, it is sufficient for our purposes here to accept the generally held view that all of the New testament books were complete with the composition of Revelation.

10. See, for instance: Irenaeus’ Against Heresies, Book 3, Chapter 3; Tertullian’s Prescription against Heretics, Chapter 32; and Origen’s First Principles, Book 1, Preface.

11. See, for instance: Ignatius’ Letter to the Smyrnaeans, Chapters 8-9; Ignatius’ Letter to the Philadelphians, Introduction and Chapters 1-4; and Ignatius’ Letter to the Magnesians, Chapter 7.

12. See, for instance: 1 Clement, Chapters 2, 56, 58, 59; Ignatius’ Letter to the Romans, introduction and Chapter 3; Irenaeus’ Against Heresies, Book 3, Chapter 3, no. 2; Tertullian’s Prescriptions against Heretics, Chapter 22; and Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, Book 5, Chapter 24, no. 9.

13. See Msgr. Patrick F. O’Hare, LL.D., The Facts about Martin Luther (Cincinnati: Pustet, 1916; Rockford, IL: TAN, 1987), pp. 215-255.

14. Walch, XIII, 2195, as quoted in The Facts About Luther (Cincinnati: Pustet, 1916; Rockford, IL: TAN, 1987), pp. 215-255.

15. Bear in mind that the decrees of an Ecumenical Council had no binding force unless they were ratified by the Pope.

16. Two favorite verses for Arians of all ages to cite in support of their beliefs are Proverbs 8:22 and John 14:28.

17. See John Henry Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century.

18. Henry G. Graham, Where We Got the Bible: Our Debt to the Catholic Church (St. Louis: B. Herder, 1911; Rockford, IL: TAN, 1977, 17th printing), pp. 34-35.

19. This list is the same as the list given in the Church’s final, definitive, explicit, infallible declaration as to which books are to be included in the Bible, which was made by the Council of Trent, Session IV, in 1546. Earlier lists of canonical books were the list in the "Decretal of Gelasius," which was issued by authority of Pope Damasus in 382, and the canon of Pope Saint Innocent I, which was sent to a Frankish bishop in 405. Neither document was intended to b an infallible statement binding the whole Church, but both documents include the same 73 books as the list of Trent some 11 centuries later. (The Catholic Encyclopedia [New York: The Encyclopedia Press, 1913], Vol. 3, p. 272).

20. The reader must note that the Catholic Church does not claim that by identifying the books of the Bible it rendered them canonical. God alone is the author of canonicity. The Catholic Church instead claims that it and it alone has the authority and responsibility of infallibly pointing out which books comprise the Biblical canon already authored by God.
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PROTESTANT ERRORS ON SCRIPTURE ALONE

http://www.catholicapologetics.info/apologetics/general/solascript.htm 
“Let us note that the very tradition, teaching, and faith of the Catholic Church from the beginning, which the Lord gave, was preached by the Apostles, and was preserved by the Fathers On this was the Church founded; and if anyone departs from this, he neither is nor any longer ought to be called a Christian."- 
St. Athanasius, Letter to Serapion of Thmuis, 359 A.D. 

WHAT IS SOLA SCRIPTURA?

This is the error whereby a person believes that the Bible is THE rule of Christian faith. Sola Scriptura is Latin for Bible Alone. It is that primary principle in the faith of every Protestant that the individual believer is the sole interpreter of Holy Scripture, the single authority as to what the Bible is and contains. This little treatise will attempt to show how this mistake in faith-mathematics just doesn't add up.


OUGHT WE TO BELIEVE IN THE BIBLE?

Of course we ought to! The Bible is the Word of God, written by God Himself using willing human utensils. The Bible is the only text in the world that is "inspired." Inspired means that there is no other book in existence that we can accept as true, without doubt or question. We know that the Bible is inspired because it was so declared by the Catholic Church. Anyone, therefore, who accepts the Bible as inspired, necessarily accepts the judgment of the institution who deemed it so. Catholics believe in the Bible because they believe in the authority of that Church who composed it and presents it to its faithful: It is because outside the Bible that we believe what is inside the Bible! 
We have the Bible today because the Catholic Church assembled it, protected it and transmitted it through time. The Bible belongs to the tradition of the Catholic Church. Sola Scriptura therefore is really an argument in favour of the Tradition of Holy Mother Church, and in favour of the acceptance of that same Church's 
authority.
 

BUT DOESN'T THE HOLY GHOST HELP US UNDERSTAND THE BIBLE?
You bet He does! Not, however, in the way the Protestants think. They will try to convince you that the Holy Spirit interiorly guides your interpretation, and that whatever you come up with is good for you! They say that you will know when He has helped you because you "feel good" about it. But understanding Scripture doesn't have anything to do with feelings. Catholics know that the Holy Ghost resides in the Church, guiding Her and keeping Her from error. Like a good mother, She doesn't leave her children alone with such an important tool, but instructs him on how to use it. She gives us the gift of the Scriptures and then tells us what they say and mean. 
Consider how Saint Phillip, a deacon trained and chosen by the Apostles, and thereby a representative of the Church, asked the Ethiopian Eunuch (Acts 8:27-35), "Thinkest thou that thou understandest what thou readest?" and the Eunuch answered, "How can I lest someone shew me?"
 

HOW DOES THE HOLY GHOST RESIDE IN THE CHURCH?
The Holy Ghost is in the Church the same way that a soul is in the body. In this way, God oversees the security and continuity of that Institution (the Church) which He uses to bring Salvation to mankind. Christ founded that Church on the rock of Saint Peter "And 1 say to thee: That thou art Peter: and upon this rock I will build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. (Matthew 16:18)." Then He promised to send the Holy Ghost, the Paraclete to live in it, "But when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will teach you all truth... (John 16:13)." And Saint Paul tells Timothy that this Church is: "...the pillar and ground of the truth. (l Timothy 3:15)" When mankind appeals to this singular authority, they find themselves in union with one another in all aspects of the faith. This union of faith is the work of the Holy Ghost.
 

BUT THE PROTESTANTS SAY THAT THE CHURCH TRIES TO HIDE THE BIBLE.
There would be no sense in it! Holy Mother Church loves Her Scriptures! She presents to us at every Mass an excerpt from the Epistles and Gospels. The writings of the Saints are full of Scripture quotes, and the Fathers quote them most extensively. For the Church to hide the Scriptures would be like a truck-driver who transports cargo, but tries to hide his trailer.
 

HOW DID THE CATHOLIC CHURCH COMPILE THE BIBLE?

Here is a brief schema of how the Canon of the Bible (the official catalogue of inspired books) was officially declared. 

All books that were considered for the Cannon, but not included were called Apocrypha, and thus declared not inspired. 
362 A.D. Catholic Church's Council of Rome defines the Canon of Holy Scripture.
382 A.D. Pope Damasus issues a listing of the present OT and NT Canon of 73 books
383 A.D. Saint Jerome translates the Latin Vulgate from Greek & Hebrew
393 A.D. Council of Hippo (North Africa) approves the present Canon of 73 books
397 A.D. Council of Constantinople produces first bound Bible (the Vulgate: previously, all
were separate books)
397 A.D. Council of Carthage (North Africa) approves the same OT and NT canon
405 Pope Saint Innocent I approves the Canon again and closes it (with 73 books)
 

WHAT ABOUT THOSE EXTRA BOOKS IN THE CATHOLIC BIBLE?
The Catholic Bible (the English version is the Douay-Rheims and is translated from Saint Jerome's Latin Vulgate) does not have any extra books in it. It has only those books that the Catholic Church established as the official Canon of the Bible. The Protestant Bibles (such as the King James, Authorized Version, SRV, etc.) lack: the Books of Tobias, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, Baruch, Maccabees I and II, and various parts of other books. There were no Protestant Bibles till there were Protestants starting in the 1500's with Luther, Calvin, Zwingli, and Henry VIII. The Catholic Church condemned the Protestant versions for having anti-Catholic sentiments, and therefore those versions do not have the Catholic Church to vouchsafe their integrity.

SOME USEFUL SCRIPTURE QUOTES TO ARGUE AGAINST SOLA SCRIPTURA:
1st Corinthians 11:2 Saint Paul insists on his Apostolic Authority, not on a book: "Now I praise you, brethren, that in all things you are mindful of me and keep my ordinances as I have delivered them to you."
2nd Thessalonians 2:15 "Therefore, brethren, stand fast: and hold the traditions, which you have learned, whether by word or by our epistle. 
2nd Thessalonians 3:6 "And we charge you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you withdraw yourselves from every brother walking disorderly and not according to the tradition which they have received of us.
Acts 8:27-35 Saint Phillip asks the Ethiopian Eunuch, "Thinkest thou that thou understandest what thou readest?" and the Eunuch answered, "How can I lest someone show me?"
2nd Peter 3:16-17 Saint Peter warns people about reading Saint Paul's epistles! "As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in which are certain things hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, to their own destruction. You therefore, brethren, knowing these things before, take heed, lest being led aside by the error of the unwise, you fall from your own steadfastness.
2nd Peter 1:20-21 "Understanding this first: That no prophecy of scripture is made by private interpretation. For prophecy came not by the will of man at any time: but the holy men of God spoke, inspired by the Holy Ghost."
1st Peter 1:25 "But the word of the Lord endureth for ever. And this is the word which by the gospel hath been preached unto you."
Matthew 23:2-3 Jesus says to obey those in charge over religious matters: "...The scribes and the Pharisees have sitten on the chair of Moses. All things therefore whatsoever they shall say to you, observe and do..."
Matthew 28:18-20 Jesus commands many actions to His Apostles which cannot be in a book: "And Jesus coming, spoke to them, saying: All power is given to me in heaven and in earth. Going therefore, teach ye all nations: baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you. And behold I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world".
Matthew 18:17 The authority of the Church: "And if he will not hear the church, let him be to thee as the heathen and publican. Amen I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon earth, shall be bound also in heaven: and whatsoever you shall loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.
 

WHAT ARE SOME GOOD ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE BIBLE BEATERS?

1. The Bible isn't in the Bible! Nowhere in the Bible does it say we must believe in the Bible! Sola Scriptura contradicts itself, saying: "Any religious truth must come from the Bible alone" - except that this "truth" is not found anywhere in the Bible!
2. Jesus never wrote anything (except once he wrote in the sand), and never asked anything to be written, but rather said, "And if he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as the heathen and the publican (Matthew 18:17-18)!" If the Bible alone were necessary, then Jesus would not have instituted an authoritative Church.

3. It wasn't till the 4th Century that the Bible was bound between two covers! If it is necessary to believe in the Bible to be saved, then all the early Christians are lost -even the Apostles!
4. Before the 16th Century, nobody ever believed in Sola Scriptura! "Christian" and "Catholic" were synonymous; Luther and Calvin were the first Bible Beaters.
5. There are over 1,000 Protestant Sects! That means over 1,000 differences in opinion as to what Scripture says! This is because they all interpret Scripture in a different way; but there is only ONE Catholic Church, and has been only one and will ever be only one!
6. Anyone who decides for himself what Scripture says effectually establishes himself as his own private sect. He establishes a belief system peculiar to himself alone.
7. If, believing in Sola Scriptura, you find yourself differing in opinion with your neighbour as to the meaning of some scripture passage what can you do? If this same difference in opinion chances upon two Catholics, they simply appeal to the teachings of their 2,000 year old Catholic Church for the correct understanding!
8. What happens if an adolescent differs in opinion with his father about what Scripture says? The father, who knows Scripture much better cannot override the "Holy Ghost" who tells this adolescent what he seems to believe! This is the problem of not having the authority of the Church to appeal to! Sola Scriptura gives each person their own authority in matters of faith and morals!
9. How are we in the 21st Century supposed to know that Jesus lived and died for us? Unless God comes down from Heaven to speak to every Christian personally, then we need for this revelation to be passed down to us through the generations (this is called Tradition). We also need to see that it was always taught and practiced throughout the preceding times, for this is the guarantee that it was always believed, even from the start, and that we ought likewise to believe it.

CATHOLIC TEACHINGS REGARDING SOLA SCRIPTURA I: THE TRADITION
http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/apologetics/solascriptura1.htm 

"Sola Scriptura" means "the Bible alone."
Our separated brothers and sisters believe that their faith is planted on solid grounds because they accept the Bible, and only the Bible, as the sole rule of Faith. They claim that they do not need the Lord's appointed Church authority, the Pope, or the Tradition of the Church. To them, the Bible, and only the Bible, is the pillar and anchor of truth.
My question is, "Is the belief of our separated brothers and sisters really based on solid ground when they say that the Bible alone is the sole rule of faith?"
If every non-Catholic studied the Holy Scriptures, especially those manifested in the teachings of the early Church Fathers, such as Saint Jerome, Saint Basil and Saint Augustine who were Catholics and who were celebrating the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, they would come to realize that the teachings of the early Church Father are the same truths (tradition) that the Catholic Church teaches today. I challenge them to do so, unless of course, they do not want to know the truth.
Where in the Holy Bible does it say that a believer must place his faith in the Holy Bible alone and not in the Holy Bible and Tradition?
Some leaders may make reference to Timothy 3:16 where it states, "All Scripture is inspired by God and is useful for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness..." But, the Holy Bible only says that Scripture is "useful." It does not say that we must believe in the Holy Bible alone.
Some may make reference to Matthew 15:1-9 where Jesus condemned the tradition of the elders. In that specific Biblical passage, Jesus was not condemning all tradition, but only the corrupt tradition of the Pharisees.
Have our separated brothers and sisters not read the words of Saint Paul in the Holy Bible where He gives a strong support in favor of the Tradition? Saint Paul said: "So then, brothers and sisters, stand firm and hold fast to the traditions that you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by our letter." [2 Thess. 2:15]
In truth, I tell you, the belief of Sola Scriptura (the Bible alone) that is held by our separated brothers and sisters, is not Biblical at all. While the Protestant claim to base their entire belief system on the Bible alone, that principle is nowhere to be found in the Holy Bible.

CATHOLIC TEACHINGS REGARDING SOLA SCRIPTURA II: THE HOLY BIBLE

http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/apologetics/solascriptura2.htm 

"Sola Scriptura" means "the Bible alone."
In the previous article, Sola Scriptura I, it was shown that Sola Scriptura has no basis in the Christian faith when it comes to rejecting the Catholic Church Tradition.
In this article, we shall demonstrate that those who support Sola Scriptura, they do not have a sound argument based on the history of the Christian Church.
When Jesus told the Apostles to communicate the faith, the truths that must be believed in order to be saved, He did not say, "Take your Bible, go forth and teach all nations, baptizing them in the Name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit." Jesus made no reference to the Holy Bible because in those days, there was no Holy Bible as we know it today.
Jesus never wrote a Bible. He never commanded His Apostles to write Bibles. Jesus never said to write Bibles, to scatter them all over the earth and to let every man read it and interpret it for himself in accordance to His teachings. Yet, this is the basic belief of Protestantism. Everyone needs to read the Bible and decide what is the truth and what is not the truth. Not only does each individual denomination have its own individual and opposing beliefs, so does many Protestant Churches within the same denomination. Equally, within families, each member is entitled to his/her own individual belief that may oppose other members of the same family. Is this Unity? Is this the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church that our Lord Jesus founded?
What happened was:
1. Jesus said to Saint Peter, "Thou art Peter and upon this rock I will build My Church." [Matthew 16:18]
2. Saint Paul clearly taught that the Church is the pillar and bulwark ("bulwark" means a protective wall or embankment.) of the truth. [1 Timothy 3:16]
3. Jesus commissioned Peter to preach in His name, "As the Father has sent Me, I also send you." [John 20:21] This means that Jesus gave Peter the authority to preach in His name.
4. Then Jesus said, "Whoever listens to you listens to Me, and whoever rejects you rejects Me, and whoever rejects Me rejects the One Who sent Me." [Luke 10:16] "If the offender refuses to listen even to the Church, let such a one be to you as a Gentile ("gentile" in the sense of "non-believer") and a tax collector." [Matthew 18:17]
The Catholic Church and the Faith was in place before the existence of the New Testament, the second part of the Holy Bible. Of the 12 Apostles, only 5 wrote something. Seven to ten years before anything was written down, the Catholic Church was already administering the Sacraments, baptizing, forgiving sins, praying over the sick, etc...
Before one single word of the New Testament was written, the Catholic Church had already spread throughout the Roman Empire. The Catholic Church had Saints and Martyrs before it had Gospels and Epistles.
Saint Matthew wrote his Gospel about 7 years after Jesus was taken up to Heaven. Saint Mark was 10 years later; Saint Luke was 25 years after the Ascension of the Lord. The Gospel of John was written about 63 years after the Ascension.
I ask you, "How did the early believers become Christians?" "How did they save their souls?" It certainly was not by reading the Bible because there was no New Testament. It was not until 397 A.D., under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, at the Council of Carthage, that the Catholic Church finally agreed on which writings should be part of the New Testament.
The strange thing about Sola Scriptura, those who claim that every word in the Holy Bible is the infallible word of God, they fail to affirm that God commissioned the Catholic Church, no other Church, to compile the Holy Bible. It was the Catholic Church that produced the Bible. It was not the Bible that produced the Church.
Now if faith is only obtained by reading the Holy Bible (Sola Scriptura) in order to be saved, than salvation comes from the invention of the printing press. Before the middle of the 1400's, the Holy Bible was hand-written. Very few persons owned a copy of it. Every Christian family did not own a Holy Bible. Nor could many parishes afford to buy one.
It was only during the last 500 years that those who were rich and who can afford to buy a printed Bible, this permitted them to read it and decide for themselves what was the truth. This excluded the believers in poor countries who were unable to afford a Bible. This also excluded all the languages in which the Holy Bible was never translated. Before the 1950's, very few Nations had Bibles translated in all the languages spoken in their nation.
So you see my brothers and sisters in Christ, if we are to believe that we only need the Holy Bible in order to be saved, then most of the members of the Church during the past 1,500 years could not have been saved, only those who owned a Bible. We know that this is not true, that an endless number of believers, saints and martyrs, were saved throughout the centuries because of their unity to the Catholic Church as commanded by Jesus.

CATHOLIC TEACHINGS REGARDING SOLA SCRIPTURA II: THE BIBLE ALONE: PART 2

http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/apologetics/solascriptura2b.htm
"Sola Scriptura" means "the Bible alone." 
According to all the Protestant Churches that promote "Sola Scriptura," they do not need the Catholic Church to interpret the Bible. They do not need any priests to interpret the Bible. Each and everyone of them can read the Bible and clearly understand each and every word. It is that simple!
I repeat again, "Sola Scriptura means that you only need the Bible." Isn't that what they say? Isn't that what they repeat over and over? Isn't that what they teach to the Protestant?
Some time ago, a Protestant informed me that he had a big problem with that teaching. He said, "If we only need the Bible, then why do we have Bible Colleges and Protestant Seminaries? Why do we have Libraries full of books to teach us about the Bible? Why do we have Bible classes for our children? Why do we have Bible professors to put us and keep us on the right track? Why can we not just pick up a Bible, read it and under-stand it? Should my understanding not be the same as my father, my mother, my brother or my sister?"
"Why do we have 'Student Bibles' with commentaries throughout the Bible to explain the verses as we read them?"
"Why is it that my father can say, 'I no longer believe in that part of the Bible'? Then all of a sudden, his belief is no longer the same as mine. We all become as an island in the ocean, each one of us having his own belief. The 'Bible alone' teaching becomes insufficient. We need someone to clarify "that part of the Bible" to put my father and I on the right path. We need someone to correct one of us because one of us is wrong in his belief."
"If we need someone to correct us, then 'Sola Scriptura" cannot be true. It is a deception that any education person can perceive."
In the world, there is nearly 1 billion non-Catholic Christians that represents over 30,000 different religions. You will not find two of these persons who believe in the exact same thing. The belief of parents is not exactly the same as that of their children. The belief of siblings varies between brothers and sisters. The belief of husbands is not exactly the same as that of their wives. The belief of ministers is not exactly the same as that of the church members. In truth, all they can do is find common denominators in order to stay together as a church. Because of the belief in one thing, they band together. But they may disagree on nine other things. The divorcees or those who support divorce stick together. The homosexuals or those who support homosexuality stick together. Those who support abortions stick together. Those who support same sex marriage stick together. All of this has nothing to do with the teachings of the Holy Bible. It has nothing to do with morals. It has nothing to do with what is right and what is wrong. It has to do with what one is comfortable with; that is what he believes and that is what he supports.
So you see, "Sola Scriptura" makes no sense. Those who promote it, they teach one thing but they practice another thing. Their actions are sufficient proof to renounce "Sola Scriptura" as the greatest deception to remove souls from the one, holy, Catholic and apostolic Church, the Church of Rome. 

CATHOLIC TEACHINGS REGARDING SOLA SCRIPTURA III: REASON

http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/apologetics/solascriptura3.htm 
The belief that Sola Scriptura, "the Bible alone" is all that one needs to be saved opposes reason. If a person only needs the Holy Bible, then he does not need anyone else. He does not need the Church, nor the members of the Church. All he has to do is read the Bible and draw his own conclusions as to the meaning of the verses. That is exactly what other religions are all about.
How can the following religions claim to be the true Church, or even the Body of Christ, when it is well documented that they were started by human beings?
The Anglican faith was started by King Henry VIII who wanted a divorce.
The Assembly of God embraces the beliefs of the revival movement of 1914.
Baptists embrace the beliefs of John Smyth.
Buddhists embrace the beliefs of Buddha, Prince Siddhartha Gautama.
Calvinists embrace the beliefs of John Calvin.
The Christian Reformed Church is a breakaway of the Dutch Reformed Church.
Christian Science embraces the beliefs of Mary Baker Eddy.
The Church of the Nazarene embraces the beliefs of the Union of General Assembly.
Congregationalists embrace the beliefs of Robert Brown.
The Dutch Reformed Church embraces the beliefs of Michelis Jones.
The Eastern Orthodox Church embraces the beliefs of the Patriarchs of Constantinople.
Episcopalians embrace the beliefs of Samuel Seabury.
Evangelicals embrace the beliefs of Jacob Albright.
The Evangelical Reformed embraces the beliefs of the Union of General Assembly.
Free Methodists is a breakaway from the Methodist Church.
Moslems (Islam) embrace the beliefs of Mohammed.
Jehovah's Witnesses embrace the beliefs of Charles Taze.
Lutherans embrace the beliefs of Martin Luther.
Mennonites embrace the beliefs of Grebel, Mantz and Blaurock.
Methodists embrace the beliefs of John & Charles Wesley.
Mormons embrace the beliefs of Joseph Smith.
Presbyterians embrace the beliefs of John Knox.
Quakers embrace the beliefs of George Fox.
The Salvation Army embraces the beliefs of William Booth.
Seventh Day Adventists embrace the beliefs of Ellen White.
Unitarians embrace the beliefs of John Biddle.
The United Church of Christ embraces the beliefs of 3 other religions.
Universalists embrace the beliefs of John Murray.

And the list goes on. That is the reason why there are over 30,000 religions in the world today. Anywhere at anytime, anyone can start their own religion based on their own personal interpretation of the Holy Bible.
None of these religions were established by Jesus Christ to teach in His Name. None of these religions have received the authority from God to correct those who are in error.
The "Bible Alone" belief and practice is contrary to reason because it ends up with thousands of conflicting interpretations of the Holy Bible, these resulting in endless division.
When Jesus established His Church, through the Advocate, the guidance of the Holy Spirit, He provided us with a number of qualities so we would recognize His Church. Some of them are as follows:

1) The Church that Jesus Christ established on earth, it has one Body. It does not have 2, 3 or 30,000 different (bodies) religions. "There is one Body..." [Ephesians 4:4]
2) Knowing that only one Church is the true Church, it has to be the one that was established by Jesus Christ Himself. The Head of the Church is Divine, not human. The Church that was founded by Jesus Christ is apart from those that were founded by men. "He is the head of the body, the Church..." [Colossians 1:18]
3) The Church of Jesus Christ is a united Body within one fold. No matter where you go around the world, when you enter a local Catholic Church, although the language may be different, the liturgy remains the same. "I have other sheep that do not belong to this fold. I must bring them also, and they will listen to my voice. So there will be one flock, one shepherd." [John 10:16]
The Spirit of Jesus seeks to bring home (to the Catholic Church) all the sheep from the other 29,999 religions. But the flesh is weak; it resists the inner voice of the Holy Spirit. How much easier it is to listen to the voice of Satan and to turn away from reason.
4) Jesus prayed to the Heavenly Father for each and everyone of those who do not belong to the true Body of Christ, that they may be united as one as Jesus and the Father are One. "The glory that you have given Me I have given them, so that they may be one, as we are one." [John 17:22]
To the non-Catholics, I say, "Not only did Jesus die for your salvation, He also prayed specifically for you that you may allow the Holy Spirit to show you the way home."
5) The Church of Jesus Christ has one body, one spirit, one hope, one Lord, one faith, one Baptism. "There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called to the one hope of your calling, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is above all and through all and in all." [Ephesians 4:4-5]
The true Church of Christ consists of one membership, one belief, one liturgy, one government. It does not have one Church that condemns divorce while another associated Church approves of it. 
It does not have one Church condemning gay marriages while another associated Church approves of it. It does not have one Church condemning abortion while another associated Church approves of it. The true Church has one faith that is guided by one Spirit, the Spirit of God.
6) The true Church is a teaching Church that possesses the power of infallibility. "And Jesus came and said to them, 'All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything that I have commanded you. And remember, I am with you always, to the end of the age'." [Matthew 28:18-20]
None of the Protestant Churches are teaching Churches that possess the power of infallibility. Protestant Churches profess that Jesus is the Lord and Savior. They seek to make Him known. They promote their interpretation/revised Bible. And they provide a place where its members can fellowship in prayer.
7) The Holy Bible condemns those who apply Sola Scriptura, the private interpretation of the Scriptures. "There are some things in them (the Books of the Bible) hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other scriptures." [II Peter 3:16]
The Holy Bible clearly states that it will lead to their destruction, meaning their eternal destruction.
In conclusion, the only Church that fits the description found in the Holy Bible is the Roman Catholic Church. Remember, it was through the Catholic Church that Jesus gave the Holy Bible to the world. And it is only through the authority of the Catholic Church that we are certain that the Bible is truly the Word of God.
Why then do so many refuse to come home? Is it because of pride? Is it because of the fear of what their family members and friends will say? When they stand before God on Judgment Day, they will be reminded that the Spirit of God led them to this website in order to open their eyes to the truth. What will they say? "Thank you Jesus, I came home" or "My family and friends would have disowned me. I valued them more than I valued you Jesus." 

MANY MORE LINKS AVAILABLE AT

TRADITION VS. SOLA SCRIPTURA http://www.catholic-pages.com/dir/sola_scriptura.asp 20 articles
Dave Armstrong’s http://www.catholicfidelity.com/apologetics-topics/sola-scriptura/ 35 articles
Also see Catholic Answers http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=166766 
   Why is the Catholic Church Alone Correct in her  

                                   Doctrine?
"Not to oppose error is to approve it, and not to defend the truth is to suppress it" - Pope St. Felix III

Note: In this report I may occasionally use bold print, Italics, or word underlining for emphasis. This will be my personal emphasis and not that of the source that I am quoting. Any footnote preceded by a number in (parenthesis) is my personal library numbering system.
Q:

There are so many religions and they all do have many common elements. Can they all be wrong except for one (inferring the Catholic religion)? I have always prayed that the churches that split off will someday find common ground and re-integrate. 

Even in Catholicism are those who want the Roman Latin Mass, the charismatics, etc. 

What then makes the Catholic Church the one true church?

I want to know if the church (catholic) is basing any and all of its doctrine on the bible not on 'that’s what we do based upon bishops’, cardinals’ and the popes’ decrees'. 

A:

I cannot answer that the Church bases all of her doctrine and dogma on the bible because she does not. She bases some of her doctrine on Tradition. For instance, the Church teaches that Mary was assumed into heaven body and soul. It does not say that in the bible but it is a traditional teaching of Holy Church "proclaimed as dogma in 1950 by Pope Pius XII in the Apostolic Constitution Munificentissimus Deus."
 On the other hand the Protestants say as doctrine that they only believe what is stated in the bible (sola scriptura). Neither the King James Bible nor the Catholic Bible (which has seven more books than the King James) says anywhere that we are only to believe what is stated in the bible. To the contrary, the bibles (yours and mine) state that we are to follow tradition! I sufficiently quoted the evidence on Tradition in my 07/1/2011 report* by that title so I will not repeat it here. I have never read a Protestant as giving any evidence from scripture only -- that the bible says all truths must be in the bible.  *See pages 1-3
So, why can there be only one true Church? 

In the Gospel of St. John, Jesus Himself prayed FOR ONE CHURCH as He said, "Holy Father, keep them in your name that you have given me, so that they MAY BE ONE JUST AS WE ARE."
 

If Christ meant more than one true Church couldn’t He have said something to the effect 'so that they may be many families', etc.? Today it is commonly reported that there are over 38,000 denominations of Protestant churches, all with variations in doctrine from one to the other. Did Jesus not tell us about the dangers of a divided house? "Every kingdom divided against itself will be laid waste, and no town or house divided against itself will stand."
 

History has shown us that the 38,000 plus Protestant denominations continue to split and divide amongst themselves whenever there is a doctrinal disagreement. A recent example is the Anglican Church splitting, with the primary doctrinal issues being over women bishops and homosexual priests. The Catholic Church remains the same Church with the same doctrines since when Jesus started it. When her doctrines are challenged, the pope or a council of the bishops will issue a dogmatic teaching upholding and further defining the doctrine. With the infallible teaching authority, Holy Church also gives one and only one teaching on each scripture for all to believe!

So the essence or 'bottom line' of this report is really about faith, or the lack thereof. When it comes to what the Catholic religion teaches you absolutely must have FAITH to believe it! Without faith you will always be questioning, analyzing and not believing! "Faith is the sum total of revealed truths given by God, which is often called the deposit of faith or the doctrines of the (Catholic) Church."
  

"Faith is a supernatural gift of God which enables us to believe without doubting whatever God has revealed."

"Faith is a disposition of the intellect, it also involves an act of the will, which is moved by the grace of God to believe, so that one responds to the revealing God in faithful obedience and trust."
 

"The virtue of Faith is infused into the soul with Sanctifying Grace, and it is lost only by a grave sin of unbelief, which a man commits by deliberately doubting or denying a truth which he knows God has revealed. The truths which God has revealed are found in Sacred Scripture AND Tradition."
 "Faith: Objectively, it stands for the sum of truths revealed by God in Scripture AND tradition and which the Church presents to us in a brief form in her creeds; subjectively, faith stands for the habit or virtue by which we assent to those truths. It is with this subjective aspect of faith that we are here primarily concerned."

"In the Old Testament, the Hebrew means essentially steadfastness, (Exodus 17:12), where it is used to describe the strengthening of Moses' hands; hence it comes to mean faithfulness, whether of God towards man (Deuteronomy 32:4) or of man towards God. As signifying man's attitude towards God it means trustfulness or fiducia."
 
"Definition of Faith: An act of Divine supernatural faith is an ‘act of the intellect assenting to a Divine truth owing to the movement of the will, which is itself moved by the grace of God’."
 "Again, faith being a virtue, it follows that a man’s promptitude in believing will make him love the truths he believes, and he will therefore study them, not indeed in the spirit of doubting inquiry, but in order the better to grasp them as far as human reason will allow. Such inquiry will be meritorious and will render his faith more robust, because, at the same time that he is brought face to face with the intellectual difficulties which are involved, he will necessarily exercise his faith and repeatedly ‘bring his intellect into submission’."
 

"The absolute necessity of faith is evident from the following considerations: God is our beginning and our end and has supreme dominion over us; we owe Him, consequently, due service which we express by the term religion. Now true religion is the true worship of the true God. 

But IT IS NOT FOR MAN TO FASHION A WORSHIP ACCORDING TO HIS OWN IDEALS; none but God can declare to us in what true worship consists, and this declaration constitutes the body of revealed truths, whether natural or supernatural. To these, if we would attain the end for which we came into the world, we are bound to give the assent of faith."
 

As I have often stated, the unchangeable-in-doctrine Catholic Church has existed since Jesus established it in the year 33 AD The Protestant Churches started splitting off from the first Protestant Church started by a single man, Martin Luther. "Lutheranism dates from 10/31/1517, when Luther affixed his theses to the (Catholic) Church door of the castle of Wittenberg."
 
"It is better to take refuge in the Lord than to trust in man."

"To Catholics, faith isn’t something you find. It’s a gift from God. He offers it freely to anyone and everyone, but it must be freely received as well. No one can be forced to have or accept faith. And when it’s presented, each individual responds differently at different levels, at different times, and in different ways. Some reject it, some ignore it, and some treat it casually. As the adage goes: For those who believe, no explanation is necessary, and for those who do not believe, no explanation is possible. Faith is the sum total of revealed truths given by God, which is often called the deposit of faith or the doctrines of the Church"
 
Since Faith is a gift from God, it is FREE FOR THE ASKING – no charge! But, with few exceptions, we must ask God for His gift of Faith in prayer! Remember that we have free will and God forces nothing upon us. I personally ask for an increase in my Faith each day. 

"The act of faith is of its very nature a free act. God calls men to serve him in spirit and in truth. Consequently they are bound to him in conscience, but not coerced. This fact received its fullest manifestation in Christ Jesus. Indeed, Christ invited people to faith and conversion, but never coerced them."

"Since human beings are totally dependent on God as their creator and Lord, and created reason is completely subject to uncreated truth, we are obliged to yield to God the revealer full submission of intellect and will by faith."
                                                                                                           "Faith in itself is a gift of God. By divine and Catholic faith all those things are to be believed which are contained in the word of God as found in scripture AND tradition, and which are proposed by the Church as matters to be believed as divinely revealed, whether by her solemn judgement or in her ordinary and universal magisterium."
                                                                                                             Our Lord says, "So we are always courageous, although we know that while we are at home in the body we are away from the Lord, for WE WALK BY FAITH, NOT BY SIGHT."

"Those who have accepted the faith under the guidance of the (Catholic) Church can never have any just cause for changing this faith or for calling it into question."
 

"By faith, man completely submits his intellect and his will to God. With his whole being man gives his assent to God the revealer. Sacred Scripture calls this human response to God, the author of revelation, the obedience of faith."
 
"Faith is first of all a personal adherence of man to God. At the same time, and inseparably, it is a free assent to the whole truth that God has revealed. As personal adherence to God and assent to his truth, Christian faith differs from our faith in any human person. It is right and just to entrust oneself wholly to God and to believe absolutely what he says. It would be futile and false to place such faith in a creature."
 
"In faith, the human intellect and will cooperate with divine grace: "BELIEVING IS AN ACT OF THE INTELLECT ASSENTING TO THE DIVINE TRUTH BY COMMAND OF THE WILL MOVED BY GOD THROUGH GRACE."
 

So, what makes the Catholic Church the one, true Church? Jesus Himself made her the one, true Church when he ordained Peter the first pope. "You are Peter, and upon this ROCK I WILL BUILD MY CHURCH, and the gates of the netherworld shall not prevail against it. I will give you the keys to the kingdom of heaven. Whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven; and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven."
 

"Wherefore he (The Pope) is the father and guide of all the faithful, of all the Bishops, and of all the prelates, no matter how high their power and office; and as successor of St. Peter, as true and lawful Vicar of Christ our Lord, he governs the universal Church."
 
You commented and inferred that Catholics have 'split off into Charismatics, the Roman Latin Mass, etc'. This is a misunderstanding on your part. The Church celebrates several different rites and styles of Masses. Any Catholic of any rite may attend Mass at any of the other rites at anytime that they want. The differences are not different in context but are variations in style based on historical and ethnic choices. Charismatics are simply Catholics who express the charismatic gifts that they possess such as tongues, healing, prophecy, etc. There is no 'Charismatic Catholic Church'; they remain in their local parishes. My parish in Chardon, Ohio (as do several other Cleveland Dioceses parishes) has a charismatic prayer group which meets and prays on a scheduled basis. 100% of these rites and the Charismatics you have mentioned remain in obedience under the authority of the pope and the primary Church at the Vatican.

If you are sincerely seeking God’s truth it will be given to you. As I said above, Faith is absolutely necessary for you to believe the truths as revealed by the Catholic Church. Faith is a gift from God. To get this most holy gift all you need to do is go into prayer and ask for it. 

There are many great catechetical works promulgated by the Holy Catholic Church. Among these are the Didache (writings/teachings of the original apostles) in the 1st Century, the Catechism of the Council of Trent in 1566, Faith of Our Fathers by James Cardinal Gibbons in 1876, Baltimore Catechism in 1885, This Is The Faith in 1952 and, most recently, the Catechism of the Catholic Church in 1994, and many others. What I am attempting to illustrate here is that from Tradition from the time of Christ-on-earth through today the doctrines of Holy Church HAVE NOT CHANGED AND CANNOT CHANGE – they have always remained the same! Whereas from the schism of Martin Luther in 1517 there have been over 38,000 new 'Christian' denominations started, each with a variation of doctrine from the last. The Holy Catholic Church consistently forever states that she does not make up or create doctrine – that she simply espouses what God Himself says!

Lastly, a point about Tradition and the Bible. "In 100 AD the Hebrew Council of Jamnia first established 39 books of the Old Testament. In 394 AD St. Jerome translated and completed the first complete Bible in Latin with 72 books. In 1450 AD Gutenberg invented the printing press."
 

This was the first time that mass production of the Bible was possible. So if Protestants believe only in 'Sola Scriptura', where did they get their 'sole source of truth' before 1450? The answer is obvious; it was handed down through word-of-mouth by TRADITION!

This report prepared on March 1, 2011 by Ronald Smith, 11701 Maplewood Road, Chardon, Ohio 44024-8482, E-mail: <hfministry@roadrunner.com>. Readers may copy and distribute this report as desired to anyone as long as the content is not altered and it is copied in its entirety. In this little ministry I do free Catholic and occult related research and answer your questions. Questions are answered in this format with detailed footnotes on all quotes. If you have a question(s), please submit it to this landmail or e-mail address. Answers are usually forthcoming within one week. PLEASE NOTIFY ME OF ANY ERRORS THAT YOU MAY OBSERVE! 

REGARDING THE FIRST PART OF THE QUESTION - REGARDING THE “ONE, TRUE CHURCH” - THE READER IS DIRECTED TO THE INFORMATION IN “RESPONSES TO SOME QUESTIONS REGARDING CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THE DOCTRINE ON THE CHURCH”
MORE FROM JOHN MARTIGNONI ON SOLA SCRIPTURA [ctd. from pages 13 – 45]
From: John Martignoni admin@biblechristiansociety.com To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net 

Sent: December 3, 2010 Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #159 

Hey folks, I’ve got another YouTube video ready for you. This one is on the subject of Sola Scriptura – the Bible Alone. I hope you enjoy it. Here’s the link: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6pW7l2CC_20 

Also, I want to thank all of those who wrote in with suggestions for topics to use in the first 3 tracts I’m developing. I will think about and pray about all the suggestions and see what happens, but the two most popular topics people wanted to see were: 1) How Are We Saved; and 2) The Rapture. 

Also, a decent number wanted to see something on authority. So, we’ll see what happens. I hope to begin working on them at the beginning of the year.

Introduction

This week, since the video I’m releasing is on the topic of Sola Scriptura, I thought I would do the newsletter on the same topic. Someone sent me a Q&A on Sola Scriptura from the website: www.gotquestions.org.

The website describes its mission in this way: "We will do our best to prayerfully and thoroughly research your question and answer it in a biblically-based manner. It is not our purpose to make you agree with us, but rather to point you to what the Bible says concerning your question. You can be assured that your question will be answered by a trained and dedicated Christian who loves the Lord and desires to assist you in your walk with Him. Our writing staff includes pastors, youth pastors, missionaries, biblical counselors, Bible/Christian College students, Seminary students, and lay students of God’s Word."

I love it when people say things like that: "It is not our purpose to make you agree with us, but rather to point you to what the Bible says concerning your question." Malarkey! What they’re really saying is: "If you don’t agree with us that means you don’t agree with the Bible, because we have THE correct interpretation of the Bible." So if you disagree with them that makes you a heretic or, even worse, a Catholic or some such thing. I wonder if any of their "writing staff" would claim to be infallible.

Anyway, I will post the entire answer first, and then go back and put my comments betwixt and between.

Challenge/Response/Strategy

From the website: http://www.gotquestions.org/sola–scriptura.html 

Question: What is sola scriptura?

Answer: The phrase sola scriptura is from the Latin: sola having the idea of "alone," "ground," "base," and the word scriptura meaning "writings"—referring to the Scriptures. Sola scriptura means that Scripture alone is authoritative for the faith and practice of the Christian. The Bible is complete, authoritative, and true. "All Scripture is God–breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness" (2 Timothy 3:16).

Sola scriptura was the rallying cry of the Protestant Reformation. For centuries the Roman Catholic Church had made its traditions superior in authority to the Bible. This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible. Some examples are prayer to saints and/or Mary, the immaculate conception, transubstantiation, infant baptism, indulgences, and papal authority. Martin Luther, the founder of the Lutheran Church and father of the Protestant Reformation, was publicly rebuking the Catholic Church for its unbiblical teachings. The Catholic Church threatened Martin Luther with excommunication (and death) if he did not recant. Martin Luther’s reply was, "Unless therefore I am convinced by the testimony of Scripture, or by the clearest reasoning, unless I am persuaded by means of the passages I have quoted, and unless they thus render my conscience bound by the Word of God, I cannot and will not retract, for it is unsafe for a Christian to speak against his conscience. Here I stand, I can do no other; may God help me! Amen!"

My Response:

The primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura is that the Bible does not explicitly teach sola scriptura. Catholics argue that the Bible nowhere states that it is the only authoritative guide for faith and practice. While this is true, they fail to recognize a crucially important issue. We know that the Bible is the Word of God. The Bible declares itself to be God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative. We also know that God does not change His mind or contradict Himself. So, while the Bible itself may not explicitly argue for sola scriptura, it most definitely does not allow for traditions that contradict its message. Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra–biblical and/or anti–biblical doctrines. The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible. We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable. The same cannot be said of tradition.

The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith. Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture. Traditions that contradict the Bible are not of God and are not a valid aspect of the Christian faith. Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible. 

The essence of sola scriptura is basing your spiritual life on the Bible alone and rejecting any tradition or teaching that is not in full agreement with the Bible. 

Second Timothy 2:15 declares, "Do your best to present yourself to God as one approved, a workman who does not need to be ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth."

Sola scriptura does not nullify the concept of church traditions. Rather, sola scriptura gives us a solid foundation on which to base church traditions. There are many practices, in both Catholic and Protestant churches, that are the result of traditions, not the explicit teaching of Scripture. It is good, and even necessary, for the church to have traditions. Traditions play an important role in clarifying and organizing Christian practice. At the same time, in order for these traditions to be valid, they must not be in disagreement with God’s Word. They must be based on the solid foundation of the teaching of Scripture. The problem with the Roman Catholic Church, and many other churches, is that they base traditions on traditions which are based on traditions which are based on traditions, often with the initial tradition not being in full harmony with the Scriptures. That is why Christians must always go back to sola scriptura, the authoritative Word of God, as the only solid basis for faith and practice.

On a practical matter, a frequent objection to the concept of sola scriptura is the fact that the canon of the Bible was not officially agreed upon for at least 250 years after the church was founded. Further, the Scriptures were not available to the masses for over 1500 years after the church was founded. How, then, we re early Christians to use sola scriptura, when they did not even have the full Scriptures? And how were Christians who lived before the invention of the printing press supposed to base their faith and practice on Scripture alone if there was no way for them to have a complete copy of the Scriptures? This issue is further compounded by the very high rates of illiteracy throughout history. How does the concept of sola scriptura handle these issues?

The problem with this argument is that it essentially says that Scripture’s authority is based on its availability. This is not the case. Scripture’s authority is universal; because it is God’s Word, it is His authority. The fact that Scripture was not readily available, or that people could not read it, does not change the fact that Scripture is God’s Word. Further, rather than this being an argument against sola scriptura, it is actually an argument for what the church should have done, instead of what it did. The early church should have made producing copies of the Scriptures a high priority. While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it. Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it. Even if the Scriptures could not be made available to the masses, at least church leaders could be well–trained in the Word of God. Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures (2 Timothy 4:2).

Again, traditions are not the problem. Unbiblical traditions are the problem. The availability of the Scriptures throughout the centuries is not the determining factor. The Scriptures themselves are the determining factor. We now have the Scriptures readily available to us. Through the careful study of God’s Word, it is clear that many church traditions which have developed over the centuries are in fact contradictory to the Word of God. This is where sola scriptura applies. Traditions that are based on, and in agreement with, God’s Word can be maintained. Traditions that are not based on, and/or disagree with, God’s Word must be rejected. Sola scriptura points us back to what God has revealed to us in His Word. Sola scriptura ultimately points us back to the God who always speaks the truth, never contradicts Himself, and always proves Himself to be dependable.

www.gotquestions.org: The phrase sola scriptura is from the Latin: sola having idea of "alone," "ground," "base," and the word scriptura meaning "writings"—referring to the Scriptures. Sola scriptura means that Scripture alone is authoritative for the faith and practice of the Christian. The Bible is complete, authoritative, and true. "All Scripture is God–breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness" (2 Timothy 3:16).

My Response:

No problems with that definition. But, there is a problem with the use of 2 Timothy 3:16 as a text that supports the dogma of Sola Scriptura. If 2 Tim 3:16 supports anything along the lines of Sola Scriptura, then it supports Sola Old Testament Scriptura. The scripture Paul is talking about with Timothy, that Timothy has known since "childhood", is the Old Testament scripture. Even though Timothy was relatively young, in his childhood he would have had only the Old Testament and possibly… possibly… a few of the books of the New Testament. So, if 2 Tim 3:16 is supporting Sola Scriptura, then what it is saying is that only part of the Bible is necessary, since most of the New Testament had not yet been written when Timothy was in his childhood.

www.gotquestions.org: Sola scriptura was the rallying cry of the Protestant Reformation. For centuries the Roman Catholic Church had made its traditions superior in authority to the Bible. This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible. Some examples are prayer to saints and/or Mary, the immaculate conception, transubstantiation, infant baptism, indulgences, and papal authority. Martin Luther, the founder of the Lutheran Church and father of the Protestant Reformation, was publicly rebuking the Catholic Church for its unbiblical teachings. The Catholic Church threatened Martin Luther with excommunication (and death) if he did not recant. Martin Luther’s reply was, "Unless therefore I am convinced by the testimony of Scripture, or by the clearest reasoning, unless I am persuaded by means of the passages I have quoted, and unless they thus render my conscience bound by the Word of God, I cannot and will not retract, for it is unsafe for a Christian to speak against his conscience. Here I stand, I can do no other; may God help me! Amen!"

My Response:

First of all, the Roman Catholic Church has never made its traditions "superior in authority to the Bible." Sacred Tradition is considered by Catholics to be on the same level with the Bible, not superior to it.  Sacred Tradition and Sacred Scripture are both the Word of God.  The Word of God in one form is not "superior" to the Word of God in another form.

"This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible." What they are actually saying is that they believe many Catholic practices are "in fact contradictory to [their private, fallible interpretations of] the Bible." What’s really ironic in this paragraph is that they cite Martin Luther as the hero of the Deformation, yet one of the "unbiblical" traditions they specifically mention – infant baptism – was believed in and practiced by Martin Luther and the Lutherans. So, how do they reconcile the fact that Martin Luther, their hero, the man who first shouted and shouted most loudly "Sola Scriptura," the "rallying cry of the Reformation," believed in a tradition (infant baptism) that these folks say is outside of scripture? 

Another irony is that they call Martin Luther the "father" of the Protestant Reformation. What about the passage in Scripture that says, "Call no man your father?"(Matthew 23:9).

Finally, Martin Luther’s words strike at the heart of the problem with Sola Scriptura. Luther is essentially declaring himself to be his own Pope, Pastor, and Theologian. Unless "I" am convinced; unless "I" am persuaded. In other words, Luther is saying that he answers to no authority other than himself when it comes to matters of faith. And, every believer in Sola Scriptura does basically the same thing. Everyone is Pope, Pastor, and Theologian for their own private denomination, answering to no authority in matters of faith and morals other than themselves and their private, fallible interpretation of the Bible.

One last irony here: Scripture is considered the Word of God because of the witness of the Catholic Church, but Martin Luther, and every other Sola Scriptura believer, reject the witness of the Catholic Church when it comes to the interpretation of Scripture. So, they rely on the authority of the Church to know what the Bible is in the first place, but then they reject the authority of the Church once they open the Bible.  

www.gotquestions.org: The primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura is that the Bible does not explicitly teach sola scriptura. Catholics argue that the Bible nowhere states that it is the only authoritative guide for faith and practice. While this is true, they fail to recognize a crucially important issue. We know that the Bible is the Word of God. The Bible declares itself to be God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative. We also know that God does not change His mind or contradict Himself. So, while the Bible itself may not explicitly argue for sola scriptura, it most definitely does not allow for traditions that contradict its message. Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra–biblical and/or anti–biblical doctrines. The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible. We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable. The same cannot be said of tradition.

My Response:

This is priceless. They agree with what they call the "primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura" – that nowhere does the Bible teach sola scriptura – but then go on to argue, but not from Scripture, that Sola Scriptura is true nonetheless. And how do they begin their non–scriptural defense of Sola Scriptura? With the words, "We know the Bible is the Word of God." This fits perfectly with the YouTube video I just posted.  How do they know the Bible is the Word of God? Who told them? "The Bible declares itself to be God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative." They rely on the Bible to tell them that the Bible is "God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative?" That is circular reasoning. "We believe the Bible to be inerrant because the inerrant Bible tells us so." So, if I now declare this newsletter to be "God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative," does that make it so? It must, because the newsletter says it is and the newsletter is "God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative." 

Furthermore, where does the Bible say that every book in the Bible is "God–breathed, inerrant, and authoritative?" It doesn’t. And, again, even if it did, so what? Someone had to be a witness, a reliable, authoritative witness to testify to the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible, or we could not know that the Bible is indeed the Word of God. Hmmm… who could that witness have been, I wonder?

Did you notice in about the middle of the paragraph how they switched the argument a bit, thus allowing them to avoid a direct answer to the "primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura?" They had to do that because they were honest enough to agree that nowhere does Scripture directly teach Sola Scriptura. So, they move the argument away from Scripture and now make it an argument about tradition: "Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra–biblical and/or anti–biblical doctrines." Pretty sneaky of them, eh?

But, what they are saying here is rather bizarre. They agree that Sola Scriptura is not directly taught in the Bible, but it is rather, an "argument against unbiblical, extra–biblical and/or anti–biblical doctrines." Translation: An extra–biblical doctrine, Sola Scriptura, is an argument against extra–biblical doctrines. Can’t quite get my mind around that argument. Maybe that’s one of those mysteries… you know… like the Trinity. 

"The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible." Again, that begs the question. How do you know God has revealed the Bible? Who told you that? 

"We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable" How, by reading Scripture and Scripture telling us it is? The same cannot be said of tradition. Why can the same not be said of tradition? This argument makes no sense. Actually, it’s not even an argument, just a statement.  Scripture is nothing but tradition. Tradition that was written down, but tradition nonetheless. Tradition that was passed on generation to generation. So, if the early Christians can faithfully pass on the tradition that we call Scripture from one generation to the next, why can’t they faithfully pass on other traditions from one generation to the next? And, what about the traditions of the Old Testament? The first several chapters of Genesis were passed on as "tradition" for hundreds and even thousands of years before they were ever written down. I guess we can’t really rely on them, can we? After all, there is no way anyone could faithfully pass on oral traditions over thousands of years, is there?

www.gotquestions.org: The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith. Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture. Traditions that contradict the Bible are not of God and are not a valid aspect of the Christian faith. Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible. The essence of sola scriptura is basing your spiritual life on the Bible alone and rejecting any tradition or teaching that is not in full agreement with the Bible. Second Timothy 2:15 declares, "Do your best to present yourself to God as one approved, a workman who does not need to be ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth."

My Response:

"The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith". The Word of God is the ultimate authority for the Christian faith, but not the only authority. For Catholics, we also have the Church as an authority. An authority to help guide us in our understanding of God’s Word. For Sola Scriptura Christians, they also have another authority – their own authority that is private to each one of them individually. The authority they use to "infallibly" interpret the Scriptures. 

"Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture." I agree 100% with what they are saying on the surface of it, but I do not agree with what they are actually saying in–between the lines: "Traditions are valid only when they are based on [our private, fallible interpretations of] Scripture and are in full agreement with [our private, fallible interpretations of] Scripture." This is what is so difficult to get Sola Scriptura Christians to recognize, that every time they say something must "agree with Scripture," what they are really saying is it must agree with their private, fallible interpretations of Scripture.  It must be based on Scripture as they interpret it, as they see it. If you don’t agree with their private, fallible interpretations, then you are wrong, period.

So many times I’ve had people tell me that they don’t want me to accept their word for something, that they just want me to read Scripture and see for myself. But, when I read Scripture and tell them what I saw for myself in Scripture, they then proceed to tell me I’m wrong. So, it’s not Scripture itself they want me to agree with, it’s their private, fallible interpretation of Scripture that they want me to agree with.

"Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible." So, let me get this straight. The only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinions out of all of this, is for each and every person to read the Bible for themselves to arrive at their own conclusions of what it actually says, based solely on their own authority? Hey makes sense to me. Instead of having one opinion – that of the Church which Jesus Christ Himself founded – we need to have an opinion from everyone who picks up the Bible and reads it. And that will keep personal opinion and subjectivity out of all of this? Folks, you are witnessing the death of logic.

www.gotquestions.org: Sola scriptura does not nullify the concept of church traditions. Rather, sola scriptura gives us a solid foundation on which to base church traditions. There are many practices, in both Catholic and Protestant churches, that are the result of traditions, not the explicit teaching of Scripture. It is good, and even necessary, for the church to have traditions. Traditions play an important role in clarifying and organizing Christian practice. At the same time, in order for these traditions to be valid, they must not be in disagreement with God’s Word. They must be based on the solid foundation of the teaching of Scripture. The problem with the Roman Catholic Church, and many other churches, is that they base traditions on traditions which a re based on traditions which are based on traditions, often with the initial tradition not being in full harmony with the Scriptures. That is why Christians must always go back to sola scriptura, the authoritative Word of God, as the only solid basis for faith and practice.

My Response:

First, if I could talk to whoever wrote this, I would ask them to name me one tradition of the Catholic Church that is "based on traditions which are based on traditions which are based on traditions?" What happened to their statement of "prayerfully and thoroughly" researching the answers they would give? I’m willing to bet that this person has no clue as to what the Church actually teaches and why it teaches it.

Again, though, they are faced with the same problem: Who is it that decides which traditions are biblically–based and which are not? For example, the tradition of altar calls?  Is that a tradition that is biblically–based?  Nowhere in the Bible does it mention such a thing as an altar call, but I’ll bet the person who answered this question would find a way to say that altar calls are indeed in accord with Scripture. But, what about the Assumption of Mary? Is that a tradition that is biblically–based? Nowhere in the Bible does it mention Mary being assumed into Heaven. But, there are instances of others in the Bible being assumed body and soul into Heaven, so Mary being assumed into Heaven would not run counter to any scriptural principle. But, how much do you want to bet that the person who wrote this answer would say the Assumption is an unbiblical tradition? What’s the difference between the two? Neither is mentioned directly in the Bible. And, in fact, there is indirect evidence in the Bible for Mary’s Assumption, whereas there is no indirect evidence for altar calls in the Bible. So why is altar calls an "okay" tradition, but Mary’s Assumption is not? Subjectivity and personal opinion couldn’t have anything to do with it, could it?

www.gotquestions.org: On a practical matter, a frequent objection to the concept of sola scriptura is the fact that the canon of the Bible was not officially agreed upon for at least 250 years after the church was founded. Further, the Scriptures were not available to the masses for over 1500 years after the church was founded. How, then, were early Christians to use sola scriptura, when they did not even have the full Scriptures? And how were Christians who lived before the invention of the printing press supposed to base their faith and practice on Scripture alone if there was no way for them to have a complete copy of the Scriptures? This issue is further compounded by the very high rates of illiteracy throughout history. How does the concept of sola scriptura handle these issues?

My Response:

Notice, they do not disagree with the arguments themselves, but watch the sleight of hand that takes place in the answer to how sola scriptura handles these issues.

www.gotquestions.org: The problem with this argument is that it essentially says that Scripture’s authority is based on its availability. This is not the case. Scripture’s authority is universal; because it is God’s Word, it is His authority. The fact that Scripture was not readily available, or that people could not read it, does not change the fact that Scripture is God’s Word. Further, rather than this being an argument against sola scriptura, it is actually an argument for what the church should have done, instead of what it did. The early church should have made producing copies of the Scriptures a high priority. While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it. Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it. Even if the Scriptures could not be made available to the masses, at least church leaders could be well–trained in the Word of God. Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures (2 Timothy 4:2).

My Response:

Did you see what they did?! They twisted the very valid "practical" arguments against Sola Scriptura and made them into a straw man argument about Scripture’s authority being based on its availability. Thus, they don’t have to address the points in the arguments as they were actually made.  

The arguments about the availability of Scripture have nothing at all to do with the authority of Scripture, rather they are about the workability and the logic of a doctrine that depends on reading the Bible for yourself in order to know what is true or not true, when most people either did not have a Bible and/or could not read, for hundreds of years after the Bible was written? 

And, how can you have sola scriptura when you don’t have a set scriptura for a few hundred years after Jesus, or when you don’t even have a single book of the New Testament for at least 10 years or more after the death of Christ and a complete New Testament for at least 40 years after the death of Christ and possibly as many as 65 years after the death of Christ? How does sola scriptura work without a scriptura? Was sola scriptura a doctrine believed in by the first Christians? If so, then they were believing in sola Old Testament scriptura, because that was all the scriptura they had at the time. 

And can you believe how they try to turn the arguments around by saying that they are actually arguments for "what the church should have done?!" "While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it." Uhmm… they did. What do these folks think was being read at every Mass in the early Christian communities?  

"Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it." Uhmm…they did. Has he not read any of the writings of the Early Church Fathers? The writings are all about Scripture. They are overflowing with Scripture. One of the main reasons universities were started by…ahem…the Catholic Church, was to promote the deeper study, and better understanding, of Scripture. To train men to go out and teach others about God.

"Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures." It’s kind of funny, but by trying to slam the church, what they are really doing here is admitting that the Catholic Church was indeed the early Church, the Church that gave us the Scriptures in the first place. Also, when they say the church "should have copied the Scriptures," they seem to think that it is some sort of easy and inexpensive task to copy a Bible by hand.  The question also comes to mind, as to why they believe the Church should be churning out copies of the Bible when it has already been admitted that most people could not read? Finally, was it Baptist monks, or Methodist monks, or Evangelical monks who were sitting in their scriptorums day after day, month after month, year after year making copies of the Bible by hand?  Don’t think so. 

www.gotquestions.org: Again, traditions are not the problem. Unbiblical traditions are the problem. The availability of the Scriptures throughout the centuries is not the determining factor. The Scriptures themselves are the determining factor. We now have the Scriptures readily available to us. Through the careful study of God’s Word, it is clear that many church traditions which have developed over the centuries are in fact contradictory to the Word of God. This is where sola scriptura applies. Traditions that are based on, and in agreement with, God’s Word can be maintained. Traditions that are not based on, and/or disagree with, God’s Word must be rejected. Sola scriptura points us back to what God has revealed to us in His Word. Sola scriptura ultimately points us back to the God who always speaks the truth, never contradicts Himself, and always proves Himself to be dependable.

My Response:

Again, and always, the problem of…whose interpretation of Scripture is the standard by which we determine what is and is not in accord with Scripture? Sola Scriptura does not ultimately point us back to the God who always speaks the truth, if that were true then there would not be thousands of different denominations, all operating on the principle of Sola Scriptura, yet with thousands of different and contradictory teachings. No, Sola Scriptura ultimately points us back to us. It tells each of us that we can be the Pope for our own little denomination. It tells us that we have no authority outside of ourselves to which we have to answer in determining what is true and what is false doctrine. Sola Scriptura is a disaster.

From: John Martignoni admin@biblechristiansociety.com To: michaelprabhu@vsnl.net 

Sent: Fri, 4 Mar 2011 12:00:11 -0800 Subject: Apologetics for the Masses - Issue #164 EXTRACT
There’s a new video in the series, "Questions Protestants Can’t Answer," up on YouTube. I put it up a few weeks ago but forgot to tell anyone. The topic for this video has to do with Sola Scriptura.

You can find it at this link: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hv9Egpd5kx8 

Q: "Who says the Catholic Church is the authentic interpreter of Scripture? Answer – the Catholic Church. How do you know for certain that Rome is the true infallible interpreter? The Catholic Church is not the only church that claims to be the true church with an infallible interpreter. There are the Mormons, the Jehovah’s Witnesses, and many others who make this same claim."

A: The Catholic Church does indeed claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture. Doesn’t it make sense that the Church founded by Jesus Christ would claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture? Who says that God is the one true God? God. Does that make His claim somehow illegitimate? Oh, sure, there are others making the claim that they are the authentic interpreters of Scripture, but doesn’t that also make sense that there would be impostors who wish to usurp the authority of the one true Church of Christ by claiming that authority for themselves? The difference is, the Catholic Church has the witness of history on its side.

When did the Jehovah’s Witnesses get started? Was it 2000 years ago in Israel? No. Are there Jehovah’s Witnesses temples in the Promised Land dating back to the early centuries? No. In Rome? No. Anywhere in the Middle East? No. The Jehovah’s Witnesses have, in fact, no witnesses.

The Mormons? Again, no witnesses. Did they start 2000 years ago in Israel? No. Did anyone else see the angel Joseph Smith claims to have seen? No. What about those gold tablets? No. Any evidence of those two great civilizations that Mormons claim existed on this continent 2000 years ago that supposedly annihilated themselves in an epic battle somewhere in what is now the state of New York? No. Archeologists can find arrowheads and pottery from small 10,000–year old Indian villages, yet not a single shred of evidence for either of these two great civilizations that Mormons claim existed just 2000 years ago. History tells us that Joseph Smith’s claims were bogus in oh so many ways.

The same holds for all the other pretenders to the throne. For all of them, they have no witnesses to bear out their claims. But, what about the Catholic Church? What witnesses does she have? Plenty. The witness of the Early Church Fathers, most of whom were bishops in the Catholic Church. They were not bishops in the Baptist church, nor the Presbyterian Church of America, nor the Mormon church nor the Lutheran church, nor the Anglican church.

The witness of history. Historians of all creeds and of no creed will tell you that the papacy can be traced back 2000 years. That the Catholic Church was founded by Jesus Christ around the year 30 A.D. That the line of the Bishops authority can be traced to the Apostles.

Was it the monks of the Methodist church that preserved and copied the Scriptures in their monasteries over the centuries? No. The monks of the Evangelical church? No. The monks of any of the "non–denominational" churches? No. It was the monks of the Catholic Church that did so. Which church is it whose witness we rely upon for the canon of Scripture – to know that the Bible is indeed the inspired, inerrant Word of God? The Mormon church? No. The Evangelical church? No. The Jehovah’s Witnesses? No. 

The witness of miracles. No church, that I am aware of, claims the existence of ongoing miracles – miracles that have eluded scientific explanation even to this day – other than the Catholic Church. The miracles of bodies of saints that are incorrupt. Eucharistic miracles that date back centuries. The miracles of such things as the tilma of Juan Diego, which should have disintegrated into dust over 400 years ago and whose image still cannot be explained by science. The many historical witnesses that relate the miracles performed by the saints – the Catholic saints – throughout the centuries – healings, raising people from the dead, bilocation, and many, many more. All of these witnesses, and more, point to one and only one Church as the authentic interpreter of Scripture – the Catholic Church.

VERBUM DOMINI - POST-SYNODAL APOSTOLIC EXHORTATION OF BENEDICT XVI
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/apost_exhortations/documents/hf_ben-xvi_exh_20100930_verbum-domini_en.html September 30, 2010 EXTRACT
Tradition and Scripture

In reaffirming the profound connection between the Holy Spirit and the word of God, we have also laid the basis for an understanding of the significance and the decisive value of the living Tradition and the sacred Scriptures in the Church. Indeed, since God "so loved the world that he gave his only Son" (Jn 3:16), the divine word, spoken in time, is bestowed and "consigned" to the Church in a definitive way, so that the proclamation of salvation can be communicated effectively in every time and place. As the Dogmatic Constitution Dei Verbum reminds us, Jesus Christ himself "commanded the Apostles to preach the Gospel – promised beforehand by the prophets, fulfilled in his own person and promulgated by his own lips – to all as the source of all saving truth and moral law, communicating God’s gifts to them. This was faithfully carried out; it was carried out by the Apostles who handed on, by oral preaching, by their example, by their ordinances, what they themselves had received – whether from the lips of Christ, from his way of life and his works, or by coming to know it through the prompting of the Holy Spirit; it was carried out by those Apostles and others associated with them who, under the inspiration of the same Holy Spirit, committed the message of salvation to writing".[56]
The Second Vatican Council also states that this Tradition of apostolic origin is a living and dynamic reality: it "makes progress in the Church, with the help of the Holy Spirit"; yet not in the sense that it changes in its truth, which is perennial. 
Rather, "there is a growth in insight into the realities and the words that are being passed on", through contemplation and study, with the understanding granted by deeper spiritual experience and by the "preaching of those who, on succeeding to the office of bishop, have received the sure charism of truth".[57]
The living Tradition is essential for enabling the Church to grow through time in the understanding of the truth revealed in the Scriptures; indeed, "by means of the same tradition, the full canon of the sacred books is known to the Church and the holy Scriptures themselves are more thoroughly understood and constantly made effective in the Church".[58] Ultimately, it is the living Tradition of the Church which makes us adequately understand sacred Scripture as the word of God. Although the word of God precedes and exceeds sacred Scripture, nonetheless Scripture, as inspired by God, contains the divine word (cf. 2 Tim 3:16) "in an altogether singular way".[59]
We see clearly, then, how important it is for the People of God to be properly taught and trained to approach the sacred Scriptures in relation to the Church’s living Tradition, and to recognize in them the very word of God. Fostering such an approach in the faithful is very important from the standpoint of the spiritual life. Here it might be helpful to recall the analogy drawn by the Fathers of the Church between the word of God which became "flesh" and the word which became a "book".[60] The Dogmatic Constitution Dei Verbum takes up this ancient tradition which holds, as Saint Ambrose says,[61] that "the body of the Son is the Scripture which we have received", and declares that "the words of God, expressed in human language, are in every way like human speech, just as the word of the eternal Father, when he took on himself the weak flesh of human beings, became like them".[62] When understood in this way, sacred Scripture presents itself to us, in the variety of its many forms and content, as a single reality. Indeed, "through all the words of sacred Scripture, God speaks only one single word, his one utterance, in whom he expresses himself completely (cf. Heb 1:1-3)".[63] Saint Augustine had already made the point clearly: "Remember that one alone is the discourse of God which unfolds in all sacred Scripture, and one alone is the word which resounds on the lips of all the holy writers".[64]
In short, by the work of the Holy Spirit and under the guidance of the magisterium, the Church hands on to every generation all that has been revealed in Christ. The Church lives in the certainty that her Lord, who spoke in the past, continues today to communicate his word in her living Tradition and in sacred Scripture. Indeed, the word of God is given to us in sacred Scripture as an inspired testimony to revelation; together with the Church’s living Tradition, it constitutes the supreme rule of faith.[65]
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We, as Catholics are not permitted to believe anything of our own will, nor to choose what someone has believed of his. We have God’s apostles as authorities, who did not themselves of their own wills choose anything of what they wanted to believe, but faithfully transmitted to the nations, the teachings of Christ.-- St. Isidore of Seville

The Church is the Ship outside which it is impossible to understand the Divine Word, for Jesus spoke from the boat to the people gathered on the shore. - St. Hilary of Poitiers
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