[image: image1.jpg]i METAMORPHOSE

I
A Catholic Ministry for Exposing the Truth about Alternative Medicine, the Occult in Reiki &
Pranic Healing and Orlental Spirtual Exercises of the New Age Movement
" queries and detailed information, please call on MICHAEL PRABHU.

MICHAEL PRABHU, #12, Dawn Apartments, 22, Leith Castle South Street, Chennal 600 028, INDIA.
inet  website : wiww.cphesians-511.net

FROMDARKNESS TOLIGHT  Phone : +91 (44) 24611606, ~e-mail : michaclprabhu@vs



                                                                                          MAY 2012
TESTIMONY OF A FORMER PROTESTANT (EPISCOPALIAN) – 57
The Catholic Church has the Answer
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By Paul Whitcomb, 1996
The Catholic Church is the world's largest, and Christianity's oldest, religious body. Her 860 million members inhabit the width and breadth of the earth, comprising almost one-fifth of the total human population. She is far and away the most popular religious concept the world has ever known. Paradoxically, however, the Catholic Church is also the world's most controversial religious concept. Catholic belief is different, too different to be orthodox, say Protestants and Christian cultists. Catholic belief is too ethereal to be logical, and too strict to be enjoyable, say the humanists and agnostics. Hence to millions of people, Catholicism is not only a colossal success, it is also a colossal enigma. Of course, there has to be an explanation for these contradictory opinions, and there is an explanation: Protestants and others who have questions about Catholic belief too often make the mistake of going to the wrong place for the answers. Too often books written by religious incompetents are consulted. The result is incomplete and distorted information. With such information, one cannot help but see the Catholic faith as a colossal enigma. 
The right place to go for information about Catholic belief, in fact the only place to go for complete and authoritative information is the Catholic Church herself. As any detective will tell you, no investigation is quite as complete as an on the spot investigation. Hence, dear reader, if you are an outsider, an unaffiliated Christian, or an agnostic, who wants to know the truth about Catholic belief, take this friendly advice: Seek out a Catholic priest and put you questions to him. You will find him a very understanding and obliging person. Or read this little booklet. This booklet was written by a Catholic who knows the questions you are likely to ask, as well as the answers, because once he, too, was outside of the Catholic Church, looking in. The questions in this booklet are basically the same ones he put to a Catholic priest, and the answers are basically the same ones given him by that priest. Read this booklet; then forget all the fiction you have heard about the Catholic Church, for you will have the gospel truth.
Why do Catholics believe that the universe and all life in it was created by, and is governed by, and all-powerful Spirit Being called God? What actual proof is there of God's existence and omnipotence?

Catholics believe that the universe is the creation, and the exclusive dominion, of an infinitely powerful Spirit Being, called God, because the evidence which points to that conclusion is so overwhelming that there is not room left for even the slightest vestige of doubt. First, there is the evidence of logic. Through the process of simple mathematical-type reasoning, man inevitably comes face to face with certain indisputable principles: Everything has a cause; nothing can bring itself into existence. Obviously there is a long chain of causes in the universe, but ultimately there must be a first cause, and uncaused cause. This uncaused cause we call "God." (The theory of evolution, even if it could be proved, would not explain the origin of anything; evolution simply deals with what may have happened after matter came into existence.) Further, 1) personal creation (man) presupposes a superior Personal Creator, 2) universal order presupposes a Universal Orderer, 3) cosmic energy presupposes a Cosmic Energizer, 4) natural law presupposes a Universal Law Maker. Basic principles of reason such as these explain why so many of the world's leading scientists are firm believers in God.

Then, there is the evidence of divine revelation, on countless occasions God has revealed Himself by voice, vision and apparition (by means which are receptive to the human senses), and demonstrated His Omnipotence by stupendous, obviously supernatural miracles. Many of these revelations are a matter of authenticated historical record. The Scriptures, for example, are full of such accounts; and in modern times the world has been witness to such Heaven-sent miracles as those at Fatima, Lourdes, and St. Anne de Beaupré in Quebec, Canada, where the cured have left a forest of crutches in testimony. (The Lourdes Medical Bureau is open for examination by any doctor.) In addition, there is the liquefaction of the blood of St. Januarius which still takes place in Naples each year on September 19, his feast day; the incorruption of the bodies of many Catholic saints (such as St. Bernadette, who died in 1879); and the miraculous Eucharistic Host of Lanciano, Italy, which has been scientifically proven to be human flesh and human blood, type AB, to mention only a few of the miracles still on-going in the 20th century, which point to the existence of a God.
And lastly there is the evidence of human intuition. Psychologists have long known that every human being, the atheist included-intuitively seeks God's help in times of great calamity, and instinctively pleads for God's mercy when death is imminent. Hence the renowned Voltaire, who was so eloquent in his denial of God while he enjoyed health and fortune, repudiated all of his atheistic writings on his deathbed and frantically sought the ministrations of a Catholic priest. Nikolai Lenin, as he lay on his deathbed, looked around him and frantically asked pardon of the tables and chairs in the room. For as hunger for food proclaims the existence of food, man's intuitive hunger for God proclaims the Reality, the Omnipotence and the Justice of God. Catholic belief in God, therefore, is purely and simply an expression of intellectual sanity.
Why do Catholics believe that God is three Persons, called the Holy Trinity? How can God be three Persons and still be one God?

Catholics believe there is one God consisting of three distinct and equal divine Persons; Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, because on numerous occasions God has described Himself thus. The Old Testament gives intimations that there is more than one Person in God. In Genesis 1:26, God says, "Let us make man to our image and likeness." In Isaias 9:6-7, God the Father revealed the imminent coming into the world of God the Son. In Psalms 2:7, we read, "The Lord hath said to me: Thou art my son, this day have I begotten thee." And in the New Testament, God reveals this doctrine even more clearly. For example, at the baptism of Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit appeared in the form of a dove, and the voice of God the Father was heard: "This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased." (Matthew 3:16-17). In Matthew 28:19, God the Son commanded the Apostles to baptize "in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." And in 1 Corinthians 12:4-6, the Bible refers to God with three names: Spirit, Lord, and God-corresponding to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

Three divine Persons in one Godhead may be incomprehensible to the human mind, but that is to be expected. How can man fully comprehend God's infinite make-up when he cannot fully comprehend his own finite make-up? We have to take God's word for it. Also, we can satisfy ourselves as to the feasibility of God's triune make-up by considering various other triune realities. The triangle, for example, is one distinct form with three distinct and equal sides. And the clover leaf is one leaf with three distinct and equal petals. There are many physical trinities on earth, therefore a Spiritual Trinity, who is God in Heaven, is not against human reason, it is simply above human reason.

Why do Catholics believe that Jesus Christ was God the Son, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity? Would it not be more reasonable to believe that He was a great and holy man... religious leader of exceptional talent and dedication...a prophet?

Catholics believe that Jesus was God the Son, incarnate in human flesh, firstly because God's physical manifestation on earth, plus all the circumstances of that manifestation, were prophesied time and again in Divine Revelation, and Jesus fulfilled that prophecy right to the letter; secondly, because He claimed that He was God (John 10:30, 14:-10 and numerous other passages), and He never deceived anyone; thirdly, because He proved His divinity by His impeccable holiness and the flawless perfection of His doctrine; fourthly, because only God could have performed the miracles He performed, miracles such as walking on the sea, feeding five thousand people with five loves of bread and two fish, and, after His death on the Cross, resurrecting Himself from His own tomb; fifthly, because only God could have, in the brief space of three years, without military conquest, without political power, without writing a single line or traveling more than a few score miles, so profoundly affected the course of human events; sixthly, because only God can instill in the soul of man the grace and the peace and the assurance of eternal salvation that Jesus instills.

Why do Catholics believe that their Church is the one true Church of Jesus Christ? Wouldn't it be more reasonable to believe that Christ's true Church is a spiritual union of all Christian denomination?

Catholics believe that theirs is the one true Church of Jesus Christ, firstly, because theirs is the only Christian Church that goes back in history to the time of Christ; secondly, because theirs is the only Christian Church which possesses the invincible unity, the intrinsic holiness, the continual universality and the indisputable apostolicity which Christ said would distinguish His true Church; and thirdly, because the Apostles and primitive Church Fathers, who certainly were members of Christ's true Church, all professed membership in the same Catholic Church (See Apostles' Creed and the Primitive Christian letters). Wrote Ignatius of Antioch, illustrious Church Father of the first century: "Where the bishop is, there let the multitude of believers be, even as where Jesus is, there is the Catholic Church." Our Lord said: "There shall be one fold and one shepherd, yet it is well know that the various Christian denominations cannot agree on what Christ actually taught. Since Christ roundly condemned inter-denominationalism, that house cannot stand." (Mark 3:25), Catholics cannot believe that He would even sanction it in His Church. 
Why do Catholics refuse to concede that their church became doctrinally corrupt in the Middle Ages, necessitating the Protestant Reformation?

Catholics refuse to concede such a thing out of faith in Jesus Christ. Christ solemnly pledged that the gates of Hell would never prevail against His Church (Matthew 16:18), and He solemnly promised that after His ascension into Heaven He would send His Church "another Paraclete...the spirit of truth," to dwell with it forever (John 14:16-17), and He inspired the Apostle Paul to describe His Church as "the pillar and ground of the truth." (1 Timothy 3:15). If the Catholic Church (which Protestants admit was the true Church of Jesus Christ before Luther's revolt) became doctrinally corrupt as alleged, it would mean that the gates of Hell had prevailed against it, it would mean that Christ had deceived His followers. 
Believing Christ to be the very essence of truth and integrity, Catholics cannot see how the division of Christianity into hundreds of rival camps and doctrinal variations can be called a "reformation" of the Christian Church. In the Catholic mind, hundreds of conflicting interpretations of Christ's teachings do not add up to a true interpretation of Christ's teachings.

If the Catholic Church never fell into error, how explain the wordily Popes, the blood Inquisitions, the selling of indulgences and the invention of new doctrines?

A careful, objective investigation of Catholic history will disclose these facts: The so-called worldly popes of the Middle Ages, three in number, were certainly guilty of extravagant pomposity, nepotism and other indiscretions and sins which were not in keeping with the dignity of their high church office, but they certainly were not guilty of licentious conduct while in office, nor were they guilty of altering any part of the Church's Christ-given deposit of faith. The so-called bloody Inquisitions, which were initiated by the civil governments of France and Spain, for the purpose of ferreting out Moslems and Jews, who were causing social havoc by posing as faithful Catholic citizens, even as priests and bishops, were indeed approved by the Church. (Non-Catholics who admitted they were non-Catholics were left alone by the Inquisition.) And the vast majority of those questioned by the Inquisition (including St. Theresa of Avila) were completely cleared. Nevertheless, the popes roundly condemned the proceedings when they saw justice giving way to cruel abuses, and it was this insistent condemnation by the popes which finally put an end to the Inquisitions.

The so-called selling indulgences positively did not involve any "selling", it involved the granting of the spiritual favour of an indulgence (which is the remission of the debt of temporal punishment for already-forgiven sins) in return for the giving of alms to the Church for the building of Christendom's greatest house of prayer, St. Peter's Basilica in Rome. One must understand with regard to indulgences that there are always two acts to be fulfilled by the one gaining the indulgence: 1) doing the deed (e.g., alms giving) and 2) saying of some prescribed prayers with proper spiritual dispositions. In the case in point, the first act for gaining the indulgence was "giving alms." If the almsgivers thereafter failed to say the requisite prayers, he would not receive the indulgence because he had failed to fulfill both required acts. The indulgences therefore were not "sold"; the very giving of money was itself the first of two requisite acts for gaining the indulgence in question.

The so-called invention of new doctrines, which refers to the Church's proclamation of new dogmas, is the most baseless and ridiculous charge of all, for those "new" dogmas of the Church were actually old doctrines dating back to the beginning of Christianity. In proclaiming them to be dogmas, the Church merely emphasized their importance to the Faith and affirmed that they are in truth, part and parcel of divine revelation. Hence it is obvious that the Catholic Church did not fall into error during the Middle Ages as some people allege, for it she had, she could not have produced those hundreds of medieval saints, saints the caliber of St. Francis, St. Bernard, St. Bonaventure, St. Clare, St. Anthony, St. John of the Cross, St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Elizabeth and St. Vincent Ferrer (who performed and estimated 40,000 miracles).

Why do Catholics believe that Peter the Apostle was the first Pope, when the word "Pope" does not even appear in Catholics Bibles? Just where does the Pope get his authority to rule over the Catholic Church?

True, the word Pope does not appear in the bible but then neither do the words "Trinity," "Incarnation," "Ascension," and "Bible," appear in the Bible. However, they are referred to by other names. The Bible, for example, is referred to as "Scripture". The Pope, which means head bishop of the Church, is referred to as the "rock" of the Church, or as the "shepherd" of the Church, Christ used that terminology when He appointed the Apostle Peter the first head bishop of His Church, saying: "Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona...Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build by church." (Matthew 16:17-19). "There shall be one fold and one shepherd." (John 10:16). "Feed my lambs...feed my sheep." (John 21:15-17). The words "rock" and "shepherd." (John 10:16). "Feed my lambs…feed my sheep." (John 21:15-17). The words "rock" and "shepherd" must apply to Peter, and they must distinguish him as the head Apostle, otherwise Christ's statements are so ambiguous as to be meaningless. Certainly the other Apostles understood that Peter had authority from Christ to lead the Church, for they gave him the presiding place every time they assembled in council (Acts 1:15, 5:1-10), and they placed his name first every time they listed the names of the Apostles. (Matthew 10:2, Mark 3:16, Luke 6:13-14, Acts 1:13).

In addition, there is the testimony of the Church Fathers. In the second century St. Hegessipus compiled a list of Popes to the time of Anicetus (eleventh Pope) which contained the name of St. Peter as first. Early in the third century the historian Caius wrote that Pope Victor was "the thirteenth Bishop of Rome from Peter." In the middle of the third century St. Cyprian related that Cornelius (twenty-first Pope) "mounted the lofty summit of the priesthood...the place of Peter." Even Protestant historians have attested to Peter's role as first Bishop of Rome, first pope of the Catholic Church. Wrote the eminent Protestant historian Cave in his Historia Litiraria: "That Peter was at Rome, and held the See there for some time, we fearlessly affirm with the whole multitude of the ancients." Hence the source of the Pope's authority to rule over the Catholic Church is quite obvious: It was given him by none other than Jesus Christ, by God Himself.
Why do Catholics believe the Pope is infallible in his teachings when he is a human being, with a finite human intellect, like the rest of us? What is the scriptural basis for this belief?

The doctrine of Papal Infallibility does not mean the Pope is always right in all his personal teachings. Catholics are quite aware that, despite his great learning, the Pope is very much a human being and therefore liable to commit human error. On some subjects, like sports and manufacturing, his judgment is liable to be very faulty. The doctrine simply means that the Pope is divinely protected from error when, acting in his official capacity as chief shepherd of the Catholic fold, he promulgates a decision which is binding on the conscience of all Catholics throughout the world. In other words, his infallibility is limited to his specialty, the Faith of Jesus Christ. 
In order for the Pope to be infallible on a particular statement, however, four conditions must apply: 1) he must be speaking ex cathedra...that is, "from the Chair" of Peter, or in other words, officially, as head of the entire Church; 2) the decision must be for the whole Church; 3) it must be on a matter of faith or morals; 4) the Pope must have the intention of making a final decision on a teaching of faith or morals, so that it is to be held by all the faithful. It must be interpretive, not originative; the Pope has no authority to originate new doctrine. He is not the author of revelation, only its guardian and expounder. He has no power to distort a single word of Scripture, or change one iota of divine tradition. His infallibility is limited strictly to the province of doctrinal interpretation, and it is used quite rarely. It is used in order to clarity, to "define," some point of the ancient Christian tradition. It is the infallibility of which Christ spoke when He said to Peter, the first Pope: "I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. And whatsoever thou shall bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven." (Matthew 16:19). Certainly Christ would not have admonished His followers to "hear the church" (Matthew 18:17) without somehow making certain that what they heard was the truth, without somehow making the teaching magisterium of His Church infallible.

For a complete understanding of the Pope's infallibility, however, one more thing should be known: His ex cathedra decisions are not the result of his own private deliberations. They are the result of many years, sometimes hundreds of years, of consultation with the other bishops and theologians of the Church. He is, in effect, voicing the belief of the whole Church. His infallibility is not his own private endowment, but rather an endowment of the entire Mystical Body of Christ. Indeed, the Pope's hands are tied with regard to the changing of Christian doctrine. No Pope has ever used his infallibility to change, add, or subtract any Christian teaching; this is because Our Lord promised to be with His Church until the end of the world. (Matthew 28:20). Protestant denominations, on the other hand, feel free to change their doctrines. For example, all Protestant denominations once taught that contraception was gravely sinful; but sin 1930, when the Church of England's Lambeth Conference decided contraception was no longer a sin, virtually all Protestant ministers in the world have accepted this human decision and changed their teaching.
Why do Catholics believe in seven sacraments, while Protestants believe in only two? Exactly what is a sacrament, and what does it do for a person?

Catholics believe in seven sacraments because Christ instituted seven; because the Apostles and Church Fathers believed in seven; because the second Ecumenical Council of Lyons (1274) defined seven; and because the Ecumenical Council of Trent (1545-1563) confirmed seven. In short, the enumeration, seven, arises from the perpetual tradition of Christian belief, which explains why that enumeration is accepted not only by Catholics, but by all of the other ancient and semi-ancient Christian communities, Egyptian Coptic, Ethiopian Monophysite, Syrian Jacobite, Greek Orthodox and Russian Orthodox.

To understand what a sacrament is, and what it does for a person, one must know the correct, the traditional Christian, definition of a sacrament. Properly defined, a sacrament is an outward sign instituted by Christ to give grace"(holiness) to the soul...that is to say, it is a divinely prescribed ceremony of the Church in which the words and action combine to form what is at the same time both a sign of divine grace and a fount of divine grace. When this special grace, distinct from ordinary, inspirational grace, is imparted to the soul, the Holy Spirit of God is imparted to the soul, imbuing the soul with divine life, uniting the soul to Christ.

As the Scriptures point out, this grace is the grace of salvation, without it man is, in a very real sense, isolated from Christ. And as the Scriptures point out, Christ gave His Church seven sacraments to serve as well-springs of this ineffable, soul-saving grace, the grace which flows from His sacrifice on Calvary:

BAPTISM—the sacrament of spiritual rebirth through which we are made children of God and heirs of Heaven: Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of god." (John 3:5. Also see Acts 2:38, Romans 6:2-6).

CONFIRMATION—the sacrament which confers the Holy Spirit to make us strong and perfect Christians and soldiers of Jesus Christ: "Now when the apostles, who were in Jerusalem, had heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John. Who, when they were come, prayed for them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost....Then they laid their hands upon them, and they received the Holy Ghost." (Acts 8:14-17. Also see Acts 19:6).

The EUCHARIST—the sacrament, also known as Holy Communion, which nourishes the soul with the true Flesh and Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus, under the appearance, or sacramental veil, of bread and wine: And whilst they were eating, Jesus took bread; and blessing, broke, and gave to them, and said: Take ye. This is my body. And having taken the chalice, giving thanks, he gave it to them. And they all drank of it. And he said to them: This is my blood of the New Testament, which shall be shed for many." (Mark 14:22-24. Also see Matthew 26:26-28, Luke 22:19-20, John 6:52-54, 1 Corinthians 10:16).

PENANCE—the sacrament, also known as Confession, through which Christ forgives sin and restores the soul to grace: "Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained." (John 20:22-23. Also see Matthew 18:18).

EXTREME UNCTION—the sacrament, sometimes called the Last Anointing, which strengthens the sick and sanctifies the dying: "Is any many sick among you? Let him bring in the priests of the church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord...and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him." (James 5:14. Also see Mark 6:12-13).

HOLY ORDERS—the sacrament of ordination which empowers priests to offer the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, administer the sacraments, and officiate over all the other proper affairs of the Church: "For every high priest taken from among men, is ordained for men in the things that appertain to God, that he may offer up gifts and sacrifices for sins...
Neither doth any man take the honour to himself, but he that is called by God, as Aaron was." (Hebrews 5:1-4. Also see Acts 20:28, 1 Timothy 4:14). Also: "And taking bread, he gave thanks, and broke; and gave to them, saying: This is my body, which is given for you. Do this for a commemoration of me." (Luke 22:19).

MATRIMONY—the sacrament which unites a man and woman in a holy and indissoluble bond: "For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and they two shall be in one flesh. Therefore now they are not two, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together, let no man put asunder." (Matthew 19:5-6. Also see Mark 10:7-9, Ephesians 5:22-32).

There you have it, the Word of Christ and the example of the Apostles attesting both to the validity and the efficacy of the seven Sacraments of the Catholic Church. In truth, every one of them is an integral part of Christ's plan for man's eternal salvation. 
Why does the Catholic Church discourage Bible reading when, according to the Apostle, "All scripture, inspired of God, is profitable to teach ... [and] to instruct in justice"? (2 Timothy 3:16)
If the Catholic Church discourages Bible reading, the Pope, the thousands of Catholic Bishops, and the many millions of Catholic lay people, are not aware of it. For the Popes have issued pastoral letters to the whole Church, called encyclicals, on the edifying effects of Bible reading. The Catholic bible far outsells all other Christian Bibles worldwide. In fact, it has always been thus. The very first Christian Bible was produced by the Catholic Church, compiled by Catholic scholars of the 2nd and 3rd century and approved for general Christian use by the Catholic Councils of Hippo (393) and Carthage (397). The very first printed Bible was produced under the auspices of the Catholic Church, printed by the Catholic inventor of the printing press, Johannes Gutenberg. And the very first Bible with chapters and numbered verses was produced by the Catholic Church, the work of Stephen Langton, Cardinal Archbishop of Canterbury. It was this perennial Catholic devotion to the bible which prompted Martin Luther, who certainly cannot be accused of Catholic favouritism, to write in his Commentary of St. John: "We are compelled to concede to the Papists that they have the Word of God, that we received it from them, and that without them we should have no knowledge of it at all."

If the Catholic Church really honours the Bible as the holy Word of God — if she really wants her members to become familiar with its truth — why in times past did she confiscate and burn so many bibles?

The Bibles which were collect and burned by the Catholic Church in times past, were faulty translations, and therefore, were not the holy Word of God. In other words, the Catholic Church collected and burned those "Bibles" precisely because she does honour the Bible, the true Bible, as the holy Word of God and wants her members to become familiar with its truths. Proof of this is seen in the fact that after those Bibles were collected and burned, they were replaced by accurate editions. There can be no doubt that the Wycliffe and Tyndale translations were corrupt and therefore deserving of extinction, for no church has ever attempted to resurrect them. Nor can there be any doubt that the Bibles which replaced them were correct translations, because they have long been honoured by both Protestants and Catholics.

Why does the Catholic Church base some of her doctrines on tradition instead of basing them all on the Bible? Did Christ not tell the Pharisees that in holding to tradition they were transgressing the commandment of God? (Matthew 15:3, Mark 7:9)
Observe that in the Bible there are two kinds of religious tradition, human and divine. Observe that when Christ accused the Pharisees He was referring to "precepts of men"(Mark 7:7), to their human traditions. Christ wanted divine tradition preserved and honoured because He made it part and parcel of the Christian deposit of faith, as the Apostle Paul affirmed: "Stand fast; and hold the traditions which you have learned, whether by word, or by our epistles." (2 Thessalonians 2:14. Also see 2 Thessalonians 3:6). This divine tradition to which Paul refers, this revealed truth which was handed down by word rather than by letter, is the tradition upon which, along with Sacred Scripture, the Catholic Church bases her tenets of faith, as the primitive Christian Fathers affirmed. Wrote St. Augustine: "These traditions of the Christian name, therefore, so numerous, so powerful, and most dear, justly keep a believing man in the Catholic Church." The New Testament itself is a product of Christian tradition. Nowhere in the New Testament is there any mention of a New Testament.

Why do Catholics try to earn their own salvation, despite the fact that salvation can only come as a free gift from Jesus Christ?

Catholics fully recognize that Jesus Christ died on the Cross for their sins and thus "opened the gates of Heaven," and that salvation is a free gift which no amount of human good deeds could ever earn. Catholics receive Christ's saving sanctifying grace, and Christ himself, into their souls when they are baptized. Yet they also know that Christ has established certain conditions for entry into eternal happiness in Heaven, for example, receiving His true Flesh and Blood (John 6:54) and keeping the commandments (Matthew 19:17). If a Christian refuses or neglects to obey Our Lord's commands in a grave matter (that is, if he commits a mortal sin), Our Lord will not remain dwelling in his soul; and if a Christian dies in that state, having driven his Lord from his soul by serious sin, he will not be saved. As St. Paul warned the Galatians with regard to certain sins: "They who do such things shall not obtain the kingdom of God." (Galatians 5:21). It must be added that Christ will always forgive and turn to a sinner who approaches Him with sincerity in the Sacrament of Penance.

Catholics follow St. Paul, who did not think that his salvation was guaranteed once and for all at the moment he first received Christ into his soul; for he wrote: "I chastise my body, and bring it into subjection: lest perhaps, when I have preached to others, I myself should become a castaway." (1 Corinthians 9:27). 
Also: "With fear and trembling work out your salvation. For it is God who worketh in you..." (Philippians 2:12-13). "He that shall persevere unto the end, he shall be saved." (Matthew 10:22). Nevertheless, Catholics realize that even the fulfilling of Our Lord's requirements for salvation is impossible without the free gift of His grace.
Why do Catholics believe that good works are necessary for salvation? Does not Paul say in Romans 3:28 that faith alone justifies?

Catholics believe that faith and good works are both necessary for salvation, because such is the teaching of Jesus Christ. What our Lord demands is "faith that worketh by charity." (Galatians 5:6). Read Matthew 25:31-46, which describes the Last Judgment as being based on works of charity. The first and greatest commandment, as given by Our Lord Himself, is to love the Lord God with all one's heart, mind, soul, and strength; and the second great commandment is to love one's neighbor as oneself. (Mark 12:30-31). When the rich young man asked Our Lord what he must do to gain eternal life, our Lord answered: "Keep the commandments." (Matthew 19:17). Thus, although faith is the beginning, it is not the complete fulfilment of the will of God. Nowhere in the Bible is it written that faith alone justifies. When St. Paul wrote, "For we account a man to be justified by faith, without the works of the law," he was referring to works peculiar to the old Jewish Law, and he cited circumcision as an example.

The Catholic Church does not teach that purely human good works are meritorious for salvation; such works are not meritorious for salvation, according to her teaching. Only those good works performed when a person is in the state of grace, that is, as a branch drawing its spiritual life from the Vine which is Christ (John 15:4-6), only these good deeds work toward our salvation, and they do so only by the grace of God and the merit of Jesus Christ. These good works, offered to God by a soul in the state of grace (i.e., free of mortal sin, with the Blessed Trinity dwelling in the soul), are thereby supernaturally meritorious because they share in the work and in the merits of Christ. Such supernatural good works will not only be rewarded by God, but are necessary for salvation.

St. Paul shows how the neglect of certain good works will send even a Christian believer to damnation: "But if any man have not care of his own, and especially of those of his house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel." (1 Timothy 5:8). Our Lord tells us that if the Master (God) returns and finds His servant sinning, rather than performing works of obedience, He "shall separate him, and shall appoint him his portion with unbelievers." (Luke 12:46).

Furthermore, Catholics know they will be rewarded in Heaven for their good works. Our Lord Himself said: "For the Son of man...will render to every man according to his works." (Matthew 16:27). "And whosoever shall give to drink to one of these little ones a cup of cold water only in the name of a disciple, amen I say to you, he shall not lose his reward." (Matthew 10:42). Catholics believe, following the Apostle Paul, that "every man shall receive his own reward, according to his own labour." (1 Corinthians 3:8). "For God is not unjust, that he should forget your work and the love which you have shown in his name, you who have ministered, and do minister to the saints." (Hebrews 6:10). "I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the faith. As to the rest, there is laid up for me a crown of justice, which the Lord the just judge will render to me in that day; and not only to me, but to them also that love his coming." (2 Timothy 4:7-8).

Still, Catholics know that, strictly speaking, God never owes us anything. Even after obeying all God's commandments, we must still say: "We are unprofitable servants; we have done that which we ought to do." (Luke 17:10). As St. Augustine (5th century) stated: All our good merits are wrought through grace, so that God, in crowning our merits, is crowning nothing but His gifts."

Had St. Paul meant that faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, he would not have written: "...and if I should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and have not charity, I am nothing." (1 Corinthians 13:2). If faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the Apostle James would not have written: "Do you see by works a man is justified; and not by faith only? ...For even as the body without the spirit is dead; so also faith without works is dead." (James 2:24-26). Or: "What shall it profit, my brethren, if a man say he hath faith, but hath not works? Shall faith be able to save him?" (James 2:14). If faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the Apostle Peter would not have written: "Wherefore, brethren, labour the more, that by good works you may make sure you calling and election. For doing these things, you shall not sin at any time. For so an entrance shall be ministered to you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ." (2 Peter 1:10-11). If faith ruled out the necessity of good works for salvation, the primitive Christian Fathers would not have advocated good works in such powerful words. Wrote St. Irenaeus, one of the most illustrious of the primitive Christian Fathers: "For what is the use of knowing the truth in word, while defiling the body and accomplishing the works of evil? Or what real good at all can bodily holiness do, if truth be not in the soul? For these two, faith and good works, rejoice in each other's company, and agree together and fight side by side to see man in the Presence of God." (Proof of the Apostolic Preaching). Justification by faith alone is a new doctrine; it was unheard of in the Christian community before the sixteenth century.

Why do Catholics worship Mary as though she were a goddess, when it is clear in Scripture that she was not a supernatural being?

Catholics do not worship Mary, the Mother of Christ, as though she were a deity. Of all the misconceptions about Catholic belief and practice, this one is the most absurd. Catholics are just as aware as Protestants that Mary was a human creature, and therefore not entitled to the honours which are reserved to God alone. What many non-Catholics mistake for adoration is a very profound love and veneration, nothing more. Mary is not adored, first because God forbids it, and secondly because the Canon Law of the Catholic Church, which is based on Divine Law, forbids it. Canon Law 1255 of the 1918 Codex strictly forbids adoration of anyone other than the Holy Trinity. 
However, Catholics do feel that Mary is entitled to a great measure of exaltation because, in choosing her as the Mother of Redemption, God Himself exalted her, exalted her more than any other human person before or since. Catholics heap tribute and honour on Mary because they earnestly desire to be "followers of God, as most dear children." (Ephesians 5:1). Mary herself prophesied: "For behold from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed. Because he that is mighty, hath done great things to me: and holy is his name." (Luke 1:48-49). Catholics know that every bit of the glory they give to Mary redounds to the glory of her divine Son, just as Mary magnified God, not herself, when Elizabeth blessed her. (Luke 1:41-55). They know that the closer they draw to her, the closer they draw to Him who was born of her. In the year 434 St. Vincent of Lerins defended Christian devotion to Mary this way: "Therefore, may God forbid that anyone should attempt to defraud Holy Mary of her privilege of divine grace and her special glory. For by a unique favour of our Lord and God she is confessed to be the most true and most blessed Mother of God." Today 75% of all Christians still hold to this same view.

Why do Catholics pray to Mary and the saints when Sacred Scripture states that there is one Mediator between God and man—Christ Jesus? (1 Timothy 2:5)
When Catholics pray to Mary and the other saints in Heaven they are not bypassing Christ, whom they acknowledge as the sole Mediator between God and man. They are going to Christ through Mary and the other saints. They are asking Mary and other saints to intercede for them before the throne of Christ in Heaven. "For the continual prayer of a just man avail much." (James 5:16). How much more availing is the unceasing prayer of the sinless Mother of Our Lord Jesus Christ! St. Paul asked his fellow Christians to intercede for him: "Brethren, pray for us." (2 Thessalonians 3:1). And again: "I beseech you therefore, brethren, through our Lord Jesus Christ, and by the charity of the Holy Ghost, that you help me in your prayers for me to God..." (Romans 15:30). Christ must particularly approve of our going to Him through Mary, His Blessed Mother, because He chose to come to us through her. And at Cana, He performed His first miracle after a word from His Mother. (John 2:2-11).

It is clear in Sacred Scripture that the saints in Heaven will intercede for us before the throne of Christ if they are petitioned in prayer (Revelation 8:3-4), and it is clear in the records of primitive Christianity that the first Christians eagerly sought their intercession. Wrote St. John Chrysostom in the fourth century: "When thou perceive that God is chastening thee, fly not to His enemies, but to His friends, the martyrs the saints, and those who were pleasing to Him, and who have great power." If the saints have such power with God, how much more His own Mother.

Why do Catholics repeat the same prayer over and over again when they pray the Rosary? Is this not vain repetition condemned by Christ in Matthew 6:7?

Catholics do not just repeat the same prayer over and over again when they pray the Rosary. The Rosary is a progression of many prayers, the Apostles' Creed, the Lord's Prayer, the Gloria, the Hail Mary and the Salve Regina, and these prayers are accompanied by many holy meditations. As the Rosary progresses, Catholics meditate on the joyful, the sorrowful, and the glorious mysteries of the life of Christ and His Mother. True, the Hail Mary is repeated many times during the course of the Rosary, and some of the other prayers are repeated several times, but this is not "vain" repetition, certainly not the vain repetition condemned by Our Lord. The vain repetition He condemned is that of people who pray standing "in the corners of the streets, that they may be seen by men.

No prayer is vain, no matter how often repeated, if it is sincere, for Christ Himself engaged in repetitious prayers in the Garden of Gethsemane ("...he went again: and he prayed the third time, saying the selfsame word — Matthew 26:39, 42, 44), and we are informed in the Apocalypse (Revelations) 4:8 that the angels in Heaven never cease repeating, night and day, the canticle: "Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God Almighty, who was, and who is, and who is to come." The publican humbly repeated the prayer: "O God, be merciful to me, a sinner," and he went away justified; where the Pharisee went home unjustified after his long-winded extemporaneous prayer. (Luke 18:9-14). God was likewise pleased with the repetitious prayer of the three young men in the fiery furnace, whom He preserved miraculously untouched by the flames. (Daniel 3:52-90). Protestants also engage in repetitious prayer: the same prayers at mealtime grace, the same prayers at Benediction, etc. The time laps is no factor; it is still repetitious.

Why do Catholics believe in a place between Heaven and Hell called Purgatory? Where is Purgatory mentioned in the Bible?

The main body of Christians has always believed in the existence of a place between Heaven and Hell where souls go to be punished for lesser sins and to repay the debt of temporal punishment for sins which have been forgiven. Even after Moses was forgiven by God, he was still punished for his sin. (2 Kings or 2 Samuel 12:13-14). The primitive Church Fathers regarded the doctrine of Purgatory as one of the basic tenets of the Christian faith. St. Augustine, one of the greatest doctors of the Church, said the doctrine of Purgatory "has been received from the Fathers and it is observed by the Universal Church." True, the word "purgatory" does not appear in the Bible, but a place where lesser sins are purged away and the soul is saved "yet so as by fire, "is mentioned. (1 Corinthians 3:15). Also, the Bible distinguishes between those who enter Heaven straightaway, calling them "the church of the firstborn"(Hebrews 12:23), and those who enter after having undergone a purgation, calling them "the spirits of the just made perfect." (Hebrews 12:23). Christ Himself stated: "Amen I say to thee, thou shall not go out from thence till thou repay the last farthing." (Matthew 5:26). And: "Every idle word that men shall speak, thou shall not go out from thence till thou repay the last farthing." (Matthew 5:26). And: "Every idle word that men shall speak, they shall render an account for it in the day of judgment." (Matthew 12:36). 
These are obviously references to Purgatory. Further, the Second Book of Maccabees (which was dropped from the Scriptures by the Protestant reformers) says: "It is therefore a holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that they may be loosed from sins." (2 Maccabees. 12:46). Ancient Christian tomb inscriptions from the second and third centuries frequently contain and appeal for prayers for the dead. In fact, the custom of praying for the dead, which is meaningless if there is no Purgatory, was universal among Christians for the fifteen centuries preceding the Protestant Reformation.

Furthermore, ordinary justice calls for a place of purgation between Heaven and Hell. Take our own courts of justice, for example. For major crimes a person is executed or sentenced to life imprisonment (Hell); for minor crimes a person is sentenced to temporary imprisonment for punishment and rehabilitation (Purgatory); for no crime at all a person is rewarded with the blessing for free citizenship (Heaven). If a thief steals some money, then regrets his deed and asks the victim for forgiveness, it is quite just for the victim to forgive him yet still insist on restitution. God, who is infinitely just, insists on holy restitution. This is made either in this life, by doing penance (Matthew 3:2; Luke 3:8, 13:3; Revelation 3:2-3, 19), or in Purgatory.

Also, what Christian is there who, despite his faith in Christ and his sincere attempts to be Christ-like, does not find sin and worldliness still in his heart? "For in many things we all offend." (James 3:2). Yet "there shall not enter into it (the new Jerusalem, Heaven) anything defiled." (Revelation 21:27). In Purgatory the soul is mercifully purified of all sins; there God carries out the work of spiritual purification which most Christians neglected and resisted on earth. It is important to remember that Catholics do not believe that Christ simply covers over their sinful souls, like covering a manure heap with a blanket of snow (Martin Luther's description of God's forgiveness). Rather, Christ insists that we be truly holy and sinless to the core of our souls. "Be you therefore perfect, as also your heavenly Father is perfect." (Matthew 5:48). This growth in sinlessness, in Christian virtue and holiness, is of course the work of an entire lifetime (and is possible only through the grace of God). With many this cleansing is completed only in Purgatory. If there is no Purgatory, but only Heaven for the perfect and Hell for the imperfect, then the vast majority of us are hoping in vain for life eternal in Heaven.

Why do Catholics confess their sins to priests? What makes them think that priests can absolve them of the guilt of their sins? Why don't they confess their sins directly to God as Protestants do?

Catholics confess their sins to priests because, as it is clearly stated in Sacred Scripture, God in the Person of Jesus Christ authorized the priests of His Church to hear confessions and empowered them to forgive sins in His Name. To the Apostles, the first priests of His Church, Christ said: "Peace be to you. As the Father hath sent me, I also send you...Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained." (John 20:21-23). Then again: "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). In other words, Catholics confess their sins to priests because priests are God's duly authorized agents in the world, representing Him is all matters pertaining to the ways and means of attaining eternal salvation. When Catholics confess their sins to a priest they ARE, in reality, confessing their sins to God, for God hears their confessions and it is He who, in the final analysis, does the forgiving. If their confessions are not sincere, their sins are not forgiven.

Furthermore, Catholics do confess their sins directly to God as Protestants do: Catholics are taught to make an act of contrition at least every night before retiring, to ask God to forgive them their sins of that day. Catholics are also taught to say this same prayer of contrition if they should have the misfortune to commit a serious sin (called a "mortal sin" by Catholics).
Granting that priests do have the power to forgive sins in the name of God, what advantage does confessing one's sins to a priest have over confessing directly to God in private prayer?

Catholics see several advantages in confessing their sins to a priest in the Sacrament of Penance. First, there is the Church's guarantee of forgiveness, which private confessions do not provide; secondly, there is the sacramental grace which private confessions do not provide; and thirdly, there is the expert spiritual counselling which private confessions do not provide. With the Apostles, Catholics recognize that the Church is, in a mysterious way, the Body of Christ still living in the world (Colossians 1:18); therefore they recognize that God will receive their pleas for mercy and forgiveness with far greater compassion if their pleas are voiced within the Church, in union with the Mystical Body of His Divine Son, than if they are voiced privately, independent of the Mystical Body of His Divine Son.

Do Catholics confess all the sordid details of their sins to the priest?

No, Catholics are instructed not to confess the sordid details of their sins, because it would serve no useful purpose. All that is required of the penitent is the number and classification of sins committed, as well as a sincere contrition for having sinned, a promise to make restitution if the sin has harmed others, a firm resolve to avoid future sins and the occasions of sin, and the carrying out of the penance assigned by the priest (usually the praying of a few prayers). Actually, there are fewer intimacies revealed to the priest in the confessional than are usually revealed to one's doctor, lawyer, or psychiatrist; hence the Sacrament of Penance is not the embarrassing experience many non-Catholics imagine it is. Rather, it is a wonderful relieving experience, for it is through this sacrament that sins committed after Baptism are washed away by the blood of Christ and the sinner becomes once again reconciled with God.
Why do Catholics believe that Christ is sacrificed in each and every Mass, when Scripture plainly states that He was sacrificed on Calvary once and for all?
Most non-Catholics do not realize it, but Christ Himself offered the first Mass at the Last Supper. At the Last Supper He offered (sacrificed) Himself to His Father in an unbloody manner, that is, under the form of bread and wine, in anticipation of His bloody sacrifice on the cross to be offered on the following day, Good Friday. In the Mass, not now by anticipation, but rather in retrospect, Christ continues to make that offering of Himself to His Father, by the hands of the priest. "And whilst they were at supper, Jesus took bread, and blessed, and broke; and gave to his disciples, and said: Take ye, and eat. This is my body. And taking the chalice, he gave thanks, and gave to them, saying: Drink ye all of this. For this is my blood of the new testament, which shall be shed for many unto remission of sins." (Matthew 26:26-28). Christ ordered His Church to perpetuate that sacrificial rite for the continued sanctification of His followers, saying, "Do this for a commemoration of me" (Luke 22:19), so the Catholic Church complies with His order in the Mass. In other words, every Mass is a re-enactment of Our Lord's one sacrifice of Calvary. The Mass derives all its value from the Sacrifice of the Cross; the Mass is that same sacrifice, not another. It is not essentially a sacrifice offered by men (although men also join in), but rather it is the sacrifice of Jesus Christ.

Christ's bloody sacrifice on Calvary was accomplished "once" (Hebrews 10:10), just as Scripture says. The Catholic Church likewise teaches that the sacrifice of the Cross was a complete and perfect sacrifice — offered "once". But the Apostle Paul, the same Apostle who wrote this text in the book of Hebrews, also bears witness that the sacrificial rite which Christ instituted at the Last Supper is to be perpetuated, and that it is not only important for man's final redemption. In 1 Corinthians 11:23-26, St. Paul tells how, at the Last Supper, Our Lord said: "This do ye, as often as you shall drink, for the commemoration of me. For as often as you shall eat this bread, and drink the chalice, you shall show the death of the

Lord, until he come." Thus at every Mass the Christian has a new opportunity to worship God with this one perfect sacrifice and to "absorb" more of Christ's saving and sanctifying grace of Calvary. This grace is infinite, and the Christian should continuously grow in this grace until his death. The reason the Mass is offered again and again is not from any imperfection in Christ, but from our imperfect capacity to receive.

Finally, the holy sacrifice of the Mass fulfills the Old Testament prophecy: "For from the rising of the sun even to the going down, my name is great among the Gentiles, and in every place their is sacrifice, and there is offered to my name a clean oblation: for my name is great among the Gentiles, saith the Lord of hosts." (Malachi 1:11). The Sacrifice of the Mass is offered, that is, Christ Himself; thus the Mass is the perfect fulfilment of this prophecy.
Why do Catholics believe their Holy Communion is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ? Why don't they believe as Protestants do that Christ is only present symbolically, or spiritually, in the consecrated bread and wine?

Catholics believe that their Holy Communion, the Blessed Eucharist, is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ, because that is what Christ said it was: "This is my body...This is my blood" (Matthew 26:26-28; see also Luke 22:19-20 and Mark 14:22-24); because that is what Christ said they must receive in order to have eternal life: "...Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you..."(John 6:48-52; 54-56); and because that is what the Apostles believed: "The chalice of benediction, which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? And the bread, which we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the Lord?" (1 Corinthians 10:16). "Therefore whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself: and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord." (1 Corinthians 11:27-29). Also, Catholics believe that Holy Communion is the actual Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ because that is what ALL Christians believed until the advent of Protestantism in the 16th century.

Wrote Justin Martyr, illustrious Church Father of the second century: "This food is known among us as the Eucharist...We do not receive these things as common bread and common drink; but as Jesus Christ our Saviour, being made flesh by the Word of God." Wrote St. Cyril of Jerusalem, venerable Church Father of the fourth century: "Since then Christ has declared and said of the bread, "This is my Body, who after that will venture to doubt? And seeing that He has affirmed and said, "This is my Blood," who will raise a question and say it is not His Blood?" In addition to the witness of Sacred Scripture and Christian tradition, Catholics have the witness of the Holy Eucharist itself: On numerous occasions great and awesome miracles have attended its display, and seldom has its reception by the Catholic faithful failed to produce in them a feeling of joyful union with their Lord and Saviour. In the face of all this evidence, Catholics could hardly be expected to adopt the Protestant position.
Why are Catholic lay people usually given Holy Communion only under the one form of bread? By not giving the consecrated bread and wine, isn't the Catholic Church depriving its people of the full benefit of Holy Communion?

In the Catholic Church the congregation is usually given Holy Communion only under the one form of bread because, if the consecrated "bread" is accidentally dropped on the floor in the serving, it can be wholly retrieved — particles of the Body of Christ would not be left on the floor to be desecrated. If Holy Communion were given under both forms, and if the consecrated "wine" were accidentally spilled on the floor in the serving, it would be a virtual impossibility to retrieve all of the precious Substance — some part of the Blood of Christ would, through smearing and absorption, inevitably be desecrated. By not giving the congregation Holy Communion under both forms, the Catholic Church is not cheating anyone, because in receiving either the consecrated bread or the consecrated wine, the communicant receives the complete Body of Christ, including His Flesh and His Blood, His Soul and His Divinity. 
The consecrated bread by itself imparts a true Holy Communion with Christ, a full measure of sanctifying grace, even as Christ said: "The Bread that I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world...He that eateth this Bread, shall live for ever." (John 6:52, 59). And the Apostle Paul: "Therefore whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the blood of the Lord." (1 Corinthians 11:27). After the Consecration the priest receives Holy Communion under both forms, and this suffices to complete the Holy Communion part of the Mass service.

Why was Latin the language of the Church? How could the congregation have understood the Mass whenever it was said in Latin?

The Catholic Church began in the days of the Roman Empire, and the language spoken throughout that Empire was Latin. St. Peter moved the seat of Church government from Antioch to Rome, and the Catholic Church government remains centered there to this very day. It was only natural that Latin was made the language of the Church. As the centuries elapsed, for example, Latin still remained the language of the educated classes, even into the 18th and 19th centuries. Therefore, it is not at all surprising that Latin remained the official language of the Catholic Church. It simply has been. Furthermore, a universal language had greatly facilitated the unity of the Church. Ecumenical Councils, for example, had always been head in Latin, enabling bishops from all over the world to communicate with each other easily.

Moreover, unlike English, French, German and the other languages of the Western world, Latin has not changed over the centuries, it was not affected by national idioms, slang and the like, therefore, in Western countries Latin was the official language of the Mass because it helped to preserve the original purity of the Mass liturgy—although today, the Mass is usually said in the language of the people. Catholics have always had a complete translation of the Mass in their missal, or Mass handbook, so they have always been able to understand and follow everything the priests said and did at the altar, even when the Mass was in Latin. It should also be borne in mind that the Mass was never exclusively in Latin. All sermons, Gospel and Epistle readings, parish announcements and closing prayers were in the language of the congregation.

Why do Catholics call their priests "Father" despite the fact that Christ said: "Call no man on earth you father; for one is you Father, who is in heaven"?

Catholics call their priests "Father" because in all matters pertaining to Christ's holy faith they perform the duties of a father, representing God. The priest is the agent of the Christian's supernatural birth and sustenance in the world. "Father" is a title which does not conflict in the slightest with Matthew 23:9. Christ forbids the Christian to acknowledge any fatherhood which conflicts with the Fatherhood of God, just as He commands the Christian to "hate" his father, mother, wife, and his own life insofar as these conflict with the following of Christ. (Luke 14:26). But Christ does not forbid Christians to call His own representatives by the name of "Father". Catholic priests share in the priesthood of Jesus Christ (not a human priesthood), and their sacred ministry partakes of the Fatherhood of God. Like St. Paul (himself a Catholic priest), every Catholic priest can refer to the souls he has spiritually begotten as his children in Christ. (1 Corinthians 4:14). St. Paul considered himself to be the spiritual father, in Christ, of the Corinthians: "For if you have ten thousand instructors in Christ, yet not many fathers. For in Christ Jesus, be the gospel, I have begotten you." (1 Corinthians 4:15). The title of "Father" is entirely proper for an ordained priest of Jesus Christ.

Why do Catholics practice fasting and abstinence from meat on certain days? Does not St. Paul call abstaining for meats a "doctrine of devils"? (1 Timothy 4:1-3)

Catholics give up eating meat, for example, on Good Friday to commemorate and honour Christ's Sacrifice on that day, and to follow His instruction to deny ourselves, take up our cross, and follow Him (Matthew 16:24; Mark 8:34; Luke 9:23). It is a practice that dates back to the earliest days of the Christian Church. Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria both mention it in their writings. It is a practice which is thoroughly Christian, for we note that Christ himself recommended fasting, saying: "When thou fastest anoint thy head, and wash thy face...and thy Father, who seeth in secret, will repay thee." (Matthew 6:17-18). In the same vein the Apostle Paul described his own suffering for Christ: "...in hunger and thirst, in fasting often..." (2 Corinthians 11:27) Fasting was practised both by Christ's followers (Acts 14:22) and by Christ Himself. (Matthew 4:1-2) And Our Lord told His disciples that some devils cannot be cast out "but by prayer and fasting." (Matthew 17:20). Paul's denunciation of those who abstain from eating meat applies to those who reject the eating of meat entirely, as though it were evil in itself. His denunciation has nothing to do with the abstinence of Catholics, for on other days Catholics eat as much meat as do other people. Moreover, the abstinence from meat is not biding on all Catholics. Young children, old people, sick people, and all Catholics in countries where meat is the principle diet, are excused. 
Why don't Catholic priest marry? The Bible says that a bishop should be "blameless, the husband of one wife"(1 Timothy 3:2), which certainly indicates that Christ approves of marriage for the Christian clergy.

Catholic priests do not marry because, while Christ does indeed approve of marriage for the Christian clergy, He much prefers that they do not marry. He made this quite clear when He praised the Apostles for giving up "all" to follow Him, saying, "And every one that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands for my name's sake, shall receive an hundred-fold, and shall possess life everlasting." (Matthew 19:27-29). The Apostle Paul explained why the unmarried state is preferable to the married state for the Christian clergy: "He that is without a wife, is solicitous for the things that belong to the Lord, how he may please God. But he that is with a wife is solicitous for the things of the world, how he may please his wife: and he is divided," (1 Corinthians 7:32-33). 
In other words, matrimony is good — Christ made it one of the holy sacraments of His Church — but it is not conducive to that complete dedication which is incumbent upon those who submit themselves to another of Christ's holy sacraments—that of Holy Orders. Even so, the unmarried state of the Catholic priesthood is not an inflexible law—under certain conditions a priest may be dispensed from this law.

The Bible say that after Christ was baptized He "came out of the water" (Matthew 3:16), indicating that He was baptized by total immersion. Why doesn't the Catholic Church also baptize by total immersion instead of by pouring on the head?

The Catholic Church usually baptizes by pouring: 1) because water sufficient for total immersion is not readily obtainable in some localities, 2) because total immersion would be cruel for babies, fatal for some sick people and impossible for some prison inmates, and 3) because the Apostles baptized by pouring. In the Didache, composed by the Apostles, the following procedure for Baptism is prescribed: "Pour water three times on the head in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." The words "came out of the water" do not necessarily imply total immersion. They could just as well imply that Christ came up on the shore the river Jordan after standing ankle deep in the water. This is not to say that the Catholic Church considers Baptism by total immersion invalid—she simply does not consider it practical as a universal form.
Why does the Catholic Church baptize infants, who have no understanding of what is taking place?

The Catholic Church baptizes infants because Christ wills it. He must will it because He said, "Suffer the little children, and forbid them not to come to me." (Matthew 19:14). According to the Apostle Paul, one cannot truly come to Christ except through Baptism. (Romans 6:3-4). Christ must will it because the Apostles baptized "all the people" (Luke 3:21) and whole households (Acts 16:15, 1 Corinthians 1:16). Certainly "all the people" and whole "households" included infants. Christ must will it because He stated categorically that Baptism is a necessary prerequisite for salvation (John 3:5), and He certainly desires the salvation of infants. He must will it because the primitive Christian Church, which had fresh firsthand knowledge of His Will, baptized infants. In the ancient catacombs of Rome the inscriptions on the tombs of infants make mention of their having been baptized. One such inscription reads: "here rest Archillia, a newly-baptized; she was one year and five months old; died February 23rd."

An unbaptized infant is not simply in a "natural" state; it is in the state of reprobation, living under the reign of Satan, with the sin of Adam "staining" its soul. Therefore infants should be baptized as soon as is reasonably possible — usually within 2-3 weeks of birth. When children grow up with Our Lord dwelling in their souls, they have a powerful protection against sin. Moreover, Our Lord can thereby draw children to a deep love for Himself at a very early age — as He did with St. Therese, St. Maria Goretti, St. Dominic Savio, and Francisco and Jacinta Marto.

Why is the Catholic Church opposed to birth control? Where in the Bible is birth control condemned as being contrary to the Will of God?

The Catholic Church is not oppose to birth control when it is accomplished by natural means, by self control. She is opposed only to birth control by artificial means, by the employment of pills, condoms, IUD's, foams, jellies, sterilization, non-completion of the act of sexual union — or any other means used to prevent conception from resulting from this act, because such means profane the marital embrace and dishonour the marriage contract. God slew Onan for practising contraception (Genesis 38:9-10); the word "onanism" derives from Onan's deed. In fact, up until the Church of England's Lambeth Conference of 1930, which accepted contraception and thus broke with the Christian tradition, contraception had been considered wrong by all Christian churches. The Catholic Church does not feel free to change the law of God, as do Protestants.

In the New Testament, there is only one instance where sin is punished by God with immediate death; this was the fate of Ananias and Saphira, a husband and wife who went through the motions of giving a gift to God but fraudulently kept back part of it. The Bible says they lied to the Holy Spirit. (Acts 5:1-11). In contraception, two people go through the motion of an act of self-giving, but obstruct the natural fruition of their act, i.e., the conception of children, which is the ultimate purpose for which God created sexuality. Sexual union is a gift from God to the married, but by practising contraception, married couples are accepting the pleasure God built into the act and yet denying Him its purpose, new people. They are in effect mocking God. But "Be not deceive, God is not mocked." (Galatians 6:7). Christ cursed the fig tree which, despite a fine external appearance, bore no fruit. (Matthew 21:19; Mark 11:14). Marriage is God's plan for populating Heaven, yet contracepting couples refuse Him the specific fruit of their marriage, which is children, when they engage in the act which should produce children yet frustrate the natural, God-intended result.

Further, the sin of "sorceries" or "witchcrafts" ("pharmakeia" in the Greek) —Galatians 5:20; Revelation 9:21; 21:8 — which the Bible condemns along with fornicating, murder, idolatry, and other serious sins — very possibly includes secret portions mixed to prevent pregnancy or cause abortion. Such potions were known and used even in the first century.

Common sense and conscience both dictate that artificial birth control is not only a violation of the Natural Law but is a perfidious insult to the dignity of man himself. For it implies free reign to physical impulses; it implies total disregard for the fate of the human seed; it implies utter contempt for the honorable birth of fellow humans, those fellow humans who are born as the result of a contraceptive having failed and whose very existence is therefore considered to be an unfortunate "accident," rather than a gift of God; it implies the most extreme selfishness, for no advocate or practitioner of artificial birth control would have wanted it for his or her own parents. Further, contraception undermines the respect of husband and wife for each other and thereby loosens the marriage body. Worst of all, many "contraceptives," such as the IUD and most if not all birth control pills, work by actually causing an abortion early in the pregnancy; thus, this so-called "contraception" is in reality abortion — the killing of a human being — rather than the preventing of conception.
In every age there is some favourite sin which is accepted by "respectable" worldly Christians; in our times the "acceptable" sin is contraception — a sin which fits in perfectly with the view that the purpose of human life is to attain earthly happiness. The true Christian couple, on the other hand, will realize that God desires them to have children so that these children can come to know Him and love Him and be happy with Him eternally in Heaven. Marriage is God's plan for populating Heaven. How wise it is to let God plan one's family, since He loves children much more than do their earthly parents, and His plans for them go far beyond any plans of these parents. Innumerable stories are told of God's Providence to CHRISTIAN parents who trusted in Him and obeyed His law. For those who have a true and serious need to space or limit the number of their children, the new methods of natural family planning based on periodic abstinence have proved to be extremely reliable (unlike the earlier "rhythm" methods).

Finally, the Christian will realize that the self denial involved in bearing and raising Christian children is a school of Christ-likeness. Our Lord said: "If any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me." (Matthew 16:24). But He also said: "My yoke is sweet and my burden light." (Matthew 11:30). God promises sufficient grace to those who seek to obey Him. And the resulting peace of soul which the obedient married couple enjoys is beyond all price.

Why does the Catholic Church make no exceptions when it comes to divorce? Does not the Bible say that Christ permitted divorce in case of fornication? (Matthew 19:9).

The Catholic Church makes no exceptions when it comes to divorce because Christ made no exceptions. When Christ was asked if it was lawful for a man to put away his wife "for every cause," He replied that a man "shall cleave to his wife, and they two shall be in one flesh...What therefore God hath joined together, let no man put asunder." (Matthew 19:3-6). And the Apostle Paul wrote: "But to them that are married, not I but the Lord commandeth, that the wife depart not from her husband. And if she depart, that she remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband. And let not the husband put away his wife." (1 Corinthians 7:10-11). In Matthew 19:9 Christ does not permit divorce in cases of fornication. He permits separation. This is clear from the fact that those who separated were cautioned not to remarry. Read Mark 10:11-12 and Luke 16:18.

Also, we know that divorce is against Divine Law because it is plainly against right reason. Were it not for our man made laws which "legalize," popularize, and even glamorize divorce, discontented married couples would make a more determined effort to reconcile their differences and live in peace; they would be obliged by necessity to swallow their false pride and accept the responsibilities they owe to their children, to society as a whole, and to God. Any sociologist will confirm that there is far less immorality, far less suicide, far fewer mental disorders and far less crime among peoples who reject divorce than among the so-called "progressives" who accept it.
Why have Catholic women traditionally worn hats in church? Are bareheaded women forbidden to enter Catholic churches?

The Apostle Paul explains that Catholic women should cover their heads while in church: "You yourselves judge: doth it become a woman, to pray unto God uncovered?" (1 Corinthians 11:13). "Every man praying or prophesying with his head covered, disgraceth his head. But every woman praying or prophesying with her head not covered, disgraceth her head; for it is all one as if she were shaven...."(1 Corinthians 11:4-5). Paul's words do not imply that the Church is closed to women who have no head covering immediately available, nor does the custom of the Catholic Church imply this.

Why must Catholic pay money for a Mass that is offered up for deceased relatives and friends when the Bible states that the gift of God is not to be purchased with money? (Acts 8:20)
Catholics are not compelled to pay for Masses offered up for someone's special intention. They are simply reminded that giving a "stipend"(usually $10.00) is the custom Priests will oblige without a stipend being paid if the one making the request can ill afford it. Giving stipends for special intention Masses is the custom because it is only fitting and proper that there should be some token of appreciation for the special service rendered, especially in view of the fact that the average priest draws a very small salary. For many priests these stipends meant the difference between standard and sub-standard living conditions. And this custom definitely has scriptural approval. Wrote the Apostle Paul; "Who serveth as a soldier at any time, at his own charges? ...Who feedeth the flock, and eateth not of the milk of the flock? ...So also the Lord ordained that they who preach the gospel, should live by the gospel." (1 Corinthians 9:7-14). Of course the gift of god is not to be purchased with money. But that does not imply that God's ministers are free-serving slaves. Protestants will generally agree to this because within Protestantism it is like wise customary to give the minister who performs baptisms, marriages, etc. a token of appreciation in the form of money. Protestants do not call their gift of money a stipend, but that is exactly what it is.
Conclusion

There it is — the truth about Catholic belief and practice. This is the truth which brought the author of this tract into the Catholic Church...the truth which brings millions of people into the Catholic fold year after year...the truth which explains why Newman, Chesterton, Knox, Brownson, Maritain, Mann, Swinnerton, Muggeridge and a host of other world-famous intellectuals chose to embrace the Catholic Faith. 
This is the truth which inspired the following confession by the renowned scientist, John Deering — a confession which expresses in eloquent fashion the fundamental motivation of every Catholic convert, be he famous or unknown: 
"I was born and raised in an atmosphere of proud, agnostic intellectualism. My father, a medical doctor by profession, was a disciple of Schopenhauer and Freud, and my mother was an ardent disciple of my father. My own favourite dish as a youth was Voltaire. This by the time I reached manhood, I was quite thoroughly baptized in the pseudo-religious cult of humanism. I preferred to call it humanism because, unlike the blunt Voltaire, I never could profess publicly to being an out and out atheist, even though there really isn't much distinction between the two.

"Being of a curious, speculative turn of mind, with strong leanings toward the more challenging fields of dialectics, I eventually took up the study of metaphysics—the science of the fundamental causes and processes of things. This subject intrigued me, indeed obsessed me, as no other subject had before. Here, I told myself, was the science of sciences. Here was the supreme test of my personal philosophy. If God exists, I told myself, metaphysics would reveal Him. Either I would be justified in my quasi-atheism, or I would be compelled in conscience to abandon it completely.

"Then the inevitable happened. I came face to face with the proposition, proved by all the principles of logic, that God does indeed exist. The evidence was so abundant as to be incontrovertible. Just as sure as two and two make four, God not only exists, He Is existence. To argue the point would have been tantamount to arguing against all reality!

"Toppled at last from the vainglorious perch of agnosticism, I immediately set about making another intellectual ascent—this time up the great imposing structure of Christian theology. I procured a Bible and spent every free moment absorbed in its sacred content. I had established the existence of God in my mind; now I must know something of the nature, the personality, of God. The Bible, I figured, would give me a clue.

"Much of what I read in the Bible was vague — I was not, after all, familiar with the customs and language idioms of the ancient Jews who wrote the bible — but I could grasp the central theme. Quite obviously, the central theme of the Bible portrayed God not only as an Omnipotent, All-Intelligent Spiritual Being, but as the essence of Love, Essence of Justice and Essence of Mercy. In other words, God is pre-eminently a personal Being. And Jesus Christ was God personified, come into the world not only to make atonement for the sin of Adam, but to reassert His Sovereignty, elaborate on His Laws and illuminate with brighter light the pathway to heavenly immortality. And the torchbearer of this light was His Church, founded on the Apostles. Endowed with the authority of God, and imbued with the Holy Spirit of God, His Church was given the holy task of perpetuating his ministry of salvation after His return to Heaven.

"There was the divine plan of redemption, life's real purpose, brought into clear and beautiful focus by the Author of the plan—God Himself. There, in brief, is man's only real hope for happiness and security.

"Only one thing remained to be solved. God's Church — where amidst the vast galaxy of the world's churches was God's true Church to be found? Then I recalled something Christ said: "Seek and ye shall find...know and it will be opened unto you." Inspired by these words of divine wisdom, I embarked on the search I undertook an extensive study of comparative religion, concentrating on the Christian religions. Since the other religions rejected the divinity of Christ, they naturally were in default.

"With painstaking impartiality I held every Christian church up to the light of Scripture, logic and history, checking and double-checking lest I overlook some small but significant piece of evidence. Three years of this meticulous checking, then I found the object of my search. I finished with one name superimposed in great bold letters on my conscience — 'Catholic.'

"On every ground I found the claims of the Catholic religion valid and altogether irresistible. The Catholic Church is the oldest Christian church, I determined; therefore, she is the original Christian Church, the one Church founded, constituted and sanctioned by Jesus Christ Himself.

"I had no other recourse in conscience but to embrace the Catholic Faith. And now I must testify that it satisfies my mind, solaces my heart and gratifies my soul. My blessed Catholic Faith fills my soul with a peace and a sense of security I had never before thought possible.

"Now that I am in the Catholic Church I have a much clearer picture of its true image. I see in all her vitals the Image of Christ. In the reception of her sacraments I feel His comforting hand; in her pronouncements I hear His authoritative, cogent voice; in her manifold world-wide charities I see His love and compassion; in the way she is harassed and vilified I see His agony and humility on Calvary; in her worship I feel His Spirit girding my soul.

"This compels my obedience. All else is shifting sand."
Confession of a Roman Catholic
http://olrl.org/apologetics/confessrc.shtml
By Paul Whitcomb, 1958
"He that heareth you, heareth me; and he that despiseth you, despiseth me; and he that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me." – Luke 10:16
Dedicated to the Unification of All Christians within the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ
Gift better than Himself God doth 
      not know, 
Gift better than God no man 
      can see; 
This gift doth here the giver given 
      bestow 
Gift to this gift let each receiver 
      be; 
God is my gift, Himself He freely 
      gave me, 
God's gift am I, and none but God 
      shall have me.

          – St. Robert Southwell, 16th Century English priest martyred during the Protestant Reformation
INTRODUCTION

So that the title will not mislead anyone, it should be pointed out that this booklet is NOT a transcript of a Roman Catholic confessing his sins in the Sacrament of Penance.  Nor is this booklet a critique on a particular church or religious faith.  This "confession" is simply a graphic recounting of a rather extraordinary spiritual odyssey, a spiritual odyssey which had its finale in the Catholic Church. This is simply a testimonial of one man's faith, an intimate glimpse of one man's soul.  Viewed in the broad sense one might call this a study of the Catholic psyche, for contained in this testimonial is the basic Catholic motivation, the reason why all Catholics are Catholics.  To get the most out of the author's narrative, however, one really should view it in the narrow sense, that is, as an individual religious experience confided privately, person to person, for then one will more fully recognize the sincerity and good will that inspired it, and more fully appreciate the unreserved frankness of its presentation.  But viewed either way this booklet is sure to provide a memorable reading experience.
CONFESSION OF A ROMAN CATHOLIC

Yes, dear reader, I am a Catholic, or "Roman" Catholic, if you prefer.  I recognize the Pope as the Vicar of Christ on earth, I worship God at that solemn rite called the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, I venerate the Blessed Virgin Mary and I confess my sins to a priest.

I am one of those people who harbor the conviction that the Catholic Church is the one true Church of Jesus Christ.

And if you happen to be of another religious faith, particularly if you happen to be a Protestant, I have a pretty good idea what you are thinking.  You are probably thinking: "Poor deluded fellow... it is a pity that he has never been exposed to the light of Scripture, a pity that he does not enjoy the intellectual freedom enjoyed by other Christians... for if he had the least familiarity with Sacred Scripture, the least freedom of intellectual inquiry, he would never subscribe to such a faith... he would be a Protestant, or an Eastern Orthodox, or an unaffiliated Christian-anything but a Roman Catholic."

This is likely to be your opinion.  In fact, if you did not regard me as something of a religious oddity I would be very surprised.  You hear so many stories about the "strange goings on" in the Catholic Church, and so many of these stories purport to be "authoritative" reports on Catholic belief and practice - what else can you think?  If you did not attach some credence to these stories, you just would not be a "normal" non-Catholic.

Before you pass final judgment, however, there is something I feel you should know; I have a confession to make.  I have something to tell you that will undoubtedly surprise you and strike you as being altogether incredible; but believe me, dear reader, it is the truth - every word of it.

All of the stories you have heard about the unscriptural and totalitarian character of the Catholic Church notwithstanding, it was my pursuit of Scriptural truth and my exercise of intellectual freedom that led me to become a Catholic.
I mean that!  But for the fact that I was exposed to the light of Scripture, but for the fact that I do enjoy freedom of intellectual inquiry, and but for the fact that I found all those accusations against the Catholic Church to be thoroughly untrue, I would, in a probability, have this day the same opinion of Catholics that you have.

You see, I have not always been a Catholic.  For the first 32 years of my life I was a Protestant.  And what is more, I was a through and through Protestant.  I was born of Protestant parents - an Episcopalian father and a Methodist mother.  I was baptized a Protestant - Episcopal because my brother before me was baptized a Methodist.  I was reared a Protestant - sent regularly to Episcopal, Methodist, Congregational, and Baptist Sunday schools, whichever was handiest to where we lived, and enlisted in various Protestant youth movements.  My parents were staunch "liberal" Protestants: they believed that one church is as good as another - so long as it is Christian and Protestant.
As might be expected, when I reached manhood I married a Protestant - a devout Augustana-Synod Lutheran.  Then began my stint, for the sake of domestic harmony, in the Lutheran faith, because within a year's time my wife and I were obliged by economic considerations to move to another section of the country where, except for a sprinkling of Baptists and Pentecostals, all of the Protestants were Methodist.  There I became active once again in the Methodist Church, my wife joining with me (I think that, with the possible exception of Missouri-Synod Lutherans and some Southern Baptists, all Protestants are liberals at heart), and there I decided to become, and in due course, did become, a Methodist minister.

Yes, for 32 years, through childhood and well into adulthood, my environment was strictly a Protestant environment, my creed strictly a Protestant creed.  If ever there were a "thoroughbred" Protestant, it was I.

And I say that without any misgivings.  Why should I have misgivings?  My association with Protestantism did me a great deal of good.  It was as a Protestant that I learned of the reality and power and munificent goodness of God.  It was as a Protestant that I learned of Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, come into the world to atone for the sins of man and lead man in the way of eternal salvation.  It was as a Protestant that I learned to acknowledge and revere the Bible as the holy Word of God.  And it was as a Protestant that I came to know many wonderful God-fearing people, people whose sincerity and genuine Christian charity were a great source of inspiration to me.

It would be deceitful and most ungrateful of me to deny that I benefited from my long association with Protestantism.  In all Christian truthfulness I must admit that those were good days, so good I still feel a very pleasant nostalgia whenever they are recalled to memory.

However, be that as it may, I had to make a change.  In conscience I had to become a Catholic.
Divine Providence just would not have it any other way.  To be sure, I was an avid student of the Bible - I believed that the Bible is the sole Christian rule of faith.  But, as Divine Providence would have it, the more I studied the Bible, and the more I made it my rule of faith, the more I realized that my faith was not wholly what God had ordered.  I discovered voids in my religious fabric, voids which had to be filled if I were to know real peace of soul.  This feeling of spiritual insecurity led me inexorably to a study of comparative religion; and, again, as Divine Providence would have it, the more I studied comparative religion the more I came to realize that the Catholic faith was the one faith that could fill the voids in my religious life, the one faith that could give me the real peace of soul I longed for.

"Poppycock!  Pure figments of the imagination!" you will say.  And again I say that may indeed be your honest opinion.  But I also say, read on.  For if you will read on and not draw hasty conclusions I think you will alter your opinion.  Perhaps you will not sympathize with my explanation, but I am sure you will find that I am not relating something that happened solely in my imagination.

A really conscientious student of the Bible does not imagine what he reads there, and as I said before, after entering the Methodist ministry I was just that, a really conscientious student of the Bible.  I practically lived in the Bible, for not only did I consider it expedient that I should be constantly enlarging upon my knowledge of Scripture text, so that I could preach with more and more fluency, I also considered it expedient that I should be constantly enlarging upon my knowledge of Scripture exegesis (correct interpretation), so that I could preach with more and more authority.  To be a proficient quoter of Scripture was not enough - I also wanted to be a proficient explainer of Scripture.  Particularly, I wanted to be able to explain the indistinct passages of Scripture, the passages most Protestant ministers pass over on the grounds that they are "too ambiguous" for explanation; for it was my considered opinion that those passages contained some very significant truths, truths that could be brought to light and should be brought to light.

In short, I wanted to preach God's whole revealed truth, and I wanted to be able to verify that it was His whole revealed truth. I wanted to be a fully qualified minister of the Gospel.

Now you can call this presumption if you want to, but I honestly do believe this program of mine was God-inspired.  For, as it happened, my study of Scripture exegesis had hardly begun when I made a very remarkable discovery, a discovery which had the effect of removing all apprehension from my mind.  I discovered that whenever I cam across an indistinct, seemingly ambiguous, passage of Scripture, one which allowed for several interpretations, I could remove the ambiguity, find the one true interpretation, by searching out other passages directly bearing on the subject and correlating them.
For example, Christ repeatedly refers to God in the Bible as "my" Father and to Himself as the "son" of God.  When those passages are isolated, three distinct and contradictory interpretations can be drawn from them: 1) Jesus was a mortal being, a son of God in the same sense that all Christians are sons of God; 2) Jesus was a supernatural being, a son of God in the sense that visible angels are sons (emissaries) of God; 3) Jesus was a divine Being, a son of God in the sense that He was of the very Essence of God.  But when those passages are not isolated, when they are correlated with Jesus' other statements bearing on His identity - e.g., John 1:18, 8:19, 10:38, 12:45 and 14:8-12 - the one true interpretation, namely the third one, emerges clear as crystal.  Hence the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, professed by the overwhelming majority of Christians, which defines God as being numerically and individually one in essence but existing in three Persons - God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit.

This method of ascertaining the true intended meaning of indistinct Scripture passages - employed by all the leading authorities on Scripture exegesis, I later found out - brought a great deal of consolation to me because it established the scriptural validity of some tenets of faith I had previously taken for granted simply because the were traditional Protestant tenets.  But it also brought some surprising revelations, revelations I had not bargained for, revelations which challenged the scriptural validity of some of my beliefs.  In this I was not consoled but rather very disturbed.
The first of these surprising revelations had to do with the intrinsic structure of Christ's true church.  In the most literal and absolute sense Christ's true church is a body, I learned.  Further, this body is not a group body, like a body of people, but is an organic and spiritual entity, like the body of a single person.  Further, this body, the true Christian Church, is not strictly a human body but is akin to being a divine body - this is by virtue of the fact that it is the Mystical Body of Christ Himself.  Actually, albeit mystically, Christ's true faithful constitute the members of His church body, while he reigns in Heaven as the Head of His church body.

And where does the Bible say such a thing?  This significant truism is expressed in a great number of Bible passages, but it is most apparent in the following:
"And he is the head of the body, the church."  (Colossians 1:18).  "But now there are many members indeed, yet one body... Now you are the body of Christ, and members of member."  (I Corinthians 12:20-27)  "Because we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones."  (Ephesians 5:30)  "For as in one body we have many members, but all the members have not the same office:  So we being many, are one body in Christ, and every one members one of another."  (Romans 12:4-5) "Know you not that your bodies are the members of Christ?"  (I Corinthians 6:15)
Because the body of Christ is one body, His Church must perforce be one body also:
"There shall be one fold and one shepherd." (John 10:16).  "Careful to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.  One body and one Spirit; as you are called in 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 us all."  (Ephesians 4:3-6).  "Now I beseech you, brethren, to mark them who make dissensions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which you have learned, and avoid them." (Romans 16:17).
Because a special supernatural grace was needed to cement permanently the unity of His Church, Christ provided that special supernatural grace – He had His Church sanctified in truth:
"These things Jesus spoke, and lifting up his eyes to Heaven, he said…Holy Father, keep them in my name whom thou hast given me; that they may be one, as we also are.  . . . sanctify them in truth.  Thy word is truth . . . that they all may be one, as thou, Father, in me, and I in thee; that they also may be one in us . . . I in them, and thou in me; that they may be made perfect in one." (John 17:1-23)
In the face of such evidence how could I entertain any doubt?  There it was plain as could be in Sacred Scripture, the Word of God, the Christ's true faithful constitute a single unified body – unified in every respect: in organization, in belief, and in worship.  That was the way Christ's Mystical Body on earth was originally constituted, and in order for it to live on as His Mystical Body on earth that is the way it had to stay constituted.

It would have been foolhardy in the extreme for me to entertain doubts concerning the invincible oneness of Christ's Church; for not only was it self-evident in Sacred Scripture, it was self-evident in all the writings of the primitive Church Fathers.  Wrote the great St. Cyprian in the third century: "God is one and Christ is one, and one is His Church, and the faith is one, and one His people welded together by the glue of concord into a solid unity of body.  Unity cannot be rent asunder, nor can the one body of the Church, through the division of its structure, be divided into separate pieces." (St. Cyprian, On the Unity of the Church, chapter 23)
Likewise Tertullian in the third century: "We are a society with a single religious feeling, a single unity of discipline, a single bond of hope."  (Apology, 39, 1)

Likewise, St. Hilary in the fourth century: "In the Scriptures our people are shown to be made one; so that just as many grains collected into one and ground and mingled together, make one loaf, so in Christ, who is the heavenly Bread, we know that there is one body, in which our whole company is joined and united."  (Treatise 62, 13)
Now I ask you, is it any wonder that my conscience was disturbed by this revelation?  Behold, I was not a member of a Christian unity or body.  As a Protestant I was part of a Christian "cooperative," an "interdenominational association" made up of over 300 Christian bodies, each one different in name, in belief, in government, and, to a lesser extent, in form of worship.  True, they all professed Christ as Lord and Savior, and they all professed to preach His Gospel – they all proclaimed that their primary objective was the salvation of souls.  In that respect there was indeed a common identity, or sameness.  But the fact still remained: They refused to meet on the same premises to profess their faith in Christ as Lord and Savior, they disagreed as to what constitutes Christ's whole and true Gospel, and they were very much at odds concerning what qualifies a person for eternal salvation.

For example, one Protestant body held the independent view that altar and liturgy have no place in Christian worship.  Another held the independent view that the sacraments should be withheld from infants and small children.  Another held the independent view that man becomes impervious to sin and assured of salvation once he accepts Christ as his personal Savior.  Another held the independent view that membership in Christ's Church is restricted to a select few, and when one of the select few falls away from God's grace no amount of repentance can restore him.  Another held the independent view that Saturday, not Sunday, is the Lord's Day.  Another held the independent view that the powers of the church administration reside not with the clergy but with the laity of the local congregation.

Yes, here within this interdenominational framework was fellowship – here was a genuine, concerted love and longing for Christ and His promise of salvation.  That much had to be conceded.  But here also was division, division in the most explicit and flagrant sense of the word.  Here, unquestionably, was a concept of Christ's mystical Body on earth which could not possibly be consonant with the one spirit, one faith, one shepherd concept described in the Bible.
This realization distressed me more than I can say.  Like His glorified body in Heaven, Christ's Mystical Body on earth never was and never will be a disjointed body, my conscience kept repeating – and I did so want to be joined to His true Mystical Body, that I might share in its bountiful graces, that I might be, as St. Paul said, a member of His body, of His flesh, and of His bones.  (Ephesians 5:30).  The pleasantness of my Protestant association notwithstanding, I did so want to be ONE with Christ, my Salvation.

One passage of Scripture suddenly became very meaningful.  Over and over I pondered these words: "Seek, and you shall find: knock, and it shall be opened to you." (Matthew 7:7)  And at length I realized what I must do in order to placate my conscience.  Just worrying over the situation would gain me nothing.  If I were ever to find the unity which Christ said would distinguish His true faithful, I would have to search for it.

So down to the big public library I went – and I commenced to search.  I searched through every history of Christian church development I could find.  I searched through the sectarian histories and the non-sectarian histories, the big encyclopedias and the little encyclopedias.  I took special pains to be as comprehensive and as objective in my search as possible.  Indeed, I took the same pains with these volumes as I did with the Holy Bible; for here again it was my own conscience I was serving; I would have been fooling no one but myself if I shirked any evidence or displayed even the slightest bias.

Then finally, after several weeks of intense searching and comparing, I found the blessed unity I was looking for.  And I found it where I least expected to find it – in the Roman Catholic Church.
That was not easy to accept, believe me.  I hated to think that the church I had been most opposed to was the church most united in Christ.  But I had to be honest with myself.  The spectacle of 825 million Catholics, three-fifths of all professed Christians, perfectly, indomitably united in belief, in organization, and in worship – the historical fact that Catholics, consistently the largest body of Christians in the world, have always been thus perfectly united – was evidence I could not ignore.  Perhaps I was prejudiced, but I certainly was not blind.

Here was the unity of the Bible prophecy – there was no doubt in my mind about that.  It had to be!  Nowhere else on the Christian scene was there a unity nearly so compact, nearly so long-lived.  Nowhere else on the Christian scene was there a unity so obviously permanent.
However, finding the unity of Bible prophecy did not entirely settle the matter.  Just as great as the problem of finding it, I found, was the problem of embracing it.  What about the other aspects of Catholicism, I asked myself.  What about Catholic doctrine, Catholic dogmatism, Catholic authoritarianism.  Could I, in justice to my conscience, set aside my suspicions concerning those aspects of Catholicism merely for the sake of the unity of Catholicism?

Those questions posed quite a problem.  But I solved that problem all right.  After considerable soul searching I concluded that unity was indeed a precious and most important Christian commodity, but right doctrine and right authority were also precious, also important, perhaps even more so.  Therefore, I should play it safe: I should preserve the status quo of my religious affiliation, at least for the time being, and get back to my Bible studies.  The prospect of having to interrupt my Bible studies did not set too well with me anyway.

That was a wise decision, you will say.  But I say that it was a Providential decision, a God-inspired decision.  For lo, I had no sooner returned to my beloved Scripture studies when along came another revelation, a revelation even more significant than the first one.  Yes, and it was every bit as disturbing.

Clear as day I saw in Sacred Scripture that Christ's true church is not the "learning" church I had always believed it to be, but is manifestly a TEACHING church.  Moreover, it was quite evident that Christ's true church is an INFALLIBLE teacher, never liable to teach false doctrine.

The key that opened the door of my conscience to this truth was Christ's directive to His Apostles shortly before His Ascension into Heaven:
"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 28:18-20)
The teaching mission of His Church could not have been more clearly pronounced if Christ had devoted a great long sermon to it.  Those two sentences were direct and peremptory enough to rule out any possibility of misinterpretation.

Then there was His statement to the Apostles on another occasion, telling them: "As the Father hath sent me, I also send you."  (John 20:21).  Here again is a clear, unmistakable reference to the teaching mission of His Church; for here He is telling the Apostles that they had fallen heir to His own teaching mission.  His Church was to be no less of a teacher than He was.
Further, it was quite obvious that Christ did not give this teaching authority to all and sundry, that is, to the whole Church, but only to His duly appointed Apostles, those who were to be the administrative body of the Church.  Had He meant that this teaching authority was to be exercised by all of the faithful He would have addressed His words to all of the faithful, or he would have instructed the Apostles to so advise all of the faithful - neither of which He did.  The Bible is quite clear on that score.  Some have been placed in the Church as teachers, not all, wrote the Apostle Paul.  (I Corinthians 12:28-29).

Now where did I get the idea that the teaching authority of Christ's Church cannot err when it defines the essentials of Christian doctrine?  Where did I get the idea that this teaching authority can no more err today than it could in the beginning when it was held by the Apostles?  I got the idea from Christ Himself – by correlating His statements concerning the teaching authority of His Church with His statements concerning the divine protection pledged to that teaching authority.   Said Christ to the Apostles:
"These things have I spoken to you, abiding with you.  But the Paraclete, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you all things, and bring all things to your mind, whatsoever I shall have said to you... when the Paraclete cometh, whom I will send you from the Father, the Spirit of truth, who proceedeth from the Father, he shall give testimony of me.  And you shall give testimony, because you are with me from the beginning."  (John 14:25-26; 15:26-27)
In other words, the teaching authority of Christ's Church would not, could not, teach error, because infallible human beings would not be doing the actual teaching.  The infallible Holy Spirit of God, the infallible Christ, would be doing the actual teaching, speaking through the human teaching authority of the Church.  Our Blessed Lord made this quite clear when He said to His disciples: "He that heareth you, heareth me; and he that despiseth you, despiseth me; and he that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me." (Luke 10:16).

Confirming that the teaching authority of the Church is the perennial and infallible voice of Christian truth, the Apostle Paul wrote:
"These things I write to thee... that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth."  (I Timothy 3:14-15)
And then there was the testimony of the primitive Christian Fathers.  A cursory study of their writings disclosed that they also believed that Christ's Church is incapable of teaching error.  Wrote the great St. Irenaeus in the second century: "For where the church is, there is the Spirit of God; and where the Spirit of God is, there is the Church in every form of grace, for the Spirit of God is Truth."  (Against the Heresies, 3, 24, 1)
And finally there was the testimony of my own faith.  After pondering the matter, my own latent Christian faith insisted that Christ would not have admonished sinners to "hear the Church" unless He was sure they would be hearing the truth; nor would He have assured the Church that her pronouncements would be "bound in heaven" unless He was sure that her pronouncements contained no error.  (Matthew 18:17-18).  Careful analysis of Christ's teachings revealed that faith in the doctrinal infallibility of His Church is synonymous with faith in Him.
Yes, Christ's Church just had to be both a teaching church and an infallible teaching church.  The evidence of Sacred Scripture was just too overwhelming to permit any other conclusion.

Now let me explain why I was disturbed by this revelation.  I was disturbed, dear reader, because I obviously was not a member of a divinely authorized teaching church, much less an infallible teaching church.  The church I was a member of repudiated the whole idea of a divinely authorized teaching church.  It maintained that no man or council on earth possesses the God-given authority to pronounce, as binding on the Christian conscience, what is and is not true Christian doctrine.

Here I was a "minister of the Gospel, yet I could not mount the pulpit and say: "Learn of me, for I teach with the authority of the Lord.  Learn of me, for he who hears me hears Him."  Nor could my bishop make such a declaration.  Nor could the highest official in the church make such a declaration.  Any minister would have been liable to the charge of heresy - he would have been accused of "Popery," which was the same thing as heresy.

It was perfectly all right to mount the pulpit and say, "Learn of me."  In fact, we were duty bound to teach when we preached.  But to say that we had direct authority from God to teach, to imply that our teaching bore the stamp of divine infallibility – that definitely was out.  That would have been a serious breach of one of the most basic and fundamental tenets of Protestantism: the tenet that the Bible is the only divinely authorized dispenser and guarantor of Christian truth.

This idea that the Bible is the supreme and final arbiter of Christian truth had to dominate the theme of every sermon.  We ministers had to make it quite clear that while it was good and edifying to hear the voice of the church, in the final analysis it was direct to the Bible, to the "constitution" of the church, that the Christian must needs go for the binding convictions of his faith.  It had to be emphasized that the primary mission of the church was not so much to teach Christ's saving faith as it was to lead people to the Bible so that the Bible could teach them Christ's saving faith.

This despite the fact that for the first four hundred years of Christianity there was no published Christian Bible; this despite the fact that for the next one thousand years, until the invention of the printing press, there were scant few Bibles; this despite the fact that only the literate have access to the Bible; this despite the fact that those who have made the Bible their sole rule of faith have come up with literally hundreds of conflicting rules of faith –  this despite the fact that the Bible itself states that many who interpret it privately will interpret it wrongly, to their own destruction: " . . . in which [St. Paul's epistles] are certain things hard to be understood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, to their own destruction." (2 Peter 3:16).

The more I thought of it the more I thanked God for His wonderful revelation.  However, do not misunderstand me.  I was not beginning to doubt the whole truth of the Bible, nor was I doubting the value of the Bible where Christian learning is concerned.  These things I shall never doubt.  I was simply facing up to the fact that the Bible, venerable book of truth that it is, is not the teacher of its own truth.  The obvious was forcing itself upon me:  Instead of a catalog of truths God wants taught, and taught so that all Christian generations, including the blind and illiterate of those generations, can hear and understand.

Hence the Church.

Quite obviously, a living church possessed of an audible voice was needed to carry the great tidings of Salvation to all generations; therefore God in the Person of Jesus Christ founded such a church, and He said to it: "Go ye into the whole world, and preach the gospel to every creature."  (Mark 16:15)  Note that he said preach His Gospel to every creature, not distribute His Gospel to every creature in the form of a book.  He ordered His Church to speak to the world because through His Church He would be speaking to the world.  (Luke 10:16)  
How anything so obvious could have escaped me before, I do not know, unless my training had erected a mental block.  It certainly is as plain as can be in Sacred Scripture.

Now my earnest desire was to seek out this church that could teach with the voice and authority of the Lord.  I wanted this singularly blessed church to teach me.  I wanted the wonderful assurance of Christ's own personal guarantee that my Christian faith was the true Christian faith prescribed by Him for the salvation of the world.

So the months that followed found me once again engrossed in a great assortment of books on comparative Christian religion.  Once again the library and all the sectarian books stores in the vicinity became my favorite spare time haunts.

And once again my search ended where I least expected it to.  That is right, dear reader, the church I was looking for turned out to be none other than the same Catholic Church.  How could I consciously say that it was not?  My study of the doctrines and practices of the various Christian churches revealed most clearly that only one, the Catholic Church, exercises the same kind of teaching authority that was exercised by the church of the Apostles and primitive Church Fathers.  Only the Catholic Church functions for her members as an unerring interpreter of God's revealed truth.  Only the Catholic Church dares proclaim to the world that when she teaches the truths of Christian doctrine, it is Jesus Christ, who can neither deceive nor be deceived, teaching through her.

Only the Catholic Church was NAMED by the primitive Church Fathers as the church appointed by Jesus Christ to carry on His sacred teaching ministry.  Wrote St. Irenaeus in the second century: "The Catholic Church, having received the apostolic teaching and faith, though spread over the whole world, guards it sedulously, as though dwelling in one house; and these truths she uniformly teaches, as having but one soul and one heart; these truths she proclaims, teaches, and hands down as though she had but one mouth."  (Adv. Haer., 1, x, 2)

Wrote St. Eusebius of Caesarea in the fourth century: "But the brightness of the Catholic Church proceeded to increase in greatness, for it ever held to the same points in the same way, and radiated forth to all the race of Greeks and barbarians the reverent, sincere, and free nature, and the sobriety and purity of the divine teachings as to conduct and thought."  (Ecclesiastical History, 4, 7, 13)

Wrote St. Augustine in the fifth century: "The Catholic Church is the work of Divine Providence, achieved through the prophecies of the prophets, through the Incarnation and the teaching of Christ, through the journeys of the Apostles, through the suffering, the crosses, the blood and death of the martyrs, through the admirable lives of the saints, and in all these, at opportune times, through miracles worthy of such great deeds and virtues.  When, then, we see so much help on God's part, so much progress and so much fruit, shall we hesitate to bury ourselves in the bosom of that Church?  For starting from the apostolic chair down through successions of bishops, even unto the open confession of all mankind, it has possessed the crown of teaching authority." (De Utilitate Credendi)
Confirming that the primitive Catholic Church and the Roman Catholic Church were one and the same church, St. Ignatius of Antioch, a disciple of the Apostle John, wrote in the second century:  "Ignatius, also called Theophorus, to the Church that has found mercy in the transcendent Majesty of the Most High Father and of Jesus Christ, his only Son; the church by the will of Him who willed all things, beloved and illuminated through the faith and love of Jesus Christ our God; presiding in the chief place of the Roman territory…presiding in love, maintaining the law of Christ, and bearer of the Father's name: her do I therefore salute in the name of Jesus Christ."  (Introduction - To the Church of Rome)
How significant and thought-provoking those statements of the primitive Christian Fathers are.  How significant that every time they mentioned the teaching church of Jesus Christ it was the Catholic Church, never one of the Coptic churches, or one of the Orthodox churches.  And who should know better than they which Christian church is the true teaching church of Jesus Christ, the teaching church described in the Holy Bible?

I know, about now you are probably thinking: "If the Catholic Church is the teaching church described in Bible prophecy, why does she suppress the Bible?  Why does she bypass the Bible by drawing upon tradition for some of her articles of faith?  Why does she indulge in such unscriptural practices as praying to Christ's mother, Mary?"
I reply to that, dear friend, is this: Go to the Catholic Church as I went to the Catholic Church; conduct an on-the-spot investigation of Catholic teaching and practice as I did; and you will find out, as I found out, that all those stories about the Catholic Church suppressing and bypassing the Bible are as false as false can be.  And you will find out that there is absolutely nothing unscriptural about praying to Christ's Blessed Mother.

I realize that this is a lot to ask.  Like me you have probably been taught to distrust and stay strictly away from everything labeled Roman Catholic.  But, believe me, you must go to the Catholic Church if you want complete and accurate knowledge of her teachings and practices.

You certainly would not go to the Swiss Information Bureau for authoritative information on the winter resorts of Norway, or to General Motors for authoritative information on the performance of Ford automobiles, or to a staunch Democrat for authoritative information on the achievements and aspirations of the Republican Party.  Nor would you seek information about the former from the latter.  Why?  Because it is just not fair to obtain information about something, or someone, from a rival.  It is not fair to yourself, and it certainly is not fair to your subject.  Rival information its always prejudiced information, and therefore is seldom entirely free of serious omissions and gross exaggerations.

Why, then, trust another church to give you completely reliable information about the teachings and practices of the Catholic Church?
That was the simple rule of logic and fairness I adopted, and I must say that it rewarded me beyond measure.  Instead of finding the Bible suppressed in the Catholic Church, I found it very much in evidence and very highly honored.  In fact, I had never before visited a church where the Bible was so much in evidence, so highly honored.  
I noticed that during Mass an enormous and exceedingly beautiful book filled with Scripture, called the Missal, rests on the altar and occupies much of the priest's attention as he proceeds through the Mass liturgy.  I noticed that during Low Mass the priest raises this great book of Scripture to his lips and reverently kisses it, and during High Mass he solemnly incenses it, signifying the Church's loving devotion to God's revealed truth.  And I noticed that the priest celebrant of the Mass, or a priest assistant, never preaches the Mass sermon without first taking a New Testament and reading some Epistle and Gospel verses to the congregation, and never without first offering up this prayer with the congregation: "The Lord be in my heart and on my lips, that I may worthily and in a becoming manner proclaim His holy Gospel."  I noticed that throughout the whole course of the Mass, which is the center and heart of all Catholic worship, there was a most profound reverence shown to Sacred Scripture by all present.  At the reading of the Gospel, for example, everyone stands in reverence of the Word.

And that is not all.  I found that this reverence has been manifest in the worship of the Catholic Church since the fourth century when the Christian canon of Sacred Scripture was first determined - and determined, incidentally, by this same Catholic Church.  Catholic devotion to the Bible is as old as the Bible itself.
Are Catholics encouraged to read and meditate upon the Scriptures privately in their own homes?  Indeed they are.  Contrary to what many Protestants think - contrary to what I myself had long believed - Catholics are constantly being told, in sermons, in letters from their Bishop, and in Papal encyclicals, the spiritual good that will come from keeping a Bible in the home and daily meditating on its content.  Wrote Pope Pius XII in the Encyclical Letter, On the Promotion of Biblical Studies: "For the Sacred Books were not given by God to men to satisfy their curiosity or to provide them with material for study and research, but, as the Apostle observes, in order that these Divine Oracles might "instruct us to salvation, by the faith which is in Christ Jesus,' and 'that the man of God may be perfect, furnished to every good work'." Bishops should help "excite and foster among Catholics a greater knowledge of and love for the Sacred Books.  Let them favor, therefore, and lend help to those pious associations whose aim it is to spread copies of the Sacred Letters, especially of the Gospels, among the faithful, and to procure by every means that in Christian families the same be read daily with piety and devotion …for, as St. Jerome, the Doctor of Stridon, says: "To ignore the Scripture is to ignore Christ."

No, there definitely is no suppression of the Bible in the Catholic Church.  All who believe otherwise have been grossly misinformed.

Concerning the allegation that the Catholic Church "bypasses" the Bible when she bases some of her articles of faith on tradition, I merely had to focus my attention on a few passages of the Bible itself to be convinced that this allegation is totally without foundation in fact.  Strange I had not noticed this before, but the Bible does actually state that some of Christ's teachings were committed to tradition; that is to say, they were handed down by word of mouth rather than by letter.  Further, the Bible actually states that these teachings were no less important for having been committed to tradition. Here are the Bible passages to which I referred:
"Therefore, brethren, stand fast; and hold the traditions which you have learned, whether by word or by our epistle."  (2 Thessalonians 2:14) "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."  (2 Thessalonians 3:6)
There is no questioning the meaning of those sentences.  Here the Apostle Paul specifically states that there is not one but two criteria of Christian truth: that which was left to the Church via the Bible, via the written word, and that which was left to the Church via tradition, via the unwritten word - both of which, he says, are of equal importance to the faith of Christians.

And why was it necessary to bequeath some tenets of Christ's saving faith to the Church via the unwritten word, by word of mouth rather than by letter?  Again the Bible furnishes the answer:
"This is that disciple who giveth testimony of these things, and hath written these things; and we know that his testimony is true.  But there are also many other things which Jesus did; which, if they were written every one, the world itself, I think, would not be able to contain the books that should be written."  (John 21:24-25)
So we have the Bible's own word for it that there were some things which Jesus said and did, some things which the Apostles taught, that were not written down, that did not find their way into the Bible - not because they were relatively unimportant but because writing it all down with the means and time available would have been humanly impossible.  Had the Apostles and their disciples attempted to record all of Our Lord's doings and teachings they would have had no time left for preaching and baptizing and organizing the Church in the far-flung mission fields, which was what Christ had ordered them to do.

Now the question arises: What made me so sure that the tradition which forms the basis of part of Catholic doctrine is the tradition, the unrecorded teachings of Christ, mentioned in the Bible?  A little objective research, plus a little objective Christian reasoning, made me sure.  First of all there was the testimony of the primitive Christian Fathers.  Wrote St. Athanasius in the fourth century: "But it will hardly be out of place to investigate likewise the ancient traditions, and the doctrines and faith of the Catholic Church, which the Lord communicated, the Apostles proclaimed and the Fathers preserved; for on this has the Church been founded."  Wrote St. Augustine in the fifth century: "These traditions of the Christina name, therefore, so numerous, so powerful, and most dear, justly keep a believing man in the Catholic Church."

Then I went back over the mainstream of Christian belief and practice since Christianity began, and discovered, much to my surprise, that all the other ancient and semi-ancient Christian churches - Coptic, Greek Orthodox and Russian Orthodox - have consistently held to the same tradition-based doctrines that the Catholic Church holds to, proving that acceptance of them was universal prior to the advent of Protestantism in 1517.
Also it occurred to me that if the tradition which forms the basis of part of Catholic doctrine is not the tradition mentioned in the Bible, what has become of it?  Could it be that some of Christ's teachings have become extinct?  To this I had to answer in the conscience of my faith that after suffering ignominy on the Cross to plant His truth in the world, Christ would not permit any part of it to become extinct.  "Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my word shall not pass away," He said. (Mark 13:31).

So there it was, all the evidence I needed to be thoroughly convinced that Catholic tradition is Bible tradition.  In basing part of her doctrine on tradition the Catholic Church quite obviously is not bypassing the Bible, but complying with the Bible.

Manifestly clear to me now was the justification for such Catholic practices as praying to Heaven for the intercession of Mary and the saints.  For these practices are the traditions referred to in the Bible.  They have to be the traditions referred to in the Bible, otherwise why were they so precious to the primitive Christians?

To give you an idea who precious these traditions were to the primitive Christians I refer you to St. Ephraem's Prayer to the most holy Mother of God, composed by that illustrious deacon in the fourth century:  "O Virgin Lady, immaculate Mother of God, my lady most glorious, most gracious, much purer than the sun's splendor, budding staff of Aaron, you appeared as a true staff, and the flower is your Son our true Christ, my God and Maker.  You bore God and the Word according to the flesh, preserving your virginity before childbirth, a virgin after childbirth, and we have been reconciled with Christ, God your Son."

Then there is the prayer, composed by St. Germanus of Constantinople in the seventh century:  "O Lady, all-chaste, all-good, rich in mercy, comfort of Christians, tender consoler of the afflicted, the ever-open refuge of sinners, do not leave us destitute of thy assistance.  Shelter us under the wings of thy goodness.  By thy intercession watch over us."

Indeed, I could go on and on, quoting Bible passage after Bible passage, Church Father after Church Father, until several volumes were filled, displaying the evidence which convinced me that Catholic tradition is Bible tradition, and therefore part and parcel of the Christian deposit of faith.
But, alas, as convincing as this great mass of evidence was, I still did not have the strength of will to hand myself over to the Catholic Church.  Force of habit is a mighty force, I found, quite capable of resisting some of the strongest mental persuasions.  It plays tricks on the mind, it creates the illusion in the mind that custom, somehow, is a profound truth in itself, a truth which, for some mysterious reason, transcends all other truths.

Somehow I managed to convince myself that I was a Protestant by the irrevocable force of heredity, like my skin was white by the irrevocable force of heredity; therefore, I should not change the complexion of things like this because it was God's doing.  In other words, I was a Protestant "by nature," therefore the "natural" thing for me to do was remain a Protestant.  Certainly God would make allowances on the Judgment Day for people who just naturally were not Catholics, I told myself, providing, of course, they believed in Him with their whole heart and soul and repented of their sins, which I did.

However, force of habit and all the excuses I conjured up were no match for the grace of God.  It was not long before my eyes were opened to yet another Bible revelation, one so rife with eternal consequences that there could be no resistance, no excuses.  Had I remained out of the Catholic Church after this truth was made known to me I would have had to abandon my conscience altogether - I would have had to lift my eyes to Heaven and say, "Not Thy will, Lord, but mine be done."

Speaking right out of my Bible, Christ my Lord said to me:
"I am the bread of life.  Your fathers did eat manna in the desert, and are dead.  This is the bread which cometh down from heaven; that if any man eat of it, he may not die.  I am the living bread which came down from heaven.  If any man eat of this bread, he shall live forever; and the bread that I will give, is my flesh, for the life of the world." (John 6:48-52)
I contemplated those words long and hard, for while I had read them many times before and found them beautiful and stirring, I now saw in them something extremely personal and challenging, something that demanded clarification.  You see, I had been led to believe that in this text Christ was speaking figuratively, that is, the bread He promised to give for the life of the world was not to be construed as His actual self, but bread symbolic, or representative, of His self.  But somehow the more I contemplated His words the more I suspected that there was something drastically wrong with this interpretation.  How, I asked myself, can symbolic bread be called "living" bread?  How can symbolic bread vivify and impart divine life to the soul?  How can dead vegetable substance be representative of the living Son of God?
Faced with these perplexing questions, I sought for the answers elsewhere in Sacred Scripture - I resorted to "interpretation by correlation," the method of interpretation that had served me so well before.  And again this method did not fail me.  A close analysis of all the pertinent Bible texts revealed that the Jews did not understand Christ to mean symbolical bread.  They understood Him to mean bread that consisted of His true and living flesh.  "How can this man give us his flesh to eat?"  they argued (John 6:53).  Christ was speaking not in the figurative sense but in the literal sense, those Jews surmised; and they must have surmised correctly because Christ made no attempt to change their thinking; instead, He repeated Himself, laying even greater stress on the literal sense of His words:
"Amen, amen I say unto you: Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you.  He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life: and I will raise him up in the last day.  For my flesh is meat indeed: and my blood is drink indeed."  (John 6:54-56)
No, He did not retract even when many of His disciples, likewise scandalized at the literal implication of His words, deserted Him.  (John 6:67)  He even told the Apostles that they, too, could desert Him before He would subtract one iota from the literal import of His words. (John 6:68).
Christ must have meant exactly what He said.  In truth He must have intended to nourish mankind with the divine soul-saving food of His own Flesh and Blood, otherwise He would not have been so adamant, so unswervingly specific.

But how?  How could the faithful actually partake of His true and living Flesh and Blood?  That was what the Jews wanted to know and that was what I wanted to know.  Only there was this difference between the Jews and myself: Like the Apostles, I had faith that somehow it could be done; like the Apostles, I believed that with Christ, with Divinity, all things are possible; like the Apostles, I exercised patience and was rewarded for my patience.  Searching the Scriptures further I learned exactly how Christ intended to give His Flesh and Blood for the faithful to eat and drink - I found the full explanation contained in the account of the Last Supper.
"And whilst they were at supper, Jesus took bread, and blessed, and broke: and gave to his disciples, and said: Take ye, and eat.  THIS IS MY BODY.  And taking the chalice, he gave thanks, and gave to them, saying: Drink ye all of this.  FOR THIS IS MY BLOOD."  (cf. Matthew 26:26-28; Mark 14:22-24; Luke 22:19-20)
The bread and wine of Holy Communion, that was it!  The bread and wine of Holy Communion were not mere symbols, or representations, of Christ's Body, as I had been led to believe, but were in very truth bread and wine miraculously transformed by the power of God into Christ's true and living Flesh and Blood, only the appearance of bread and wine remaining.  Not only did I have Christ's promise at Capharnaum and the fulfillment of Christ's promise at the Last Supper to convince me of this, I had the testimony of the Apostles, preached to the whole infant Christian community.  In the most unequivocal language the Apostles affirmed that the bread and wine duly consecrated on the altar did in fact become the actual Substance of the Savior.  Declared the Apostle Paul:
"The chalice of benediction which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ?  And the bread which we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the Lord?"   (I Corinthians 10:16).  "But let a man prove himself: and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice.  For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord." (I Corinthians 11:28-29)
What further proof did I need?  None at all, for the Bible was my criterion of Christian truth and the Bible could not have been more explicit.  Yet, lest there be some lingering suspicions, I sought out the belief of the primitive Christian Fathers.  If anyone were qualified to pass judgment on the correctness of my conclusion it was they, for they were the disciples, the immediate successors, of the Apostles - their interpretation of Sacred Scripture was obtained firsthand from the very authors of Sacred Scripture.

It turned out that the primitive Christian Fathers had a great deal to say on the subject, and it turned out that all of them were in perfect agreement.  Those illustrious leaders of the infant Christian Church called the bread and wine consecrated on the altar the "Eucharist," and they unanimously maintained that by virtue of the consecration it was no longer common food-stuff but had become, by the Omnipotent Power of God, the true Flesh and Blood of the Savior.

Wrote St. Ignatius of Antioch, disciple of the Apostle John, concerning the heretics of his day: "They have abstained from the Eucharist and prayer, because they do not confess that the Eucharist is the flesh of Our Savior Jesus Christ."

Wrote St. Justin Martyr, another Church Father of the second century: "This food is known among us as the Eucharist... We do not receive these things as common bread and common drink; but as Jesus Christ our Savior, being made flesh by the Word of God."

Wrote St. Cyril of Jerusalem, venerable Church Father of the fourth century: "Since then He has declared and said of the bread, 'This is my body,' who after that will venture to doubt?  And seeing that He has affirmed and said, 'This is my blood,' who will raise a question and say it is not His blood?"

Now I knew with absolute certainty that I was right.  Not only did the Church Fathers confirm the correctness of my interpretation, they did so must emphatically.  And so did all of the great Christian apologists of succeeding centuries.  Indeed, I found that it was not until comparatively recent times, until modernism began infecting Christianity with its fondness for reckless theorizing, that any professed Christian held a contrary view.

What a predicament!  There in the Bible was Christ my Lord telling me that I needed to eat of His Flesh and drink of His Blood in order to have eternal happiness with Him in Heaven; there in the Bible was the Apostle Paul telling me that I should prove my faith by discerning the Body and Blood of Christ in the consecrated bread and wine of the altar; there in history were the Church Fathers condemning as heretics all Christians who do not associate themselves with the Real Presence; and there I was without this divine soul-saving food, without this discernible Body and Blood of Christ on the altar, without this blessed association with the Real Presence.

There I was with my eternal salvation in obvious jeopardy.  It was a desperate situation, one that called for immediate and positive action.  And act I did, following the same positive course of action I am sure you would have followed, dear friend in Christ, under identical circumstances: I went calling on churches, I went in search of that particular church which could give me the true and living Christ in Holy Communion, not common everyday bread and wine such as I could find down at the corner market place.

First I called on the other Protestant churches, hoping upon hope that one of them would have the true Eucharistic Christ.  But no success.  Wherever I called, the answer was negative.  Invariably the consecrated bread and wine of Holy Communion were only "symbols" of Christ's Flesh and Blood, or were "abodes of His Spirit," or were "temples of His Sacramental Presence," or were "vehicles of His hidden Flesh and Blood," or were "bread and wine mysteriously merged with His Flesh and Blood."  Invariably the physical substance of bread and wine substituted for the physical Reality of Jesus Christ.
Some ministers did indeed call their communion bread and wine the real Body and Blood of Christ, but invariable, when I pinned them down, asking if by "real" they meant corporeal, they said no.  
Invariably, when I asked if one receives a new influx of divine grace at their Holy Communion service, the answer was: "No, we believe that Holy Communion is not productive of grace but is a reflection of the grace already present in the soul through faith," or words to that effect.  Such an answer is, of course, tantamount to rejecting the doctrine of the Real Presence, for to receive the real Christ is to receive His real grace, not a mere reflection of His grace.

Now it was up to the Catholic Church to show the glorious fulfillment of Christ's promise.  And show me she did.  Yes, it was in the Catholic Church, the "Roman" Catholic Church that I found the manna which has come down from Heaven, the Communion bread and wine that are truly the Body and Blood of Christ my Savior.  The Catholic Church declared that it was so, and when I witnessed the profound solemnity of the Consecration on her altar, when I witnessed the radiance and peace that shone on the faces of the communicants, when I myself felt His Divine Presence pervading the atmosphere, I had to agree that it must indeed be so.

How could it be otherwise?  Could those Catholics and the hundreds of millions that preceded them back through the centuries to the very dawn of Christianity ALL be the victims of hallucination?  Hardly.  Mass hallucination becomes less prevalent with the advance civilization, not more prevalent.  Hallucinations do not inspire the building of the world's greatest private network of universities and scientific laboratories.  Hallucinations do not attract and hold such people as Augustine, da Vinci, Michelangelo, Galileo, Copernicus, Aquinas, Dante, Petrarch, Pasteur and Marconi, people to whom finding the truth is a veritable mania, a sort of religion in itself.

No, this was no hallucination I was witnessing.  Pure and simple, it was faith in the power and integrity of Jesus Christ.  Those Catholics had come to a most realistic conclusion: Jesus Christ is God; therefore He has the power to change bread and wine into His Flesh and Blood on the altar without effecting a change in the appearance of the transformed bread and wine; and Jesus Christ promised that He would do just that for the spiritual nourishment of His faithful; therefore it must be confessed that He is keeping His promise.

In other words, those Catholics were simply believing in the Bible as I was committed in conscience to believe in the Bible.  They were simply believing what Christ expects all of His faithful followers to believe.
The sacrament of the Real Presence is also called the Blessed Sacrament in the Catholic Church - but to me it was a blessed sacrament in more ways than one.  For it was my discovery of the true and living Christ in this sacrament of the Catholic Church that inspired me to inquire into her six other sacraments.  Did the other six also enjoy an abundance of scriptural support?  I wanted to know.  Not that I expected to find them without scriptural support.  I was quite convinced that the church wherein dwelt the Real Presence of Christ would be the church wherein dwelt the full complement of His sacraments - but I considered it expedient that I should make a complete survey of the Catholic sacraments while I was on the subject, so that my conviction would be confirmed.

Needless to say, my conviction was confirmed.  One by one I went over the other six with a Catholic priest, and one by one they turned out to be thoroughly grounded in Scripture.  No doubt about it, each and every one of them was instituted by Christ, and no doubt about it, each and every one of them imparts grace to the soul, exactly as the Catholic Church teaches.

The following Bible passages established the divine origin, and the great importance, of the Sacrament of Baptism:
"Jesus answered: Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God."  (John 3:5).  "Do penance and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of your sins..."  (Acts 2:38)  "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."  (Matthew 28:18-19).  "And he said to them: Go ye into the whole world, and preach the gospel to every creature.  He that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be condemned."  (Mark 16:15-16)
The following Bible passages established that priests have the God-given power to forgive sins in the Sacrament of Penance:
"...where the disciples were gathered together... Jesus came and stood in the midst, and said to them: Peace be to you... As the Father hath sent me, I also send you... Receive ye the Holy Ghost.  Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained."  (John 20:19-23).  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)
The following Bible passages established that the Holy Spirit descends on the newly baptized when the Bishop lays hands on them in the Sacrament of Confirmation:
"Having heard these things, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.  And when Paul had imposed his hands on them, the Holy Ghost came upon them..."  (Acts 19:5-6)  "Now when the apostles, who were in Jerusalem, had heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John.  Who, when they were come, prayed for them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost.  For he was not as yet come upon any of them; but they were only baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.  Then they laid their hands upon them, and they received the Holy Ghost."  (Acts 8:14-17)
The following bible passages established that in the Sacrament of Holy Orders God ordains priests to offer up sacrifice for sins, to forgive sins, and to govern His Church:
"Take heed to yourselves, and to the whole flock, wherein the Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops, to rule the church of God..."  (Acts 20:28)  "For every high priest taken from among men, is ordained for men in the things that appertain to God, that he may offer up gifts and sacrifices for sins...  Neither doth any man take the honor to himself, but he that is called by God, as Aaron was."  (Hebrews 5:1-4)  "And taking bread, he gave thanks, and broke; and gave to them, saying: This is my body, which is given for you.  Do this for a commemoration of me."  (Luke 22:19)  
"...the disciples were gathered together... Jesus came and stood in the midst, and said to them: Peace be to you...  As the Father that sent me, I also send you...  Receive ye the Holy Ghost.  Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained."  (John 20:19-23).  "And when they had ordained to them priests in every church, and had prayed with fasting, they commended them to the Lord, in whom they believed." (Acts 14:22)  "For this cause I [Paul] left thee [Titus] in Crete, that thou shouldest set in order the things that are wanting, and shouldest ordain priests in every city, as I also appointed thee..."  (Titus 1:5).  "For which cause I [Paul] admonish thee [Timothy], that you stir up the grace of God which is in thee, by the imposition of my hands."  (2 Timothy 1:6).  "Neglect not the grace that is in thee, which was given thee by prophecy, with imposition of the hands of the priesthood."  (1 Timothy 4:14.)
The following Bible passages established that husband and wife are united, permanently united, by God in the Sacrament of Matrimony:
"For this cause a man shall leave his father and mother; and shall cleave to his wife.  And they two shall be one flesh.  Therefore now they are not two, but one flesh.  What therefore God that joined together, let not man put asunder...  Whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another, committeth adultery against her.  And if the wife shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she committeth adultery."  (Mark 10:7-12).  "Let women be subject to their husbands, as to the Lord: Because the husband is the head of the wife, as Christ is the head of the church.  He is the savior of his body.  Therefore as the church is subject to Christ, so also let the wives be to their husbands in all things.  Husbands, love your wives, as Christ also loved the church, and delivered himself up for it… So also ought men to love their wives as their own bodies.  He that loveth his wife, loveth himself.  For no man ever hateth his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, as also Christ doth the church: Because we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones.  For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother and shall cleave to his wife, and they shall be two in one flesh.  This is a great sacrament; but I speak in Christ and in the church."  (Ephesians 5:22-32).

Thus, just as Christ and his Church are inseparably united, so are a man and woman inseparably untied in the Sacrament of Matrimony.
The following Bible passages established that the sick and dying receive physical and spiritual balm when they are anointed in the Sacrament of Extreme Unction:
"And going forth they preached that men should do penance: and they cast out many devils, and anointed with oil many that were sick, and healed them."  (Mark 6:12-13).  "Is any man sick among you? Let him bring in the priests of the church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord.  And the prayer of faith shall save the sick man: and the Lord shall raise him up: and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him."  (James 5:14-15)
And those were not the only Bible passages shown to me.  My priest consultant brought my attention to many others.  He made it so glaringly obvious that the seven Sacraments of the Catholic Church are Christ's true Sacraments that I found myself blushing with embarrassment, confessing that I must have been in some kind of trance when those passages were in front of me before.

Yes, it was embarrassing to think that the full import of those Bible passages had escaped me over the years, although I must have read them hundreds of times.  But what a joy it was to know that their full import had not continued to escape me.  God had indeed answered my prayers for enlightenment.

There was no alternative left now but to become a Catholic and to become one as soon as possible.  Every mental reservation I had ever entertained about the great Mother Church of Christendom was now gone, thanks to three great Bible revelations.  The Catholic Church, I was firmly convinced, is everything she claims to be; either she is the one true Church of Jesus Christ, His Mystical Body, His infallible teaching voice, His Eucharistic abode, or the Bible is nothing more than a book of fables and the writings of the primitive Church Fathers nothing more than a collection of pipedreams.

Once my mind was made up it did not take me long to make the transition from Protestantism to Catholicism.  And what a glorious adventure it was, too, to become a Catholic, to receive those several weeks of instruction in true Apostolic theology, to make that solemn profession of faith, to receive a Catholic Baptism, to cleanse my soul in the Sacrament of Penance, and then, finally, to receive the living and true Christ in Holy Communion.  Believe me, dear reader, there is no adventure more glorious, more satisfying to the soul, this side of Heaven.

The transition was really much easier than I thought it would be.  I had imagined that there would be a great storm of resentment within my family and that I would lose a great many very dear friends.  I was quite certain that not a single one of my former ministerial colleagues would ever again speak to me, except perhaps to castigate me for being a "traitor."  But, surprisingly, that was not the case at all.

After that initial shock, which an announcement of this kind invariably produces, I was confronted not with a wave of bitter resentment, but with a wave of curiosity and wonderment.  There were a few instances of ridicule - a few of my acquaintances were more protest-ant than Protestant, more anti-Catholic than pro-Christian - but by and large the freedom of my conscience was respected.  By and large the reaction was not "Curse you for doing it!" but "WHY did you do it?"  My family and my really close friends knew that I would never defect from Christ - they knew that my loyalty to God and His revealed truth superseded all other loyalties.  They simply could not understand why my loyalty to God and His revealed truth had become so suddenly and drastically altered in the mode of its expression.

That took a great deal of explaining, a great deal of very difficult explaining, for it is not easy to translate into words all the things that motivate the soul.  But I managed somehow - and with singular success.  I say with singular success because shortly afterward my entire family and several of my close friends followed me into the Catholic Church.  Yes, once they had the facts, they, too, confessed that the Catholic faith is the true Bible faith - they, too, wanted the ineffable joy of being united to Christ in the fullness of His Gospel, in the fullness of His Sacraments and in the fullness of His grace.
How tremendously gratifying that was, to realize that God had not only chosen me to be an object of His grace, but an instrument of His grace as well.  My gift of faith was indeed a blessed gift of faith, for I could say with another convert named Paul:  "Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God."  (Romans 1:1).

Verily, I could sum up my whole confession with that one sentence taken from the Bible.

If I should write a thousand confessions before I die I would be able to sum them all up with that one sentence taken from the Bible.  For henceforth my life's principal dedication will be serving Christ.  I will not be wearing clerical cloth and I will have no pulpit, but that will not constrain me.  I will have His truth and His grace, and I will have my thankfulness for His truth and His grace, which is all I need to outfit me as one of His apostles.

So call me anything you want to.  Call me a religious enigma, call me a slave of papal totalitarianism - call me anything.  But while you are calling me these things please keep this in mind: I would not have it any other way.  Before I would relinquish one little particle of my Catholic faith I would gladly face the scorn and derision of the entire world.  For now, at last, I know real peace of soul, real oneness with Christ my Savior.

No, I would not have it any other way, and if you, dear reader, should ever become a Catholic, I am sure that you would not have it any other way either.

Sincerely yours in Jesus Christ, Paul Whitcomb
Nihil Obstat:   Rev. Edmund J. Bradley Censor Departatus
Imprimatur:   + Timothy Manning, Auxiliary Bishop of Los Angeles Vicar General December 23, 1958 
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Last year (1955), according to the statisticians, over two million people joined the Catholic Church. The total increase in Catholic Church membership was much greater due to the high Catholic birth rate, but that was the number of converts, the number of people who either switched over from other religions or who settled on the Catholic religion after a life of religious indecision. In the U.S.A. alone the conversions exceeded one hundred thousand.

Thus last year the Catholic Church acquired more new members via the conversion route than any other church, Christian or non-Christian, acquired via all routes. Thus last year the Catholic Church acquired more new members via the conversion route than many of the world's religions have been able to acquire via all routes during the whole of their existence. And last year was by no means a boon year for conversions to the Catholic Church; according to the records it was a typical year. Why? What prompts so many people to choose the Catholic religion? What makes the Catholic religion the world's most desirable religion?

I wish I could answer that question but I cannot. Each individual convert has his or her own particular reason for embracing the Catholic faith and I have never attempted a survey to learn what those reasons are. I could generalize, that is I could pin it down to a common denominator like "the attraction of the Church's vibrant spiritual quality," but that would be no answer; there would still be the question: What convinced the convert that such an attraction exists? or: What made the attraction irresistible?

But while I cannot answer for the millions I can answer for one -- myself. You see, I too am a convert to the Catholic Church. I too found the attraction of the Catholic religion irresistible. And I would not be the least bit surprised if my reason for taking the step was the same reason that prompted many of my fellow converts. Several with whom I have discussed the subject confessed that they were similarly prompted.

My reason for embracing the Catholic faith was the evidence of Sacred Scripture. Yes, the title of this booklet will undoubtedly enflame the sensibilities of many Protestants and others who regard the Bible as their own private forte, but it is nevertheless true that the Bible made a Catholic out of me. It was purely and simply my unswerving devotion to the written Word of God which ultimately convinced me that the Catholic Church, or "Roman" Catholic Church if you prefer, is my true spiritual home, the church wherein I could best effect the salvation of my soul.

A glimpse into my pre-Catholic religious experience will, or should, establish that the above statement comes directly from the heart and not from the imagination. Unlike many converts I had no close association with Catholics prior to my conversion, so there was no influence, no "pressure," exerted on me from that direction. Mine was a strictly Protestant environment. I was born of Protestant parents, was baptized a Protestant, was reared a Protestant, married a Protestant and for a number of years even held down a Protestant pulpit. If ever there was a "thoroughbred" Protestant I was one.

That being my religious inheritance I naturally was an avid student of the Bible. Some of my acquaintances, thinking that I should have spent more time with other church matters, considered me too avid. I did not agree with them. Hours, days, weeks, months on end I engrossed myself in the Bible, this book which was my beloved rule of faith; for I did not relish the prospect of always being a student of the Bible. I earnestly desired that someday I could regard myself as an authority on the Bible. Indeed, how could I pose as a qualified minister of the Gospel unless I was an authority on the Bible, unless I could explain away seemingly ambiguous Biblical passages, bringing the exact and intended meaning to the fore not by surmise but by a process of clear and concise reasoning supported by affidavit? Could I appeal to an official Protestant Biblical interpreter? No, because within Protestantism there is no such court of appeal. Serious, prayerful contemplation of the Scriptures and faith in the guidance of the Holy Spirit are sufficient to resolve interpretation problems, Protestantism teaches.

This intense preoccupation with the Bible, this goal I had set for myself, led to a most gratifying discovery. I discovered that whenever I came across a seemingly ambiguous passage of Scripture, one to which several interpretations might easily be ascribed, I could remove the ambiguity, find the one true interpretation, by searching out other passages directly bearing on the subject and correlating them. For example: in the Bible Christ repeatedly refers to himself as the "Son" of God and to God as "my Father." When these passages are isolated three distinct and contradictory interpretations can be drawn from them: (1) Jesus was a mortal being, a son of God in the same sense that all men are sons of God, (2) Jesus was a divine emissary of God, a divine being subordinate to the Supreme Being, (3) Jesus was the eternal Son of the eternal Father, the Second Person of a Triune Godhead, consubstantial and co-equal with the Father. But when those passages are

correlated with Jesus' other statements bearing on His identity --John 1:18, 8:19, 10:38, 12:45 and 14:8-12, for example--the one true interpretation, namely the third one, emerges clear as crystal.

This procedure for extracting the intended truth from the whole of Sacred Scripture --employed by all of the leading authorities in Scripture exegesis, I later found out --brought a great deal of consolation to me in that I was now able to confirm in the most positive way the Christian validity of many beliefs I had previously taken for granted simply because they were traditional Protestant beliefs. But it also resulted in some startling revelations, revelations I had not bargained for, revelations which challenged the Christian validity of some of my beliefs. In this I was not consoled but rather very disturbed.

The first of these disturbing revelations had to do with the intrinsic structure, the true composition, of Christ's Church. Christ's true Church, the Bible revealed to me, is a body, not a composite of many individual bodies like a body of people but an organic and spiritual entity like the body of a single person. Also this body, the true Christian Church, is not strictly a human body but is akin to being a divine body; this by virtue of the fact that it is the Mystical Body of Christ himself. In a mystical but very true sense the true faithful constitute the members of Christ's Church body while He reigns in heaven as the Head of His church body. The following are the Bible passages that bear this out:

"Again, he is the head of his body, the Church" (Colossians 1:18). "Now you are the body of Christ, member for member” (I Corinthians 12:27). "We are members of his body, made from his flesh and from his bones" (Ephesians 5:30).

And how did I arrive at the conclusion that Christ's church body must perforce be a unified, not a segmented, church body? I simply correlated the above texts with the following texts:

"There shall be one fold and one shepherd" (John 10:16). "And the glory that thou, Father, has given me, I have given to them, that they may be one, even as we are one"(John 17:22). "You were called in one body ... one spirit… one hope... one Lord... one faith . . . one baptism" (Ephesians 4:4-5).

There it was plain as could be in Sacred Scripture, the Word of God, that Christ's true Church was constituted as one -- one in every respect: one in membership, one in belief, one in worship and one in government. That was the way Christ's Church was originally constituted and that was the way it had to remain if it was always to be identified as His body.

Now is it any wonder that I was disturbed by this revealed truth? I was not a member of one Christian body. Being a Protestant I was a member of a sort of Christian "co-op," an "association'' made up of over 500 Christian bodies, each one different in name, in belief, in government and, to a lesser extent, in mode of worship. How this concept of Christ's

Church could possibly be consonant with the one body, one spirit, one faith, one shepherd concept described in the Bible I could not for the life of me see.

Nor could I find any of the eminent Protestant theologians able to give me a plausible answer. Invariably they described the oneness of Christ's Church as "that fellowship which exists between all who profess Christ as Savior and preach His Gospel." That this "fellowship" refuses to meet on common ground to profess their faith in Christ as Savior -- that this “fellowship" cannot agree on what constitutes Christ's whole and true Gospel -- does not enter their thinking at all. Nor does it enter their thinking that such a definition of Christ's Mystical Body appears nowhere in the Bible.

The realization that I was not part of a real bona fide Christian unity, a single church body on the order of the single church body described in the Bible, distressed me to the very marrow of my soul. Christ's Body never was and never will be a disjointed body, my conscience kept repeating, and I did so want to be a member of His Body, to get my full share of the divine life which His Body imparts. "A house divided against itself cannot stand," said my Lord and Savior (Mark 3:25), and I did so want to rest my faith in a house that would stand; for if it would stand, impervious to time and human deceit down through the ages, it would most assuredly be God's house.

And so I did what any other Christian who sincerely believes in the Bible and who does not want to risk his salvation would do: I looked around the Christian panorama in search of that unity which Christ said would characterize His blessed faithful -- and, surprise of surprises, I found it in the Catholic Church.

The discovery was not easily acknowledged. I hated to think that the religion I had been most opposed to was, in the final analysis, the religion that held out the greatest hope for me. But I had to be honest with myself. The spectacle of 475 million Catholics, three-fifths of all professed Christians, perfectly, indomitably united in belief, in organization and in authority -- the historical fact that Catholics, consistently the largest body of Christians in the world, have always been thus perfectly united -- was evidence I could not in conscience ignore. I was prejudiced but I was not blind.

Then in due course along came another Bible revelation, which shook me up still more.

This time it was the conspicuous truth that Christ's Church is a teaching church, and where the essentials of Christian doctrine are concerned an infallible teaching church.

The key that opened the door of my conscience to this truth was Christ's directive to His apostles shortly before His Ascension into heaven:
"All power in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go, therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptising 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" (Matthew 23:18-20).

The teaching mission of the Church could not have been more clearly pronounced if Christ had devoted a great long sermon to it. And, mind you, this teaching commission was not given to all and sundry, it was given only to the apostles, to the administrative body of His Church. Had Christ meant that the teaching authority of His Church was to be exercised by the masses He would have addressed His words to the masses, or He would have instructed the apostles to so advise the masses, neither of which He did. The Bible is quite clear on that score. Some have been placed in the Church as teachers, but not all, wrote the Apostle Paul (I Corinthians 12:28-29).

Now where did I get the idea that the teaching authority of Christ's Church cannot err when it defines the essentials of Christian doctrine? Where did I get the idea that the teaching authority of Christ's Church can no more err today than it could in the beginning? I got the idea from Christ and His apostles, by correlating their statements concerning the teaching authority of the Church with their statements concerning the divine protection pledged to that teaching authority. Said Christ to the apostles: "These things I have spoken to you while yet dwelling with you. But the Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you all things, and bring to your mind whatever I have said to you . . . when the Advocate has come, whom I will send you from the Father, he will bear witness concerning me. And you also will bear witness, because from the beginning you are with me" (John 14:25-26, 15:26-27).

In other words, the teaching authority of His Church would not, could not, teach error because fallible human beings would not be doing the actual teaching; the infallible Holy Spirit of God, the infallible Christ, would be doing the actual teaching, speaking through the human teaching authority of the Church. Christ made this quite clear when He said to the apostles: "He who heareth you heareth me" (Luke 10:16).

Confirming that the teaching authority of the Church is the perennial and infallible voice of Christian truth the Apostle Paul wrote: "I write these things to thee . . . that thou mayest know how to conduct thyself in the house of God, which is the Church of the living God, the pillar and mainstay of truth" (1 Timothy 3:15).

Now why was I disturbed by the discovery of this Biblical truth? Because, dear reader, I was not a member of a teaching church, much less an infallible teaching church. The church I was affiliated with, like all other Protestant churches, took the position that Christ's Church is in no wise possessed of a visible, audible, living teaching authority.

Therefore no Protestant cleric, no matter how highly placed, could pronounce, bind on the Protestant conscience, what is and is not true Christian doctrine. Not once could I who had the title of "minister of the Gospel" say to an unbeliever: "Learn of me, for you can be sure that the Gospel I teach is God's absolute truth. Learn of me, for when I teach Christian doctrine it is the Lord Jesus, who can neither deceive nor be deceived, teaching through me. He who hears me hears Him." Nor could my bishop make such a declaration. Nor could the President of the World Council of Churches, or the highest official of any other Protestant alliance, make such a declaration. Any Protestant cleric who dared make such a declaration would have been accused of heresy -- he would have been accused of "popery" which to a Protestant is tantamount to heresy.

The church I was a member of, like all other Protestant churches, held instead that the Bible is the only divinely authorized dispensor and guarantor of Christian truth, that if anyone would be saved he must learn from the Bible what is required of him to be saved. 
The sole responsibility of the Church, according to Protestant belief, is to make that known and to provide the "saved," those who profess Christ as Lord and Saviour, with a place where they can join together in "the fellowship of prayer."

This despite the fact that for the first four hundred years there was no published Christian Bible; this despite the fact that for the next one thousand years, until the invention of the printing press, there were scant few Bibles; this despite the fact that only the literate have direct access to the Bible; this despite the fact that those who have made the Bible their sole rule of faith have come up with hundreds of conflicting rules of faith; this despite the fact that the Bible itself states that many who interpret it privately will interpret it wrongly (II Peter 3:16).

Don't get me wrong, I was not beginning to doubt that the Bible is the holy Word of God.

That I shall never doubt. I was simply coming to the realization that the Bible, venerable book of truth that it is, is not the teacher of its own truth. The obvious was forcing itself upon me: instead of being a teacher of God's truth the Bible is a catalog of the truths God wants taught, and taught so that all, including the blind and illiterate, can hear and understand; and to do this teaching, unerringly as divine truth must needs be taught, God in the Person of Jesus Christ founded a Church. How anything so obvious could have escaped me before I do not know, unless my training had erected a mental block. It certainly is as plain as can be in the Bible.

Now my earnest desire was to find the teaching church described in the Bible; firstly because I dearly wanted to belong to the church personally founded and constituted by Christ my Lord and, secondly, because I knew that if I was taught by that church I would have His whole and pure Gospel – I knew that my chances of eternal salvation would be increased a hundredfold.

You guessed it, the teaching church I was looking for turned out to be the Catholic Church. A study of the histories of the various Christian churches revealed to me that only one, the Catholic Church, exercises, has continuously exercised, the kind of teaching authority which the Bible says is proper to the true Church of Jesus Christ; only the Catholic Church functions for her members as an unerring interpreter of Holy Writ, a "Supreme Court" on all questions relating to faith and  morals; only the Catholic Church dares proclaim to the world that when she teaches Christian doctrine it is Jesus Christ, who can neither deceive or be deceived, teaching through her -- only the Catholic Church gives her members this wonderful intellectual and spiritual security.
To this you may retort: "If the Catholic Church is the teaching church described in the Bible why does she suppress the Bible? Why does she bypass the Bible by drawing upon 'tradition' for some of her articles of faith?" My reply to that, dear friend, is this: Go to the Catholic Church as I went to the Catholic Church, conduct an on-the-spot investigation of the Catholic Church as I did, and you will find out as I found out that all those stories about the Catholic Church suppressing and bypassing the Bible are as false as false can be.

I realize that this is a lot to ask. Like me you have probably been taught to distrust and stay strictly away from everything that savors of "Romanism." But, believe me, you must go to the Catholic Church if you want complete and accurate knowledge of her teachings and practices. You certainly would not go to the Swiss Information Bureau for authoritative information on the winter resorts of Norway, or to General Motors for authoritative information on the performance of Ford automobiles, or to a staunch Democrat for authoritative information on the achievements and aspirations of the Republican party. Nor would you seek authoritative information about the former from the latter. It just is not fair to obtain information about someone from their rival -- not fair to them and not fair to you. Why then trust a rival of the Catholic Church to give you authoritative information about her beliefs and practices?

That was the simple rule of logic and fairness I adopted and I must say that it rewarded me beyond measure. Instead of finding the Bible suppressed and bypassed in the Catholic Church I found it highly honored and conspicuously present. In fact, I had never before seen the Bible so highly honored, so conspicuously present in a church. I noticed that during Mass a large and beautiful Missal containing the Sacred Scriptures rests on the altar. The priest turns and reads this Missal frequently during the course of the Mass. At Low Mass he bends over and kisses it and at High Mass he incenses it as further signs of the Church's veneration for the Word of God. And the sermon, which almost always has a text of Scripture for its theme, is preceded by Epistle and Gospel readings. During the Gospel reading the congregation stands to show their respect for the Word of God. And what's more, I found that this profound liturgical devotion to the Scriptures has been going on since the fourth century when the Christian canon of Scripture was first determined, and determined, incidentally, by this same Catholic Church. 
Are Catholics encouraged to read and meditate upon the Scriptures privately in their homes? Indeed they are. Contrary to what I had long believed I found that the Catholic Church earnestly desires that her faithful obtain a Bible and dwell on its contents at every opportunity, and as an inducement she offers a rich grant of Indulgences to all who spend at least fifteen minutes a day thus occupied. If some Catholics ignore this plea, and I am sure some do just as some Protestants are lax in their Bible reading, it is no fault of the Church. As the saying goes: You can lead a horse to water but you cannot force him to drink. A goodly number of Catholics do respond, however, and it was only fair that I should regard them as the representative Catholics.

No, there definitely is no suppression of the Bible in the Catholic Church. All who believe otherwise have been grossly misinformed.

My on-the-spot investigation also turned up some interesting facts on the Church's reason for basing some of her articles of faith on tradition. There was nothing in these facts to indicate that the Bible was being bypassed. On the contrary, the facts established that in basing some of her articles of faith on tradition the Catholic Church is complying with the Bible. Strange that I had not noticed this before consulting the Catholic Church but the Bible does for a fact state that some of Christ's teachings were committed to tradition.

Here are the Biblical texts to which I was referred:

"Stand firm, and hold the traditions you have learned, whether by word or letter of ours" (II Thessalonians 2:51).

"And we charge you, brethren, in the name of Our Lord Jesus Christ, to withdraw from every brother who lives irregularly, and not according to the traditions received from us" (II Thessalonians 3:6).

There is no questioning the meaning of those texts. Here the Apostle specifically states that there are not one but two criteria of Christian truth: that which was left to the Church via Sacred Scripture, via the written word, and that which was left to the Church via tradition, via the unwritten word, both of which, he says, is of equal importance to the Christian deposit of faith. And why was it necessary to bequeath some precepts of faith to the Church via the unwritten word, by word of mouth rather than by letter? Again the Bible furnishes the answer:

"This is the disciple who bears witness concerning these things, and who has written these things, and we know that his witness is true. There are, however, many other things that Jesus did; but if every one of these should be written, not even the world itself, I think, could hold the books that would have to be written" (John 21: 24-25).

So we have the Bible's own word for it that there were some things which Jesus said and did, some things which the Apostles taught, that were not written down, that did not find their way into the Bible, not because they were relatively unimportant but because it would have involved an impossible writing assignment. Had the Apostles and their disciples attempted to record all of Our Lord's doings and teachings they would have had no time left for preaching and organizing and administering the Sacraments to the soul starved masses, the majority of whom could not read anyway.

Now the question arises: What made me so sure that the tradition upon which the Catholic Church bases some of her articles of faith is the tradition, the unrecorded teachings of Christ, mentioned in the Bible? A little objective research, plus a little objective Christian reasoning, made me sure. Going back over the mainstream of Christian belief and practice since Christianity began I discovered, much to my surprise, that all of the other ancient and semi-ancient Christian churches -- Coptic, Greek Orthodox and Russian Orthodox -- hold to the same traditional beliefs as the Catholic Church, indicating that acceptance of them was universal prior to the advent of Protestantism. Also it occurred to me that if the tradition upon which the Catholic Church bases some of her doctrines is not the tradition mentioned in the Bible, what has become of it?
Could it be that some of Christ's teachings have become extinct? To this I had to answer in conscience that after having suffered ignominy on the Cross to plant His truth in the world God would not permit it, nor any part of it, to become extinct. "Heaven and earth will pass away," He said, "but my words will not pass away" (Mark 13:31). The tradition upon which the Catholic Church bases some of her articles of faith must, therefore, be the tradition mentioned in the Bible, because it is the only tradition upon which articles of Christian faith are based.

These discoveries, these revelations of the Bible, left no doubt in my mind that the Catholic Church is in very truth the teaching Church of Christ my Saviour.

But as compelling as these discoveries were I still did not have the strength of will to hand myself over. Force of habit is a mighty force, I found, quite capable of resisting some of the strongest mental persuasions. It plays tricks on the mind, it anesthetizes the mind, it creates the illusion in the mind that custom, somehow, is a profound truth in itself, one which transcends all other truths. I was a Protestant not by choice, my subconscious kept insisting, but by heredity, that is by nature, therefore the "natural'' thing for me to do was remain a Protestant.

Still force of habit and all the excuses of my subconscious were no match for the grace of God. In time Divine Providence opened my eyes to yet another Bible revelation, one so rife with eternal consequences it defied all resistance. Had I remained out of the Catholic Church after this Bible truth was made known to me I would have had to abandon my conscience altogether. I would have had to lift my eyes to heaven and say: "Not thy Will, Lord, but mine be done."

Speaking to me right out of the pages of the Bible Christ my Lord said:

"I am the bread of life. Your fathers ate the manna in the desert, and have died. This is the bread that comes down from heaven, so that if anyone eat of it he will not die. I am the living bread that has come down from heaven. If anyone eat of this bread he shall live forever; and the bread that I will give is my flesh for the life of the world" (John 6:48-52).

I contemplated those words long and hard. I had been told by my Protestant mentors that Christ was speaking in the figurative sense, that is the bread He promised to give for the life of the world was not to be construed as His actual flesh but bread "symbolic" of His flesh, or at best ordinary bread in which His flesh would be spiritually, "sacramentally," present. But the more I contemplated His words the more I suspected that there was something drastically wrong with this interpretation. How, I asked myself, could bread manufactured here on earth by sinful man be called bread that has come down from heaven? How could earthly bread impart life to the soul? How could a "symbol" of Christ's Flesh be called His Flesh? How can one "eat" spiritual or sacramental flesh?

Faced with these perplexing questions I sought for the answers elsewhere in Sacred Scripture -- I resorted to "interpretation by correlation,'' the method of interpretation which had served me so well before. And again this method did not fail me. I found that the Jews to whom Our Blessed Lord addressed His words did not understand Him to mean symbolical or spiritual bread. They understood Him to mean bread that consisted of His true and living Flesh. "How can this man give us his flesh to eat?" they argued (John 6:53). Christ was speaking not in the figurative sense but in the literal sense, those Jews surmised; and they must have surmised correctly because Christ made no attempt to change their thinking; instead He repeated himself laying even greater stress on the literal sense of His words:

"Amen, amen, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you. He who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has life everlasting and I will raise him up on the last day. For my flesh is food indeed, and my blood is drink indeed" (John 6:54-56).

No, He did not retract even when many of His disciples, scandalized at the literal implication of His words, deserted Him (John 6:67). He even told the Apostles that they, too, could desert Him before He would subtract one iota from the literal import of His words (John 6:68). Christ must have meant what He said. In truth He must have intended to nourish mankind with the divine soul-saving food of His own Flesh and Blood, otherwise He would not have been so adamant, so unswervingly specific.

But how? How could the faithful' actually partake of His true and living Flesh and Blood?

That was what the Jews wanted to know and that was what I wanted to know. Only there was this difference between the Jews and myself -- like the Apostles I had faith that somehow it could be done; like the Apostles I believed that with Christ, with Divinity, all things are possible; like the Apostles I exercised patience and was rewarded for my patience. Searching the Scriptures further I learned exactly how Christ intended to give His Flesh and Blood for the faithful to eat and drink -- I found the full explanation contained in the account of the Last Supper:

"And while they were at supper, Jesus took bread, and blessed and broke, and gave it to his disciples, and said, 'Take and eat; THIS IS MY BODY.' And taking a cup, he gave thanks and gave it to them, saying, 'All of you drink of this; FOR THIS IS MY BLOOD" (Matthew 26:26-28, Mark 14:22-24, Luke 22:19-20).

The bread and wine of Holy Communion, that was it! The bread and wine of Holy Communion were not mere symbols or spiritual repositories of Christ as I had been led to believe but were in truth bread and wine miraculously transformed by the Power of God into His true and living Flesh and Blood, only the appearance of bread and wine remaining. Not only did I have the words of the promise and the words of the fulfillment of the promise to convince me of this, I had the words of the Apostles -- they too believed that the bread and wine duly consecrated on the altar became the actual physical Body and Blood of Jesus Christ. Wrote the Apostle Paul:

"The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not the sharing of the blood of Christ? And the bread that we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the Lord?" (I Corinthians. 10:16). "But let a man prove himself, and so let him eat of that bread and drink of that cup; for he who eats and drinks unworthily, without distinguishing the body of the Lord, eats and drinks judgment to himself" (I Corinthians 11:28-29).

What further proof did I need? None at all for the Bible was my criteria of divine truth and the Bible could not have been more explicit.
Yet, lest there be some lingering suspicions, I sought out the opinion of the primitive Church Fathers on the matter. If anyone was in a position to corroborate the testimony of the Apostles it was they, for they had been the disciples of the Apostles, their interpretation of Sacred Scripture was obtained firsthand from the very authors of Sacred Scripture.

It turned out that the primitive Church Fathers had a great deal to say on the subject and it turned out that all of them were in perfect agreement. Those illustrious leaders of the infant Christian Church called the bread and wine consecrated on their altars the "Eucharist'' and they unanimously maintained that by virtue of the consecration it was no longer common foodstuffs but had become, by the Omnipotent Power of God, the true Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ.

Wrote Ignatius, disciple of the Apostle John, concerning the heretics of his day: "They have abstained from the Eucharist and prayer, because they do not confess that the Eucharist is the flesh of Our Savior Jesus Christ."

Wrote Justin Martyr, another Church Father of the second century: "This food is known among us as the Eucharist... We do not receive these things as common bread and common drink; but as Jesus Christ our Saviour, being made flesh by the Word of God."

Wrote Cyril of Jerusalem, venerable Church Father of the fourth century: "Since then He has declared and said of the bread, 'This is my body,' who after that will venture to doubt?

And seeing that He has affirmed and said, 'This is my blood,' who will raise a question and say it is not His blood?"

There was now no room left in my mind for even the slightest vestige of doubt. Not only did the Church Fathers substantiate my interpretation of these particular passages of Scripture but they did so in the strongest, most unequivocal language possible. And so did all of the great Christian apologists of succeeding centuries concur with me. Indeed, I found that it was not until comparatively recent times, until modernism began infecting Christianity with its fondness for reckless speculation, that any professed Christian held a contrary opinion. Obviously the "symbol" and the "spiritual repository" theories to which Protestantism holds and to which I had held all my life was wrong, entirely wrong.

What a spot to be in! There in the Bible was Christ my Lord telling me that I needed to eat of His Flesh and drink of His Blood in order to have eternal happiness with Him in heaven... there in the Bible was the Apostle Paul telling me that I should prove my faith by distinguishing the Body and Blood of Christ in the consecrated bread and wine of the altar… there in history were the Church Fathers condemning as heretics all Christians who do not confess belief in the Real Presence . . . and there was I without this divine soul saving food, this proof of my faith, this assurance that I belonged to Christ's true Apostolic Church.

It was a desperate situation, one that called for immediate and positive action. And act immediately I did, following the same course of action I am sure you would have followed, dear friend in Christ, under identical circumstances: I went in search of that Church which could give me the true and living Christ in Holy Communion, not common everyday bread and wine which I could find on any grocer's shelf.

Throughout all of Protestantism I searched but to no avail. Always I was informed that the Communion bread and wine were common foodstuffs, sacramental foodstuffs to be sure but in no wise the real Body and Blood of Christ. Always the Communion bread and wine were substitutions of the Body and Blood of Christ. To emphasize this point one minister consigned the leftover Communion bread to his chickens. Another, an avowed teetotaler, served his congregation grape juice in place of wine and when the leftover grape juice fermented -- down the drain. No irreverence was intended, they simply believed in their hearts that the sacredness of a sacramental, whether it be the bread and wine (or grape juice) of Holy Communion or the water of Baptism, exists only in the mind, not in the sacramental itself. Accordingly the chickens and the drain pipe had not received Holy Communion. 
Now it was up to the Catholic Church to show me the glorious fulfillment of Christ's promise. And show me she did. Yes, it was in the Catholic Church, the "Roman" Catholic Church that I found the manna which has come down from heaven, the Communion bread and wine which was in truth the Body and Blood of Christ my Saviour. The Catholic Church declared that it was so and when I witnessed the profound solemnity of the Consecration on her altar, when I witnessed the hush that fell over the congregation at that moment, when I witnessed the radiance and peace that shown on the faces of the communicants, when I myself felt His Divine Presence pervading the atmosphere, I had to agree that it must indeed be so.

How could it be otherwise? Could those Catholics and the hundreds of millions that preceded them back through the centuries to the very dawn of Christianity all be the victims of hallucination? Hardly. Hallucinations become less prevalent with the advance of civilization, not more prevalent. Hallucinations do not inspire the building of the world's greatest private network of universities and scientific laboratories. Hallucinations do not attract such people as Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, Louis Pasteur, Madam Curie, Marconi and many of the modern world's leading industrialists, people to whom realism is

a veritable fetish.

No, this was no hallucination I had witnessed, it was faith in the Integrity and Power of Jesus Christ. Those Catholics had come to a most realistic conclusion: Jesus Christ is God, therefore He has the power to change bread and wine into His Flesh and Blood on the altar without effecting a change in the appearance of the transformed bread and wine; and Jesus Christ promised that He would do just that so that His faithful could receive Him Body and Blood, Soul and Divinity into themselves for their sanctification, therefore His promise has been and still is being kept. Those Catholics were simply believing in the Bible as I was committed in conscience to believe in the Bible. They were simply believing what Christ expects all of His faithful followers to believe. 
The Sacrament of the Real Presence is also called the Blessed Sacrament in the Catholic Church. But to me it was a blessed Sacrament in more ways than one. For it was my discovery of the true and living Christ in this Sacrament of the Catholic Church which inspired me to inquire into her six other Sacraments. Did the other six also enjoy an abundance of scriptural support? I wanted to know. 
Not that I expected to find them without scriptural support -- I was convinced down deep in my heart that the church wherein dwelt the Real Presence of Christ would certainly be the church wherein dwelt the full complement of His Sacraments -- but I felt that it was expedient that I should make a clean sweep of the Catholic Sacraments while I was on the subject, expedient that I should have my conviction confirmed.

Needless to say my conviction was confirmed. One by one I went over the six other Sacraments with a Catholic priest and one by one he backed them up with a host of Scripture texts. Take the Catholic Sacrament of Penance, the confessing of one's sins to a priest, for example. That is the one non-Catholics seem to have the most difficulty with.

Opening his Bible my priest consultant read to me:

"And Jesus came and stood in the midst of his disciples, and said to them, 'Peace be to you. And when he had said this, he showed them his hands and side. The disciples therefore rejoiced at the sight of the Lord. He therefore said to them again, 'Peace be to you! As the Father has sent me, I also send you.' When he had said this, he breathed upon them, and said to them, 'Receive the Holy Spirit; whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retained.'" (John 20:19-23).

"But wasn't the prerogative of forgiving sins given to all of the faithful and not just to the clergy?" I asked. Again this priest read to me from the Bible:

"Is anyone among you sick? Let him bring in the presbyters of the Church, and let them pray over him.., and if he be in sins, they shall be forgiven him" (James 5:14-15).

And he quoted many other passages. He made it quite obvious that the Sacrament of Penance was a valid, Biblically supported Sacrament of Christ's Church, the administering of which was a special prerogative of the presbyters, the clergy, of the Church. And he made it quite obvious that all of the other Catholic Sacraments -- Baptism, Confirmation, Holy Orders, Matrimony and Extreme Unction -- likewise were valid, Biblically supported Sacraments of Christ's Church. In fact, I had never before seen so much Scripture thrown in support of Christian doctrine.

What a shame that the full import of those passages of Scripture had escaped me before, although I know that I must have read them hundreds of times. But what a joy that their full import had not continued to escape me. God had indeed answered my prayers for enlightenment.

There was nothing left for me to do now but become a Catholic. All resistance, every mental reservation I had ever entertained about the great Mother Church of Christianity, was gone, thanks to the Holy Bible and the grace of God. The Catholic Church, I was convinced in my mind and in my soul, is everything she claims to be. Either she is the one true Church of Jesus Christ, His Mystical Body on earth, or the Bible is not worth the paper it is printed on.

The transition from Protestantism to Catholicism was a lot easier than I thought it would be. I had imagined that there would be a storm of resentment among my relatives and members of my immediate family. I imagined that my wife in particular would raise Old Ned because I never once heard her say a good thing about the Catholic Church. And I feared that my fellow Protestant clerics, whose warm friendship I cherished, would never again speak to me, except perhaps to castigate me for being a "traitor."

But, surprisingly, such was not the case at all. After that initial shock which an announcement of this kind invariably produces I was confronted not with a wave of resentment and antipathy but with a wave of curiosity and wonderment. There were a few isolated instances of ridicule, of condemnation, but by and large my freedom of conscience was respected. By and large the reaction was not "Curse you for doing it!" but "Why did you do it?" My family and my really close friends knew that I would never willfully go counter to the Will of God -- they knew that my loyalty to Jesus Christ superceded all other loyalties. They simply wanted to know why my loyalty to Christ should become so drastically altered in the mode of its expression.

And when I did explain why my family and many of my friends became closer to me than ever -- they followed me into the Catholic Church. Like me they came to realize that the Catholic faith is the genuine Bible faith. Like me they wanted the ineffable joy of being united to Christ in the fullness of His Gospel, in the fullness of His Sacraments and in the fullness of His Grace. Like me they would let no prejudice stand in the way of Christ's holy Truth.

So with that my story ends. Now you know, dear reader, why I and countless thousands like me embrace the Catholic faith year after year, century after century. Committed in conscience to abide by the Word of God we simply had no other choice.

Sincerely yours in Jesus Christ, Paul Whitcomb
NIHIL OBSTAT: Rudolph G. Bandas, Ph.D., S.T.D. et M.

Censor Librorum, Paulopoli, die 2a Octobris, 1956

