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I want to tell you about a mind-blowing encounter my priest, Fr. Bean, and I had with 3 folks who came down from Arab, AL specifically to save our souls and to issue a warning to me about my evangelization projects. That will be in next week’s issue.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/78-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-69
Introduction

This week I report on a meeting my pastor, Fr. Gray Bean, and I had with some strident anti-Catholic folks who had come down from Arab, AL to save our souls and to specifically warn me that I was courting eternal hellfire with my plan to convert at least 50% of the Greater Birmingham area to Catholicism by the year 2038. (I guess I must be doing something right to have these folks come down from Arab to tell me that I’m doing wrong.)

These gentlemen’s names were: Michael Bell, Marty, and Rich Basvac. Michael had originally contacted me – he had somehow come across my website – and asked if he could meet with Fr. Bean and me. I assumed he wanted to meet with Fr. Bean because his conversion story, “From Baptist Minister to Catholic Priest,” is one of the talks offered through my website. 

TESTIMONY OF A FORMER PROTESTANT-303 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_FORMER_PROTESTANT-303.doc
Anyway, we were finally able to set up a date to meet and Michael asked if it was okay if he brought some other folks with him. I said that was no problem. So, he showed up for the meeting with Marty and Rich – both of whom are ex-Catholics. We met them at Father’s office at the parish. 

Below is just a summary of what happened.

The conversation started off with Rich basically asking about whether or not the Inquisition was moral. And then Michael jumped right in quizzing us on whether or not what happened to John Hus (he was burned at the stake for heresy) was moral. 


The whole point of this line of questioning is a rather feeble attempt to throw water on the claim of papal infallibility. If the Popes allowed these horrible and dastardly things to happen, then how could they be infallible, is the reasoning used. Well, this line of reasoning fails for a number of reasons which I’ll get into in a minute. But, before I do, I’ll talk about my response to their questions.


First, I asked Rich how many people died in the Inquisition. He answered exactly as I thought he would – he said 68 million people died in the Inquisition. Which immediately identified him as one who is totally ignorant of the actual facts of the Inquisition and who has swallowed – hook, line, and sinker – the false claims that some folks make about the Church and particularly about the Inquisition. Instead of doing some actual research and investigation, he just accepts these lies as fact. You would think that someone who claims to be a Christian, would be concerned about truth when talking about the Catholic Church – even if they disagree with Catholic teaching. You would think they would be concerned about spreading falsehoods about the Catholic Church. But, alas, ‘tis not necessarily so. 


For 68 million people to have died in the Inquisition, it would have been the equivalent of killing the entire population of Europe at any given point in the 1400’s, twice over. Which is the height of absurdity. It is now believed by reputable historians, Catholic and non-Catholic, that in the four or five hundred years of the Inquisition, fewer than 5000 people were put to death by the civil authorities as a result of the Inquisition. 


How do we know this? Because the folks of the Inquisition kept meticulous records. These records have received close scrutiny from honest historians now for the last twenty years or so, and they’re finding that the Protestant propaganda about the Inquisition is far removed from the actual facts.


Now, the question is, though, were any of these 5000+ executions moral? Well, it’s not really our place to say. Heresy, back in the 15th-17th centuries, was usually viewed as not only rebellion against the religious authority, but against the political authority as well. Just as treason in our day carries the potential of the death penalty, so did heresy carry the potential of the death penalty. Is it moral to put someone to death for treason? Maybe centuries from now people will judge us as barbaric and immoral for having a death penalty for any reason – some people already do in our day and age. The problem comes in when someone tries to impose 21st century legal concepts and standards onto the folks of the 15th and 16th centuries. You just can’t do it. 


But, even if we say, for the sake of argument, that all of those executions were immoral, the point is that it says nothing about the infallibility of the Pope. These 3 guys were confusing infallibility – the inability to teach error; with impeccability – the inability to sin. If every one of the executions that took place as a result of the Inquisition was wrong in the eyes of God, then what that means is that every Pope who allowed them to take place was a sinner and sinned by allowing these executions to take place. It does not mean, however, that the Popes taught doctrinal error. If you believe that someone being a sinner prevents them from teaching truth in the areas of faith and morals, then no one can teach truth, because everyone is a sinner. 


In other words, even if every single execution that took place as a result of the Inquisition was a sin in the eyes of God, and even if the execution of John Hus was a sin in the eyes of God, it is completely irrelevant as to whether or not the Pope is infallible when it comes to teaching doctrine. Furthermore, I do not admit that every single one of those executions was immoral, as I am in no position to judge such a thing. In point of fact, it is known that the Inquisition was hundreds of years ahead of its time in its legal practices regarding evidence, legal representation of the accused, and so on. So fair, in fact, were the courts of the Inquisition, that there are records of people who were arrested for civil crimes asking to be tried in the courts of the Inquisition. 


For a more balanced treatment of the Inquisition, I suggest you read “Why Apologize for the Spanish Inquisition.” It’s a short booklet that quotes a lot of Protestant historians to give you the truth about the Inquisition. I recommend that everyone have more than one copy – one for yourself, and other copies to hand out to Protestant friends. Here’s a link where you can order a copy: http://loretopubs.org/index.php?target=products&product_id=36. (I think there may be some copies available on Amazon.com for a dollar or so less.)


Also, two books that give an even-handed treatment of the Inquisition are: “Inquisition,” by (Canon Lawyer) Edward Peters, and “The Spanish Inquisition,” by Henry Kamen. 


One last point that I brought up in response to their question about whether or not God would ordain such a thing as the Inquisition, is that in the Old Testament the Israelites conquered territory and killed people, and it was apparently ordained by God that they do so. When I brought this up, they responded with, “Well, that was the Old Testament.” But, the point is, that according to their belief, God did ordain the killing of others (note: which God, being the Author of Life, has every right to do). Plus, in the New Testament, we see that Ananias and Sapphira dropped dead for lying to Peter (Acts 5:1-11). So, we do have a New Testament example of people dying and that it apparently being in accord with God’s will for that to happen to them. The whole point of this being, that they could not offer me any proof that the Inquisition was not in accord with the will of God. I’m not saying that it was or wasn’t, but they claimed it was not, so the burden of proof is on them – and they had no proof. Which means their entire line of reasoning was based on nothing more than their animus against the Church.


‘Nuff said ‘bout the Inquisition.


Another topic that we got into was Sola Scriptura…using the Bible as the sole rule of faith. They said that everything that we need to know about the Christian Faith is in the Bible. I then asked them, “How do you know the Bible is indeed the inerrant Word of God? Who told you?” They then said something along the lines of “we have the witness of the early Christians to rely upon.” When it was pointed out that the early Christians were Catholics, they strenuously objected. Fine, but they couldn’t seem to understand that you cannot claim that all questions about the Christian Faith can be answered by the Bible, when the most fundamental questions about the Bible – Where did it come from and who says it’s the inerrant Word of God? – are not answered by the Bible. To rely upon the witness of the early Christians, is to rely upon an authority outside of the Bible, even if you wish to believe that the early Christians were not Catholic. In other words, Sola Scriptura is a logically inconsistent dogma, because you have to have some authority outside of Scripture to tell you what Scripture is in the first place. 

Does the Bible tell us which books should be in the Bible? They had no answer for that one. Who wrote the Gospel of Mark, and how do you know? Which Mark wrote Mark and how do you know he was inspired of the Holy Spirit? Again, no answers. Now, they didn’t sit there dumbfounded, they were saying things in response, but they never answered the questions. 


Plus, the corollary dogma to Sola Scriptura is that every Christian has the right and the duty to read Scripture for themselves to determine what is truth and what is error. So, given that, when we were discussing the interpretation of a particular passage of Scripture, I looked straight at Rich and said, “Why do you think your interpretation of this passage is more valid than my interpretation of this passage? Are you infallible?” He just stared at me for about 5-6 seconds and I could see his brain working behind his eyes…he knew that if he answered he was indeed fallible, that it would cause his arguments to come tumbling down. But, the only alternative was to say he was infallible, yet they had started off the conversation arguing against the infallibility of the Pope and I would be willing to bet that in the past he has railed against papal infallibility by saying that no man can be infallible because all men are sinners (again, confusing infallibility with impeccability, but the point being that he didn’t believe any man could be infallible as he understood it). 


So, what did Rich do? Did he concede my argument? Nope. Rich claimed to be infallible in his interpretation of that particular passage. I ‘bout fell out of my chair. I turned to Father Bean and said, “We have the Pope here with us.” I couldn’t believe I heard what I had just heard. A Protestant actually admitting that they were infallible. Even though I can guarantee you that he came into that meeting believing that no man could be infallible. Do you see what logical conundrums Sola Scriptura theology can cause for folks? He knew he had no choice, so instead of sticking with his convictions and losing an argument, he went against them and made the outrageous claim that he was infallible. Why? Because he would rather do that than give in to a Catholic’s argument. A very telling moment in the entire conversation. I’m hoping that Marty and Michael realize what happened there and that maybe it would cause them to think about things a little bit.


After that, every time we would disagree on the interpretation of a Scripture passage with Rich, I would ask him point blank, “Is your interpretation of this one infallible, too?” And, each time he would say, “Yes,” his interpretation was an infallible interpretation. I have to say that this is the first time I have ever had someone go to that extreme to avoid losing an argument. Again, it was quite revealing.


Another part of the discussion centered on once saved always saved. Marty stated that if we could lose our salvation, why isn’t there a single passage in the Bible that says so? When I started pointing out that there is passage after passage that says, either directly or indirectly, that we can indeed lose our salvation, the river of illogic just kept on flowing.


I pointed out in Galatians 5, that Paul, when talking to Galatian Christians (in other words, they were saved!), told them that if after believing in Christ, they then accepted the “yoke of slavery” and received circumcision, that Christ will be of “no advantage to you.” In fact, Paul goes on to say that whoever received circumcision would be “severed from Christ” and would be “fallen away from grace.” So, Father and I pointed out that being severed from Christ meant that you would no longer be saved. You have to be a member of the Body of Christ in order to be saved. If you are severed from Christ, you are no longer a member of the Body and therefore cannot be saved. They replied that “severed” didn’t really mean that you were actually detached from Christ but that you were no longer “walking in grace” or some such thing. I would go on about this, but in all honesty neither Father nor I could make any sense out of their argument, which was basically, “Severed doesn’t mean severed.” 


Father then pointed out John 15:1-6 which talks about how those who are members of the vine (Christians, aka “the saved”), could be cut off and thrown into the fire to be burned if they didn’t produce fruit. The response? “Well, those people weren’t really saved in the first place.” When we responded that if they weren’t saved, then how could it be said they were branches of the vine, they responded with even more nonsense that again we could not make heads or tails of. Yes, the branches were saved, but only if they were really saved. Huh? 


And, that discussion led into one of the funniest parts of the conversation, at least to me and Father. They talked about how there were millions of folks out there who think they’re saved, but they’re not. And, to their credit, they did not discriminate between Catholic and non-Catholic on this one. “So,” I asked, “there are a lot of folks who think they’re saved, but they’re not, right?” They responded in the affirmative. I then said, “But, if you ask these folks if they’re saved, they will say that they are because they truly think they are?” Yes, they responded. I then asked them if they were saved. They said of course they were saved. I just looked at them for a second to see if they were understanding my point.

I then said, “How do you know you’re not among those who think they’re saved, but they’re really not saved.” We just know, they answered. I then asked, “If I asked that question of someone who thinks they’re saved, but, according to you they really aren’t saved, wouldn’t they answer in the same way you answered?” And, they conceded that someone who thinks they’re saved but really isn’t saved would answer exactly as they had answered. So, I asked, “Then how do you know you’re saved?” We just are, was the response. I looked at them, then I looked at Father, and all Father could do was smile and shake his head. 
“In other words,” I asked them, “you have no assurance of salvation because you might be among those who think they’re saved but really aren’t.” Oh no, they said, they have 100% assurance of salvation, they just knew in their hearts that they weren’t fooling themselves into thinking they were saved when they really weren’t. Again, a logical contradiction that seemed to have little impact on them.


At one point we got to talking about how they think a person’s righteousness is “imputed” to that person. In other words, they aren’t really made righteous, but they are just declared righteous by God in a legal sense, because God sees the finished work of Christ on the cross and sees that our sins are paid for and, therefore, declares us legally righteous, but not actually righteous. Kind of like Martin Luther’s argument that before we’re saved, we are just like piles of dung. After we’re saved, we’re still piles of dung, but we are, in essence, covered over by the pure white snow of Christ. So, we look pretty on the outside, but on the inside, we are still pretty disgusting. As opposed to the Catholic belief that we are actually made righteous by the grace of God. We are no longer piles of dung, we are members of the Body of Christ. And Christ is not full of…dung. 


Marty asked me if I believed I was dead in the flesh because of the sin of Adam (Original Sin). And I said yes. He then compared my being dead in the flesh because of Adam’s sin to my being alive in the spirit because of Christ’s obedience. Which I agreed to 100%. He thought he had me in a corner at that point. He said, “Well, just as Adam’s sin was imputed to you, so Christ’s righteousness was imputed to me.” He was arguing that I hadn’t actually sinned to be dead in the flesh, Adam had…therefore Adam’s sin was imputed to me, and he thought he had won the argument. But I then asked him, “Marty, do you believe we are actually dead in the flesh, or are we just declared dead even though we’re actually alive?” And he said that he believes we are actually dead in the flesh. I then pointed out to him that if we are actually dead, and not just declared dead in some legal sense, then Adam’s sin is not “imputed” to us…we are actually made dead in the flesh. And, if the comparison to the new Adam, Christ, is to hold, then our righteousness is not just imputed to us…we are not just declared righteous in a legal sense…we actually are made righteous. Otherwise, the analogy between the 1st Adam and the 2nd Adam doesn’t hold. He really had nothing to say about that. 


Again, folks, there is a lot in the theology of many non-Catholics that generally goes unexamined. And, when you do examine it, when you ask a few questions and hold their positions up to scrutiny, their positions don’t hold up very well…whether you’re using a common sense test, a logic test, and/or a scriptural test. The positions these guys were putting forth contradicted themselves over and over again. They were not only scripturally indefensible, but at an even more basic level they were all logically indefensible. 


One last point to make is that I earlier mentioned how Marty had asked why, if one can lose their salvation, there is nothing in the Bible that says that. Well, as I mentioned, there is plenty in the Bible that says that, both directly and indirectly (listen to my talk on “Once Saved, Always Saved?” for scads of Scripture verses), so at one point I turned his question around on him by asking him, why…if salvation by faith alone is the most central dogma of Christianity…why does the Bible nowhere state that we are saved by “faith alone”? To my surprise, they all admitted that the Bible does not directly say we are saved by “faith alone,” which again caused me to just stare in wonder at these guys. Marty believes that the Bible doesn’t say anything about a person being able to lose their salvation (according to his interpretation) and he believes that means that one cannot lose their salvation because it’s not in the Bible; yet, he believes that salvation by faith alone (Sola Fide) is the central dogma of Christianity, while at the same time admitting that the Bible never actually says that. Fr. Bean and I had front row seats in the theater of the absurd. 


I’m writing all of this to point out that even though someone may have more of the Bible memorized than you and they can run circles around you in quoting chapter and verse (and I freely admit that these guys probably have more of the Bible memorized than I do), if you just use a little logic and a little common sense and remember to ask a few basic questions like the ones I mention above, then you will have no problems. The questions I asked did not result from years of study in theology and philosophy. They were just common sense questions. How do you know the Bible is the Bible? How do you know who wrote Mark? Do you have proof that the Inquisition was not in accord with God’s will? Why is your interpretation more valid than mine? Are you infallible? These are questions you can use regardless of what particular topic you may be discussing…Mary, the Pope, Confession, Purgatory, the Communion of Saints, etc.


Oh, actually, there is one more thing I want to mention. This is killer. Please remember this when talking to anyone who believes in once saved always saved. We were discussing that particular subject and I brought up the parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-32). The story talks about a son who was with his father (and the father here is representative of God the Father). In other words, the son was alive, and in his father’s house…he was safe. He was saved. The boy reaches a certain age and basically rebels against his father, asks for his inheritance (asking for the inheritance was basically saying that you view your father as being dead to you – it was a grave insult), and goes off from the father. He twitters away his inheritance on sinful things and ends up repenting and returning to his father. And, what does the father say? Does he say, here is my son who, even though he turned away from me and went and lived a sinful life, he was still my son and never lost his salvation? No! The father says, “For this is my son who was DEAD.” 

Again, this is a story where the son represents any one of us, and the father represents God the Father. The son is alive, he is in his father’s house. We could rightfully say he is “saved,” because he is alive and is a member of his father’s household. But, he ends up rejecting his father and turning to sin and squandering his inheritance. 
How is he then described? As being dead. But, he comes back to life, in the eyes of the father, by repenting and turning back to the father. He was alive, then dead, then alive again. Once saved, always saved? Not happenin’ here. 


When I pointed out to Marty and Rich and Michael that the father described the son as being “dead,” they all said, “Oh, but he was still his son.” When I told them that according to Jewish custom of the time, when a father said his son was dead to him, even though the son was still physically alive, that meant that the father had severed all family ties with the son. That the son, in essence, was as good as dead to the father. That legally, and in every other sense of the word, the son was no longer a member of the family. He had lost all familial rights, including rights of inheritance. In other words, when the father said his son was dead, the son, for all practical purposes, was indeed dead in the eyes of the father. Making the analogy to God the Father, I asked, “If God says to you that you are dead in His eyes, are you still saved?” To which they responded, “Yes.” Which, again, made them appear ridiculous. 


If the Father says you are dead, and you are therefore no longer entitled to His inheritance, then how can you be saved? I mean, after all, what is the Father’s inheritance? Eternal life. So, if you were at some point no longer entitled to any inheritance, how can you still be saved? Plus, if you read the story closely, not only does it say “my son was dead,” but it goes on to say that the son is “alive AGAIN.” AGAIN! It doesn’t say, “My son is still alive.” It says, “My son was dead and is alive again.” Folks, in order to be alive again, you have to first, be alive. Second, die. Third, come back to life. Alive…dead…alive again. Just like once saved always saved, right? Hardly. This story of the Prodigal Son takes the false doctrine of once saved always saved and chews it up, spits it out, and then steps on it and spits on it. In other words, the Prodigal Son treats the doctrine of once saved always saved in a rather rude manner.


But, they sat there and tried to talk all around the fact that the father in the story says his son was dead. I would write what they said here, but it was so convoluted and so nonsensical that I couldn’t make any sense of it and none of it really stuck in my memory. So, I am sending a copy of this newsletter to Michael to give him the opportunity to respond in his own words to what I’ve said here. If he does, I will print it in a future newsletter. I’d actually like to get it down in print so that I can maybe figure out exactly what it is they were trying to say.


Anyway, there was more, but those were just some of the highlights. And I don’t mean to slight Father Bean’s contribution to the conversation by not mentioning much of what he said, he answered many of their questions and explained a great deal about Catholic theology and teaching, but I wanted to focus on the questions that anyone, whether you have a theological background or not, could ask of any folks who have similar anti-Catholic attitudes. And I wanted to show how common sense and logic can play an important role in theological conversations. The approach and the questions that I describe above can be used by anyone and everyone. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/79-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-70
A couple of things pertaining to the last issue:

First, there was something from the meeting that Fr. Bean and I had with the three gentlemen from Arab, AL that I forgot to mention in the last newsletter. But, one of you wrote in the following question which jogged my memory:

“Wow John. I can’t believe [Rich] claimed to be infallible…When you asked him how he knows he is infallible how did he handle that? What was his proof? Anyone who makes such a claim will get my attention. I’m open to anything but we need proof to believe the claim. The Pope has 2000 years of background on his side, that helped push me over the line to accepting Papal infallibility (among many other convincing arguments). What does this guy have to back up his claim to infallibility?”

Well, the answer to that question is…nothing. I directly asked Rich by what authority he taught what he taught. He held up his Bible and said, “By this authority.” I then asked him where in the Bible his name is mentioned so that I might believe the Bible gives him authority to teach what he does. This was another moment where he hesitated after I asked him a question. So, I stepped right into the hesitation and stated that authority, at least in the Bible, is passed on through the laying on of hands. And, I told him to read Paul’s letters to Timothy and Titus as proof of this. I then asked him, “Who laid hands on you?” Can you guess what he said? He said, without blinking an eye, that Jesus Christ had laid hands on him. Another moment in my life where I simply had to stare in disbelief at what otherwise seemed to be an intelligent human being.


The second thing I wanted to mention also pertained to the last newsletter. As I mentioned in that issue, I sent a copy of the newsletter to Michael, the gentleman who had initiated the whole thing, and told him that I understood he may have a different take on things, and offered him the chance to make a reply which I would publish in this newsletter. (I always try to be as fair as possible with the folks I highlight in this newsletter.) Here is a part of his response:


Hi John,
Thank you for allowing us to come down and meet. Please tell Gray [Fr. Bean] that we thank him as well. I read your account and it was similar to my recollection. If Rich and/or Marty wants to respond, I’ll e-mail you the response.

That was pretty much it. I have to admit that he caught me by surprise. I thought for sure he would send back several pages of response. I took what he says here to mean that he either thinks I’m too far gone to even bother responding, or that what transpired in our meeting caused him to seriously consider what he believes and why. 


My first reaction was to think the former, but then I couldn’t understand why he would admit that my account was “similar to his recollection” without any further comment. So, I’m hoping and praying that he is seriously examining his beliefs, and ours, and that the Holy Spirit will bring him into the fullness of the truth. I did send back an email in which I simply asked, “Do you believe Rich is infallible,” to see what he says about that. I would love to have had a hidden mike in the car as the three of them drove back to Arab.


As he said, though, he was forwarding the newsletter to Rich and Marty, so maybe I’ll get a response from one of them that I can publish in a future issue.

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/115-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-73
Introduction

In Issue #69, I related the happenings from a meeting my pastor and I had with some gentlemen who had come down from Arab, Alabama, to save our souls and to warn me, in particular, that what I was teaching folks would not bode well for me come judgment day. 

Well, I received a response to that newsletter from the ringleader of that little group…Rich. If you recall, Rich was the one who claimed himself to be infallible. (You might want to go to the “Newsletter” page of the website – www.biblechristiansociety.com – and read Issue #69 to refresh your memory before getting into this one.) Below is Rich’s response to what I said in my newsletter. I respond to him on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis. 

Some of my points are a little long, but I wanted you to see all of the problems in this man’s theology – not just the scriptural ones, but the logical and common sense ones, as well…and these are all in just one relatively short email of his.

I did claim that my interpretation of the particular verse we were discussing is infallible. You are claiming that I declared that I was infallible on everything and this is not true. It was true for the verse we were discussing. Your original question to me was “Are you infallible with regards to the interpretation of this verse?” I said, “Yes with regards to this verse I am infallible”.
Actually, Rich you did not say that you are infallible in everything, but I assumed that to be the case because you did indeed say you were infallible in your interpretation of pretty much every verse we discussed in our meeting that day. After the first time you said you were infallible on a particular interpretation, I turned to you every other time we disagreed on the interpretation of a verse and asked you if you were infallible in that particular interpretation as well. Each time I asked you, you said, “Yes,” that it was an infallible interpretation. So, forgive me if I didn’t realize that you are apparently infallible in interpreting some passages of Scripture, but not others. Would you please give me an example of a Scripture verse for which you have only a fallible interpretation?


Plus, in another recent email to me, you stated the following in response to a question I asked about how you know the Bible is God’s Word: “Through the Holy Spirit, John,” you stated. And you continued: “A Christian receives the Holy Spirit the instant they believe the Gospel (Ephesians 1:13) and the Holy Spirit tells us what God wants us to know through the word.” 

Well, Rich, with all due respect, but there is a big contradiction in what you’re saying here – if you actually think about it. On the one hand you say that you, as is every true Christian (not those who think they’re saved but really aren’t), are guided by the Holy Spirit from the very first moment you believe the Gospel. Does the Holy Spirit make mistakes? No, He doesn’t, does He?! In other words, it is safe to say that the Holy Spirit is infallible, isn’t He? So, if you, as a true Christian, are guided by the Holy Spirit at all times, then you are indeed infallible. Unless, you claim that the Holy Spirit sometimes leads you into error. Do you claim the Holy Spirit sometimes leads you into error? Or, maybe you claim the Holy Spirit leads you sometimes, but not other times. Is that it?


But, if the latter is the case, that begs the question: How do you know when He’s leading you and when He’s not? Plus, it would also contradict your faulty interpretation of Ephesians 1:13 which you think says a Christian receives the Holy Spirit the instant they believe the Gospel (not quite what that verse says). But, let’s go with your interpretation here, because your interpretation prevents you from claiming that the Holy Spirit only guides you some of the time. 
So, if the Holy Spirit is guiding you, and He is guiding you all the time, especially when you read and interpret Scripture, and we know the Holy Spirit doesn’t make mistakes…then the conclusion has to be that you are infallible, especially in all of your interpretations of Scripture. In other words, you’re more infallible than the Pope. Do the folks in your congregation know that you believe yourself to be more infallible than the Pope? I’ll bet they don’t, do they?


But now we have another problem. If you are indeed always guided by the Holy Spirit when you interpret Scripture, then you are infallible. Yet, you just claimed not to be infallible. Which means, the Holy Spirit can’t be guiding you. If the Holy Spirit was guiding you, and the Holy Spirit knows that He is infallible, then He would guide you into claiming that you are indeed infallible, since you are guided by the Holy Spirit. But, since you claimed not to be infallible in all things, that means the Holy Spirit can’t be guiding you, which means you cannot be infallible in any of your interpretations of Scripture. Which means, you have one big problem on your hands. 


Basically, what’s going on here, Rich, is that your faulty theology got you backed into a corner, and you didn’t think through all the implications of what you said before you said it. You claim to be partially infallible…yet, you’re guided by the Holy Spirit…Who is completely infallible…which means you cannot be partially infallible if you’re actually guided by the Holy Spirit…but you indeed claim to be only partially infallible…which means you can’t be guided by the Holy Spirit…because if you were truly guided by the Holy Spirit, then you would claim to be completely infallible. Oops. 


So, please explain how it is you are guided by the Holy Spirit, Who is infallible, yet you are not yourself infallible? Does the Holy Spirit sometimes lead you into error? Or, does He guide you sometimes, but not other times? If so, how do you know when He’s guiding you and when He’s not?


One last thing on this before I move on. You claim to believe in the Holy Spirit…why? Because of the Bible. You claim to believe in the Bible…why? Because of the Holy Spirit. Have you ever heard of the term – circular reasoning? Because that is exactly what you are doing here, Rich. Is circular reasoning a sign that the Holy Spirit is guiding you? Does God use circular reasoning? 


Which did you believe in first, Rich…the Bible, or the Holy Spirit? If you say the Bible, then it cannot be the Holy Spirit that witnesses to you of the authenticity of the Bible…you believe in the Holy Spirit only because you first believed in the Bible. If you say you believed in the Holy Spirit first, then you can’t say you believed in the Holy Spirit because of the Bible. In other words, you relied on some authority outside of the Bible to first believe in the Holy Spirit. So, that means you don’t go by the Bible alone. Man, you have one inconsistency in your theology after another, don’t you? How do you sleep at night with all of these inconsistencies in your belief system? That would drive me crazy.

Michael originally asked you before we met if we could record our session. You said you did not want it recorded because it could be used in a manner that was not agreeable with you. Since our session you e-mailed your newsletter with your account of what transpired during our session to your readers. You made claims that are not true and we are not capable of remembering all of what was said verbatim. Why wouldn’t you want to have our session recorded so that your words and ours are accurately handled? What were you afraid of?
I explained fully to Michael why I did not want our session recorded, and he obviously explained that to you. But, I apparently need to say it again, so I will. In the past, I have had someone else ask to record a conversation he had with me. He said he would use it only for his own personal use. About a year later, I found out that he was passing out copies of our conversation to others. But, he wasn’t passing out the entire conversation. In other words, he edited what he gave to others. I don’t know you and I don’t know that you wouldn’t do the same thing as this other guy did. After all, you believe 60 million people died in the Inquisition…that’s pretty outlandish! How much should I trust someone who believes such falsehoods so easily? Although, I actually wish now that I had recorded it, so that I could have the audio of you claiming that your interpretations of Scripture were infallible. I would love to share that with your congregation, because I know you won’t.

Regarding my making untrue claims in my newsletter about our conversation, I will share with you a quote from an email Michael sent me after I sent him a copy of that last newsletter. He said, and I quote, “I read your account and it was similar to my recollection. If Rich and/or Marty wants to respond, I’ll e-mail you the response." In other words, Michael remembers our conversation pretty much the same way as I do. Are you going to claim he is also making claims that aren’t true? I believe he is generally on your side in this matter, is he not? So, for you to claim that what I said in my newsletter is not true, rings a bit hollow, given your own colleague’s recollection of events. 

I never said that Christ laid hands on me. That is inaccurate and again could have been solved had you allowed the session to be taped. I said that my authority was given to me by Jesus Christ as recorded in Scripture. The authority of preaching the gospel is not conveyed by the laying on of hands. The authority of preaching the gospel is conveyed by the commission of Jesus Christ found in the following verses: Matthew 28:19; Mark 16:15; Luke 24:47; Acts 1:8.
Actually, you did indeed say that Christ laid hands on you. As we were walking out the door (so it wasn’t a part of the conversation that would have been recorded anyway), you gave me an ominous warning about what I was teaching others. I asked you by what authority you teach what you teach. You answered, “By the Bible’s authority.” When I asked you where your name was in the Bible so that I might believe you, you basically had no answer. I went on to say that one could see by reading Timothy and Titus, that authority is passed on by the laying on of hands. I then asked you, “Who laid hands on you?” You responded, very clearly and very plainly, and without hesitation, “Jesus Christ.” At which time I simply shook my head and walked out the door.


And, you say that the authority of preaching the gospel is not conveyed by the laying on of hands. Yet, what does Scripture say on this matter? “Till I come, attend to the public reading of Scripture, to preaching, to teaching. Do not neglect the gift you have, which was given you by prophetic utterance when the elders laid their hands upon you,” (1 Tim 4:13-14). 


What gift is Paul talking about? The gift of preaching and teaching. How did Timothy receive this gift? Timothy was given the authority to preach and teach through the laying on of hands, at least, according to the Bible. You say that one is not given the authority to preach and teach through the laying on of hands. Should I believe the Bible, or you? Could you please infallibly interpret 1 Tim 4:13-14 for me? 

The gospel that Christ commanded to go and spread to the ends of the earth is defined by the Apostle Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:1-4. In 1 Corinthians 15:3, it says that Christ died for our sins. He didn’t just go to die physically and open a door to heaven for you to work your way through. He went to pay the penalty for our sins and rise from the dead for our justification. He IS the door (John 10:7) and made full propitiation with God for our sins through His death (1 John 2:2). Jesus Christ paid the full price for our sins. Isaiah predicted, “The chastening for our well-being fell upon Him, And by His scourging we are healed” (Isaiah 53:5). “Chastening” means “punishment.” It was our “punishment” that Jesus Christ endured in Gethsemane and on the cross. In other words, what should have happened to us, fell on Him. What we deserve, He endured. He took our place.
Well, you agree with the Catholic Church in most everything you say here. There are many, many paragraphs in the Catechism that I could point you to on this, but you might want to take a look at paragraphs #606 – #618, just as a starting point. The one point of potential disagreement, depending on what you actually meant to say, is when you say that Christ endured “our” punishment. There is no amount of punishment that we could have suffered which would have resulted in the forgiveness of our debt, because we have sinned against infinite Good. So, Christ suffered on our behalf, because we could not pay back our debt through our own suffering. He didn’t endure “our” suffering, He endured the suffering that could actually pay our debt. Which, again, may be what you are saying, just not in the way I would have worded it.

Galatians 5:4, “You have been severed from Christ, you who are seeking to be justified by the law; you have fallen from grace.” First of all, we must define words that are used in this verse. The key word in this verse is justified (just as if you never sinned). We are justified because Jesus Christ paid for our sins in full on the cross and rose from the dead. This is found in Romans 4:25; 1 Corinthians 15:1-4.
We are indeed justified because of Christ’s death and resurrection. By His stripes, we are healed. You have gotten that part correct.

If you are justified by faith in the gospel (Romans 5:1; Romans 4:5) then the law negates faith because you are saying that you have to help God get you to heaven and that what Christ did at the cross wasn’t enough. Therefore, if you are trying to use the law so that you hope that God will take it into consideration on judgment day (the good works outweighing the bad works) then Christ is of no benefit to you other than simply opening a door to heaven. So in that sense you have been severed from Christ and you have fallen from grace. You never were justified by faith and joined with Christ. Grace is God’s unmerited favor. It is not what you receive through your sacraments and cannot be earned. Grace is a free gift of God (Ephesians 2:8-9)

Rich, with all due respect, but reading what you wrote here reminds me of when I was growing up next to Jones’ farm up in Huntsville. When the wind came in from the south, you were treated to the distinct aroma emanating from the herd grazing in the pasture. Reading what you wrote here takes me back to those days when the wind blew in from the south. 


Your “infallible” interpretation of Gal 5:4 (I believe this is one of those verses that you said you were infallible when interpreting, correct?), crosses over into the realm of the bizarre. First of all, the “law” and “good works” are not the same thing, as you seem to think. Second, can you please show me, from your extensive reading in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, where it teaches that all we have to do to get into Heaven is to have more good works than bad works on our spiritual ledger? You say you once were a Catholic, but I’m beginning to doubt that. At least, not a Catholic who knew anything about his faith. Because what you believe to be Catholic teaching is not Catholic teaching.


Third, your explanation of the phrase, “You are severed from Christ,” as meaning someone who was never saved…never attached to Christ in the first place…is a woeful attempt to distort the plain meaning of this verse. 
Please tell me, Rich, how can someone be severed from Christ, if they were never a part of Christ? It’s not possible. Can a branch be severed from a vine that it was never a part of? Can a finger be severed from a hand that it was never a part of? Can a head be severed from a body it was never a part of? No, no, and no. You cannot be severed from something unless you are first a part of the thing you are being severed from. Your interpretation, Rich, makes a mockery of the English language. 


Read the passage, Rich. Verse 1 is addressed to folks who have thrown off the yoke of slavery. These are saved people, Rich. Would you say that unsaved people have thrown off the yoke of slavery? Of course, not. Paul also says that they are “free.” Would you say that unsaved people are free, Rich? Of course not. In verse 7, Paul says these folks were “running well.” Is that how you would describe the unsaved, Rich? Of course not. No, Rich. If you read the entire context of this passage, it is obvious – very obvious – that Paul is talking to saved people. 


And what does he say to these saved people? He says that if they accept circumcision, as the Judaizers wanted them to do, then they will be severed from Christ…they will have fallen away from grace. How can they be severed from, and fall away from, that which they do not have? And, you know, Rich, as is obvious from what you said above, that to be severed from Christ is to be unsaved. Which is not what you argued with Fr. Bean and me. You said “severed from Christ” meant one is still saved, but that they were not “walking with Christ.” In other words, you’ve changed your argument here. Very interesting how your arguments change once they are challenged. I hope Michael and Marty clue in on that.


In Galatians 5, Paul is telling saved people that if they accept circumcision – if they accept the Law of Moses – then they will no longer be saved. But, wait a minute, that doesn’t fit with your belief in once saved, always saved, does it? That’s why you have to twist the obvious meaning of this Scripture, Rich, isn’t it? Because you bring a set of pre-determined beliefs to the Bible, and you have to twist the Word of God in whatever way you can to make the Bible conform to your beliefs, instead of conforming your beliefs to the Bible. If you are too proud to see it, I hope that Michael and Marty are at least able to.

So I would like to ask a question of you at this point. John, do you want God to get some of the glory for your salvation or all of the glory for your salvation? He can only get all the glory through faith in who He is (God in the flesh) and what He did (paid in full for all our sins and rose from the dead for our justification). Isaiah 48:11, “For My own sake, for My own sake, I will act; For how can My name be profaned? And My glory I will not give to another.”
Rich, if God works through me for His good pleasure and purpose, then who gets the glory for what I do…me or God? God does, because He is the One working in me and through me and I am only able to do what I do by His grace. Nothing I do of my own is worth spit. But what God does through me…now that is indeed something. To God be all the glory, now and forever, amen!

I appreciate your zeal, but it is not in accordance with knowledge of God’s Word (Romans 10:2). It is in accordance with your church and its traditions. For instance your church says that Mary is Mediatrix (Catechism paragraph 969), but 1 Timothy 2:5 says “For there is one God, and one mediator also between God and men, the man Christ Jesus”.
Oh, yes…no anti-Catholic rant is complete without throwing in the “Mary card.” Rich, when Catholics call Mary by the term, Mediatrix, do you know what that means? Well, obviously not. It means that Mary cooperated with God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in a way that is unique in all of human history. Do you disagree with that, Rich? Was anyone else overshadowed by the Holy Spirt in such a way as to conceive Jesus Christ in their womb? Did anyone else give birth to the Savior of the world? Don’t think so. In other words, Mary shared in Christ’s mission of mediation between God and man in a way that no other human being did, didn’t she? She is the Mediatrix because God chose her to be the mother of the one and only Mediator between God and man. And, she is the Mediatrix because she continues to pray for us, her children – the rest of her offspring (see Rev 12:17) – from her place in Heaven perfectly united to her Son. 


I suggest you read the Vatican Council documents if you want a fuller understanding of what we mean by the term Mediatrix. Read paragraph #62 in the document entitled “Lumen Gentium.” But you won’t do that, will you, Rich? Because you’re really not interested in finding out what the Catholic Church actually teaches, are you? You’re comfortable in believing the misrepresentations, half-truths, and outright lies about Catholics that you’ve been taught by others such as yourself. To learn what the Church teaches from those who are part of the Church, rather than those who prefer to throw stones, might be a little unsettling for you, right? But, I ask you this question: If you wanted to find out about the people of Israel, would you ask the Palestinians, or the people of Israel themselves? When it comes to the Catholic Church, you’ve been listening to the Palestinians. Is that fair?

Other verses that I can interpret without error are: 1 Timothy 4:1-4, “But the Spirit explicitly says that in later times some will fall away from the faith, paying attention to deceitful spirits and doctrines of demons, by means of the hypocrisy of liars seared in their own conscience as with a branding iron, men who forbid marriage and advocate abstaining from foods which God has created to be gratefully shared in by those who believe and know the truth. 
For everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with gratitude;” The Bible says that it is a departure from the faith when people forbid marriage (celibacy is commanded in the Roman clergy) and command people to abstain from meats (Canon 1251 – Abstinence from eating meat or another food according to the prescriptions of the conference of bishops is to be observed on Fridays throughout the year unless (nisi) they are solemnities; abstinence and fast are to be observed on Ash Wednesday and on the Friday of the Passion and Death of Our Lord Jesus Christ.) These verses are saying that the RCC is teaching the doctrine of demons. There are no other interpretations of these verses. Excuses do not reinterpret the passage.
Well, even though you have infallibly interpreted these verses, I think maybe the Holy Spirit has not made you aware of some historical facts that I would like to present you with here. In the 2nd century and following, there appeared heretical groups such as the Gnostics, the Encratites, the Marcionites, the Manicheans, and others who condemned all marriages as evil. You see, these folks thought there was a god who was the author of all good things, and another god who was the author of all things evil. Two of the things they considered evil were marriage and all animal meat. So, they forbid all marriages as being evil and they forbid the eating of all meat as being evil. Hmm, it seems these verses from 1 Tim 4 apply directly to the practices of these heretical groups, doesn’t it? 


The Catholic Church does not forbid marriage. I was married in the Catholic Church. How then, can you say it forbids marriage? Now, you will probably point to the celibacy of the priesthood, right? Well, a couple of things to be said here. First, there are married Catholic priests. Didn’t know that, did you? Of course you didn’t. Your ignorance of the Catholic Church manifests itself once more. 


Second, by adopting the general practice (not the absolute practice) of mandating celibacy for its priests (in the Latin rite of the Church), the Church is merely following the advice of Paul and the words of Christ Himself. Paul said, “The unmarried man is anxious about the affairs of the Lord, but the married man is anxious about worldly affairs, how to please his wife, and his interests are divided,” (1 Cor 32-34). Paul says that the unmarried man can devote his full time and energy to serving the Lord, while the married man has divided interests. The men who become priests are not forbidden to marry, they voluntarily give up their right to marriage so as to serve the Lord with their undivided attention. 


Plus, Jesus said in Matthew 19:12, “…there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven. He who is able to receive this, let him receive it.” Now, these folks didn’t physically castrate themselves for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven, did they? No. So, what is Jesus talking about here? He’s talking about men who voluntarily give up their right to marry – and engage in sexual relations with their wife – for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven. And He further says that not all are able to receive this. In other words, this life of celibacy in the service of the Kingdom of Heaven is not for all. 


Do you have anyone in your church who fulfills Jesus’ words here? Do you have anyone in your church who follows Paul’s advice when it comes to serving the Lord with their undivided attention? No, you don’t, do you? But, the Catholic Church does. So, who goes by the Word of God and who doesn’t?


Regarding abstinence from certain foods, the Church requires temporary abstinence for most, but not all, at certain times (less than10 days in any given year) in the spirit of self-denial and mortification – so as to unite ourselves to Christ and His sufferings. That is a far cry from what the Gnostics and others did in declaring meats evil and that they did not come from God and thereby forbidding their adherents from eating them altogether at any time.


So, want to rethink that “infallible” interpretation of yours? 

I’m not interpreting the verses, but it has to say what the author intended it to say apart from anyone’s interpretations. In other words, what would the verse say if everyone was dead? You evidently don’t know the principles for interpreting scripture. The reason you can’t understand what I’m saying is because the god of this world has blinded your mind (2 Corinthians 4:3-4). What is your interpretation of 1 Timothy 4:1-4?
You are, once again, agreeing with the Catholic Church here (see paragraphs #115 – #119 of the Catechism), in regards to the intent of the author. But, you are indeed interpreting those verses from 1 Timothy, as you interpret all the verses of Scripture. I have offered an alternative interpretation to 1 Tim 4 – an interpretation which fits the verses much better than your interpretation does. Which means, there is not just one available interpretation for these verses, as you seem to think. So, given that there is more than one interpretation for these verses, will you now admit that you are going with one interpretation over another interpretation? 


One last thing, Rich…I notice you didn’t touch the Parable of the Prodigal Son…why not? In Luke 15:24, it says that the son was dead and is alive “again.” In other words, he was alive, then dead, then alive once more. In terms of salvation, that would be: saved, unsaved, saved again. But, that doesn’t fit with your theology, does it? Could you please give me an infallible explanation for Luke 15:24?

Because Christ always is living and never is sacrificed

Because Christ always is living and was sacrificed once for all and He eternally offers that one sacrifice to God the Father on our behalf as our High Priest.
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This newsletter is a follow-up to last week’s (Issue #73). This is a reply to an email I received from Rich. His response to the last issue was, unfortunately, pretty predictable. He cannot seem to bring himself to address most of what I actually say. Now, that’s not because of any spectacular logic or thinking or theology on my part, but because the teachings of the Church are so lucid, so logical, and so scriptural, that it is pretty much impossible to mount a coherent and consistent defense against them, as Rich proves.
I have read some of your e-mails to Michael Bell. I sent you some an answers to some of the questions you had asked. I hope you received them. You did not explain 1 Timothy 4:1-4. Your explanation is ridiculous. Please show me and all your readers where the Pope allows all priests to get married and it is not a sin to eat meat on certain days through the year. The word of God says that ANYONE that teaches that is teaching doctrines of demons. And you know your church teaches that.

Rich, let’s go over again what the Bible actually says: “Now the Spirit expressly says that in later times some will depart from the faith by giving heed to deceitful spirits and doctrines of demons, through the pretension of liars whose consciences are seared, who forbid marriage and enjoin abstinence from foods which God created to be received with thanksgiving by those who believe and know the truth. For everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving; for then it is consecrated by the Word of God and prayer,” (1 Tim 4:1-4).


Let’s examine this very carefully. And, let’s focus on the marriage aspect of this passage. (If you want me to focus on the abstinence from foods part in a later email, I’ll be happy to.) The Bible says that there will be people who “forbid” marriage. I pointed out to you that the Catholic Church does not “forbid” marriage. I, in fact, and many others that I know, were indeed married in the Catholic Church. In response, you change the meaning of the word “forbid.” You say that since the Catholic Church ordains mostly single men as priests, in the Latin Rite of the Church, that is the same as forbidding marriage. That is your fallible, man-made, non-authoritative interpretation of that passage. But, it’s an interpretation that makes no sense. 


I am going to ask you a question, Rich, that I guarantee you will be unable to answer in a consistent manner with what you have previously stated. Here it is: If the Catholic Church allowed everyone in the Church to commit adultery except for those who become priests, would you tell people that the Church forbids adultery? Yes or no? 


Think about it very carefully, Rich: If the Catholic Church allowed everyone who was Catholic to commit adultery, except for its priests, what would you be doing? You would be out there saying the Catholic Church allows adultery, wouldn’t you? Don’t lie, now! And, if I were to protest and say, “No, we actually forbid adultery because we don’t allow our priests to commit adultery,” how would you respond? You would say, “That’s an absolutely ridiculous argument!” Wouldn’t you? And, you know what, I would actually agree with you on that…it would be a ridiculous argument to make. An argument that is as ridiculous as the argument you are making about the Catholic Church forbidding marriage. 


Let me re-cap this to make sure you don’t misunderstand what I’m saying. The Bible says there will be those who “forbid” marriage. If the Catholic Church allowed its members, except for most priests in the Latin Rite, to commit adultery, you would say that the Church does NOT forbid adultery, wouldn’t you? Yet, if the Catholic Church allows its members, except for most priests in the Latin rite, to be married, you say the Church does forbid marriage. That’s a little bit of an inconsistency. So, again, the question is this: Would you say that the Catholic Church “forbids” adultery if it allowed its members, except for most Latin Rite priests, to commit adultery? Yes or no?


Comments/Strategies: 

Folks, this is where the use of logic and good ol’ common sense – and a dictionary – totally obliterates the arguments of those who falsely accuse the Catholic Church. I can guarantee you that Rich will not respond to this question. He can’t, at least, he can’t without contradicting himself. He will either ignore the question altogether or simply repeat what he’s already said or he will possibly call me some names. 
Why is that? Because he cannot argue with the simple logic. Every one of you knows darn well that if we allowed adultery, or fornication, or stealing, or lying, or anything else of the sort for the members of the Church, with the exception of Latin Rite priests, Rich would be out there screaming loud and long that the Catholic Church does NOT “forbid” all of these things. Yet, slip the word “marriage” into the exact same equation, and all of a sudden the Catholic Church does “forbid” marriage. 

A few more problems with your argument, Rich. The Catholic Church does indeed have married priests in most, if not all, of its rites, including the Latin Rite. You didn’t know that did you? No, because, with all due respect, you are fairly ignorant of actual Church teaching and practice. Oh, you know a lot about the Catholic Church you mistakenly think exists, but you know little about the one that actually exists. There are married priests, who have the full support of the Church, serving in most, if not all, of the various rites within the Church – including the Latin Rite of the Church. I spoke at a parish that has a married pastor just a couple of months ago, in fact. 


Plus, Rich, you didn’t even touch the Scripture passages I mentioned from 1 Cor 7 and Matt 19 where Paul says that it is better not to be married when serving the Lord, because someone who isn’t married can serve the Lord with their undivided attention. We have people like that in our church Rich…do you? Of course not. And, in Matt 19, Jesus says that there are those who will make themselves eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven. Who is He talking about Rich? Is he talking about married men here? No! He’s talking about those who take vows of celibacy in order to serve the Kingdom of Heaven. Do you have anyone like that in your church, Rich? Of course you don’t. You don’t think Jesus is saying that there are men who will actually castrate themselves for the Kingdom of Heaven do you? 


Given all of these facts, your fallible interpretation of 1 Tim 4:1-4, instead of reading as “who forbid marriage,” actually reads as follows: “…who require those ordained as priests, in one particular part of their church, to take a vow of celibacy in order to heed the wisdom of Paul and fulfill the words of Jesus…”. That has to be your interpretation, Rich, because that is exactly what the Catholic Church does. But, that’s not what the passage says, is it?! No, it says “forbid” marriage. The Church heeds Paul’s wisdom and it fulfils the words of Christ in respect to the vow of celibacy it asks of its priests. Your interpretation completely ignores the facts and completely distorts what the Bible actually says. The Catholic Church does not now, nor has it ever, forbidden marriage. 


However, I did give you historical examples of heretical sects, from the 2nd century on, that did actually forbid marriage. You had never heard of any of these folks, had you, Rich? No, of course not. You’ve been blinded by your hatred of the Catholic Church, Rich, and it keeps you from searching for truth. Satan is telling you that you, Rich, have all the truth you need and you have no need of looking at anything else or critically examining anything else – “Why bother,” he whispers in your ear, “you are being guided by the Holy Spirit and you can’t make a mistake in these matters. You don’t need some ‘church,’ or anyone else for that matter, to tell you what you need to know. Once you have the Bible, you have no need of any church.” Examine that very carefully, Rich. That is exactly what you say below, Rich, that I don’t need the church. Yet, Scripture tells us that the church is the Body of Christ. So, when you tell me that I don’t need the church, you are telling me that I don’t need the Body of Christ. That, Rich, is a lie. And, we all know who the father of lies is, don’t we?

I can see that our differences are as far apart as east from west. We believe that we are saved and once for all sealed for eternity, by the Holy Spirit, when we believed in the Gospel. (Eph.1:13-14) (1 Cor. 15:1-4) We cannot lose or give away our salvation. Nothing can separate us from Christ. (Rom. 8:38-39) We have eternal life. (John 3:16) This was condemned by the Counsel of Trent Ch. XII as, Rash presumption of predestination." For except by special revelation, it cannot be known whom God has chosen to Himself.— ( 1 John 5:11-13 ) These things I have written to you who believe in the Name of the Son of God, in order that you may know you have eternal life. Does Trent cross out the Word of God John?

You’re upset that the Council of Trent agrees with the Word of God? We cannot lose our salvation? Answer my question about the Prodigal Son, Rich! How is it that the Prodigal Son is said to be alive “again”? That means he would have to be alive, then dead, then alive a second time. In terms of salvation, that would be saved (alive), unsaved (dead), saved again (alive again). But, your false doctrine of eternal security doesn’t accept that, does it? So, please, Rich, give us your infallible interpretation of what it means when the Holy Spirit refers to the Prodigal Son as being alive “again”? I notice you keep avoiding this verse.


And, please give us your infallible interpretation of John 15:1-6. Is someone who is a branch of the vine…united to Jesus Christ…saved or not? And, if they are saved, how then can they be cut off, wither, die, and be thrown into the fire to be burned? Or, if you say that someone can be a branch of the vine, yet not be saved, how is that possible? Some branches of the vine are saved and some branches of the vine are NOT saved?! That’s a pretty inconsistent position to take, isn’t it, Rich?! How can a branch of the vine, which is Jesus Christ, not be saved? Please explain that to us. Again, I notice how you avoid this verse, no matter how many times I mention it.

You believe that Christ started a process call progressive sanctification. That you enter your Church through baptism. That you are working with God through the power of your church and its sacraments. 
And you must stay in your church or you cannot be saved. (Vatican Council II, Chapter I, Sec 14) That is why you cling to your church as a child clings to a security blanket. And as the blanket is a false security to the baby, so your church is a false security to you. By the way, this section also says that the Church is the one Mediator and unique Way of salvation. The Word of God says Jesus is the way and the only mediator to the Father. (John 14:6- 1 Tim. 2:5) You think that Faith in Jesus and your good works, will help determined where you will spend eternity. It won’t. (For by grace you have been saved through faith and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God, not as a result of works which no one should boast.) (Eph. 2:8-9) 
The word it in verse 8 refers to faith. Faith is a gift. Not a reward or something you obtain through works or sacraments. And so the faith you need to understand what I and everyone else have been saying to you, must be sent to you by the Word of God. (Romans 10:17)
Let me ask you this, Rich: Do you think Catholics believe the following statements:


1) “…the meritorious cause [of man’s justification] is His most beloved only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, who…merited justification for us by His most holy passion on the wood of the Cross, and made satisfaction for us to God the Father…”


2) “…no one can be just but he to whom the merits of the passion of our Lord Jesus Christ are communicated…”


3) “…we are therefore said to be justified by faith, because ‘faith is the beginning of human salvation,’ the foundation and root of all justification, ‘without which it is impossible to please God’ [Hebrews 11:6] and to come to the fellowship of His sons; and are, therefore, said to be justified gratuitously, because none of those things which precede justification, whether faith or works, merit the grace itself of justification; for, ‘if it is a grace, it is not now by reason of works…’”


You don’t think Catholics believe any of those statements, do you, Rich?! Yet, those statements are from the Council of Trent. In what you said above, you recognize that Catholics believe what the Council of Trent taught. Yet, you don’t think we believe this part of the Council of Trent, do you? Again, hypocrisy rears its ugly head. You throw one part of the Council of Trent at us as “proof” that we Catholics have false beliefs (in other words, that our beliefs differ from your beliefs – which, of course, are infallible); yet, when I show you another part of the Council of Trent that proves what you believe about the Catholic Church to be wrong, you simply dismiss it and say that we don’t really believe what this part of the Council of Trent teaches, don’t you?


In other words, your goal is not to accurately represent Catholic teaching and then argue against that teaching, your goal is to only accept your narrow, bigoted, hypocritical, and spurious definitions of Catholic teaching and then trumpet these false teachings as what the Catholic Church truly believes. You do that out of pride, Rich, and I hope and pray that one day you will recognize that. That one day you will recognize how unfair and unjust you are being to Catholics by spreading lies about us and what we believe. And that one day you will recognize how much damage you are doing to the Body of Christ with your misrepresentations, half-truths, and outright lies. 


By the way, I had a hard time tracking down your reference to Vatican Council II, Chapter 1, section 14. You obviously have not actually read the documents of Vatican II, have you? Because if you had, you would have not gotten your citation wrong. First of all, there are numerous documents from Vatican II, many of which have a number of chapters and a number of paragraphs within each chapter. The citation you made, where you claim Vatican II to say that the “Church is the one Mediator,” does not exist. In the document entitled, “The Dogmatic Constitution of the Church,” Chapter 2 (not chapter 1), paragraph 14, states the following: “…the Church, a pilgrim now on earth, is necessary for salvation: the one CHRIST [emphasis mine] is mediator and the way of salvation…” 


In other words, you erroneously stated what Vatican II actually says. Was that the result of misplaced trust – in other words, you believed someone who led you astray about what it said because you never actually read it yourself; or was that a deliberate lie – in other words, you read it for yourself, but you chose to misrepresent what it actually said? Which was it, Rich? And, with all due respect, how is it possible that you got that wrong if you are being led by the Holy Spirit? Does the Holy Spirit lead people into ignorance or into deliberate lies?


Regarding works, you’ve obviously never read Romans 2:6-7, “For He will render to every man according to his works: to those who by patience and well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, He will give eternal life.” I didn’t say that, Rich, Paul did. Works seem to play a role in our salvation, don’t you think? I could mention a few hundred more verses that relate the same message about works, but I’ll just pick out one: “He who eats My flesh and drinks My blood has eternal life…” (John 6:54). Now, whether you take that verse literally or metaphorically, it says that there is something we DO in order to have eternal life.

It hurts me deeply that you cannot understand what I am saying, but Jesus encountered the same things with the Pharisees. (Mark 4:12, 8:11-21, John 10:26, Luke 8:10) 
But a natural man (unsaved man) does not accept the things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him and he cannot understand them because they are spiritually appraised. (1 Cor. 2:14) And even if our Gospel is veiled, it is veiled to those who are perishing, in whose case the god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelieving so that they might not see the light of the Gospel of the glory of God. (2 Cor.4:3-4)

You are indeed blinded, Rich…I will pray for the scales to fall from your eyes and I will ask the thousands of folks reading this to do the same.
Now you have said that you are saved. Please define that word, saved. And if you are saved you don’t need the church anymore. You can walk away and not look back. You would be able to tell the Pope to throw all your good works and sacraments in the garbage. You don’t need them anymore. Can you renounce your church and trust in Christ alone John?
Rich, I say as Paul says, “I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby acquitted. It is the Lord who judges me. Therefore, do not pronounce judgment before the time, before the Lord comes…” I do not judge myself as you judge yourself, Rich. Judgment is the prerogative of the Lord, as the Bible clearly tells us when it says, “Judge not lest ye be judged.” 


What you are saying here, Rich, is nothing but the words of Satan. Don’t listen to the Church. Don’t listen to the successor of Peter. Don’t listen to Christ Himself. No, Rich, I cannot renounce my church and trust in Christ alone. To renounce my Church is to renounce the Body of Christ. You separate Christ from His bride, the Church, yet Scripture tells us that Jesus and the Church are one. You seek to rend asunder what God has joined together. I will say to you what Jesus said to Peter, “Away from me, Satan!”

Just to set the record straight. You keep saying that I am infallible. I never claimed that. So stop lying! I said with regards to the verse we were discussing and its interpretation, I am infallible. The Holy Spirit seals every believer at the instant of their salvation. (Eph. 1:13-14) We are not sinless from that point on or perfect. But we are still forgiven for eternity. You asked Mike Bell, How do you know that the Bible is the Word of God? I answered in my letter to you, through the Holy Spirit and Jesus references to the Scriptures. The New Testament was added to the Old Testament by the Christian church, not the Roman Catholic Church. Do you want to take credit for assembling the Old Testament too, John? That is why you asked the question. What you are implying is that we would not even know the Bible is the Word of God without the Catholic Church telling us. How were the Old Testament books preserved? There was no Roman Catholic Church. Just sinners who believed.
Again, with all due respect, but did you bother to actually read what I wrote in my last email on this subject? I don’t think you did. And, again, your ignorance of Catholic teaching is blatantly evident on this subject. As I said last time, “infallibility” has nothing to do with being sinless. The word for that is “impeccability.” Catholics do not believe this Pope, or any Pope, was ever sinless. I defy you to find such a teaching. Infallibility simply means that the Pope is prevented by the Holy Spirit from teaching error, when he teaches on a matter of faith and morals to the entire Church. You actually believe yourself to be more infallible than what we believe the Pope to be. Rich, would you please read what I write and respond accordingly? Do you think Paul ignored the questions and responses he got from folks he debated with? Did Jesus ignore His disciples when they asked Him questions? Your approach in all of this, ignore what John says and don’t respond to most of his questions, is not an example that I find in Scripture.


You know the Bible is the Word of God because of the Holy Spirit and because of the references Jesus makes to Scripture? Where does Jesus make these references to Scripture? In Scripture, right? Circular reasoning again, Rich. And how else do you know the Bible is the Word of God? Because of the Holy Spirit. How do you know the Holy Spirit is God? Because of the Bible. Again, circular reasoning. I ask one more time, Rich, does the Holy Spirit use circular reasoning? Does He guide men into circular reasoning? 


Now, however, you add that the New Testament was added to the Bible by the “Christian church.” How do you know? Who were the people who actually added the books of the New Testament? Were they guided by the Holy Spirit? If so, how do you know? Give me the testimony, Rick, that I may believe you. Why didn’t the Christian church you speak of add the Letter of Barnabas, who was Paul’s companion and who was an “apostle” according to Acts 14:14, to the New Testament? Can you tell me that? Why is the Letter to the Hebrews in the New Testament? How did the Christian church you speak of know that the Letter to the Hebrews was inspired Scripture? You can’t answer any of these questions, Rich, because you are accepting the witness of men, sinful men, for what you believe and why you believe it. I am accepting the witness of the Bride of Christ, the Church of Christ, the pillar and foundation of the truth, for what I believe and why I believe it. That is why my beliefs are more sure and more true than anything you believe by your own witness or the witness of other fallible men.

Because He lives.

Because He was sacrificed once for all and continually lives to re-present that one sacrifice to the Father in Heaven for all of our sakes – a perfect offering in all the nations from the rising of the sun even to its setting (Malachi 1:11)
P.S. You didn’t mention a word about my offer to you to have our next conversation recorded – which you have been saying you want to do – at your church in front of your congregation…why is that?
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Introduction

In this issue I want to share with you Rich’s response to the last newsletter. And, instead of giving you the response that I actually sent him, I’m just going to comment on his response. These comments will cover most of what I said in my response to him – wasn’t really anything new. 

I also want to comment on a couple of emails that I received after the last newsletter about my “tone.” 

So, below is Rich’s response in its entirety, and then broken up with my comments in between his. Following that is a little commentary on how my dad used to lock me up for hours in a dark closet which is why I’m as mean as I am.

The wisdom in your explanation of (1 Tim. 4:1-4) is like the wisdom of a raw egg that has been thrown up against a brick wall. I do feel very sorry for you. For you cannot possibly understand what we have been saying (1 Cor. 2:14). In Matt 7:6 Jesus says not to cast you pearls before swine. The reason is that the swine cannot understand the value of the pearls and would disregard them and walk all over them. I am not calling you swine. I am just saying that you cannot see the value of what the Word of God says apart from your church. You cannot see the value of Christ and what He did His death and resurrection (1 Cor 15:1-4). You cannot see the value in what He said on the cross, when He said, “it is finished”. And you cannot see the value of being justified by faith apart from works (Rom. 3:28), (Eph. 2:8-9), (Rom.4:4-5). Jesus will remind you of all the communication you have had with other christians and His appealing to you from the Word of God on judgment day, but it will be too late. I will not communicate with you anymore. Because each time that I do, you harden your heart even more. I will see you again at the Great White throne Judgment (Rev. 20:11-15). I am not going to say, may God have mercy on your soul then, because the time for mercy is now (2 Cor.6:1-2). There will be no mercy for you then. For you are already judged (John 3:18) and the wrath of God abides ON YOU! (John 3:36)

The wisdom in your explanation of (1 Tim. 4:1-4 ) is like the wisdom of a raw egg that has been thrown up against a brick wall.
Comments/Strategies

Okay, ever have anyone answer you with a completely irrelevant remark? Well, here’s a perfect example. I have no clue regarding the raw egg analogy, but I am, on the other hand, quite sure that he didn’t respond to a single one of my arguments. I guaranteed you that he would not answer the questions that I asked him…he can’t answer them, because to do so would force him to acknowledge that his interpretation of 1 Tim 4:1-4 is bogus…100% bereft of logic, reason, and consistency with what is actually said in the passage. 


The passage in 1 Tim 4 says that there will be those who “forbid marriage.” Rich claims that this passage is referring to the Catholic Church because, the Church requires most priests in the Latin rite to take a vow of celibacy in order to be ordained. There are obviously some things Rich failed to consider in his fallible man-made interpretation of this passage. For one, he does not take into account that the Catholic Church is the biggest supporter and advocate of marriage in the world. Does Rich’s “church” consider marriage to be a sacrament? Absolutely not. His “church” has no sacraments. The Catholic Church, on the other hand, considers marriage a sacrament that was implemented by Jesus Christ Himself. No church or religion or denomination or non-denomination on earth holds marriage in as high esteem as the Catholic Church. As verse 4 plainly implies, those who are said to “forbid marriage” will view it as something that is not of God – in other words, considering it to be evil. 


Is that true of the Catholic Church? Absolutely not. Again, as I just mentioned, we view marriage as being a sacrament instituted by Jesus Christ Himself. We believe it is of God and that it is good (verse 4) and we consecrate it by the Word of God and prayer (verse 5). In other words, when you take the full context of this passage into consideration, you realize that it cannot be referring to the Catholic Church – it is referring to folks who consider marriage to be evil and to not be of God and to not be something that should be consecrated by the Word of God and prayer. 


Did Rich know that there were heretical sects – I gave him the names of a several of them – that started popping up very early on (late 1st or early 2nd century) that thought of marriage as being evil? No. Do you think Rich knew that these sects believed that marriage was not of God and they forbid any of their adherents from getting married? I guarantee you he didn’t. Does what these sects taught fit the words of this passage from 1st Tim 4 like a glove? Indeed they do. 


What else did Rich not consider? Well, I was married in the Catholic Church, as were many people that I know. So, how can the Church be said to forbid marriage, when so many people get married in the Church? “Well,” Rich responds, “you know that I’m talking about forbidding priests to be married, John.” To which I respond: But that’s not what the passage says. 
It doesn’t say: “forbid marriage FOR PRIESTS.” The passage says “forbid marriage” – period. I see no qualifications here about priests, do you? No! Which means Rich has to “interpret” this passage in order to come to the conclusion he comes to. He has to add words to the passage to get it to say what he wants it to say. 


Furthermore, I’ll bet Rich never considered the fact that there are married Catholic priests. I’ll bet, in fact, that he had no clue that there were married Catholic priests in all the various rites of the Church! I’ll even bet that Rich doesn’t know what I’m talking about when I say the “various rites.” I’ll bet he doesn’t know about the Latin rite, the Melkite rite, the Ruthenian rite, etc. And, I’ll bet that he didn’t know that most of these rites, within the Catholic Church, ordain married men as priests. In other words, you have a guy who is relatively clueless as to actual Catholic teaching and practice, yet claiming to be an expert because he is an ex-Catholic. And, he has folks who were never Catholic falling for his garbage, because he is an ex-Catholic. And, even though I’ve given proof to one of Rich’s cohorts that Rich is in error regarding at least some of his information about the Church – this particular cohort refuses to even acknowledge my proof. Who is interested in finding the truth, and who isn’t?


So, we have to further refine what 1 Tim 4:1-4 says in order to get it to fit Rich’s fallible interpretation: “forbid marriage FOR PRIESTS IN ONE PARTICULAR RITE OF THEIR CHURCH.” 


But, we go even further. Another thing Rich failed to consider, is that there are indeed married men in the Latin rite of the Church – the one rite Rich is a little familiar with. So, we have to refine 1 Tim 4:1-4 a little bit further to make it say what Rich wants it to say: “forbid marriage FOR MOST, BUT NOT ALL, PRIESTS IN ONE PARTICULAR RITE OF THEIR CHURCH.”


Another thing that Rich didn’t take into account, is the rest of Scripture. Paul states, in 1 Cor 7, that if you wish to serve the Lord with undivided interest, you need to remain single. So, the Holy Spirit inspired Paul to say, not as a doctrinal matter but as a practical matter, that it is desirable to be single if one wishes to devote themselves entirely to the Lord’s service. In the Latin rite of the Catholic Church, we simply follow Paul’s practical advice – not as matter of doctrine, but as a matter of practicality – when asking men who wish to be ordained priests to take a voluntary vow of celibacy. No one forces these men to take the vow of celibacy. No one forbids them to be married. They voluntarily take this vow in order to better serve the Lord and His people. So, we must further refine 1 Tim 4:1-4 to get it to fit Rich’s fallible interpretation: “forbid marriage FOR MOST, BUT NOT ALL, PRIESTS IN ONE PARTICULAR RITE OF THEIR CHURCH, IN ORDER TO FOLLOW PAUL’S ADVICE ABOUT NOT HAVING DIVIDED INTERESTS AND BEING FREE FROM ANXIETY WHEN SEEKING TO SERVE THE LORD.”


Lastly, Rich did not take into account Jesus’ own words in Matthew 19:11-12, “But He said to them, ‘Not all men can receive this precept, but only those to whom it is given. For there are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by men, and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. He who is able to receive this, let him receive it.” In other words, there are some who are called to make themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. What is Jesus talking about here? Is He talking about men who physically castrate themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven? Ain’t no way! He’s talking about those who renounce their right to marry and have physical relations with their wife. And, he says that not every man can “receive” this precept. In other words, some men are called to do this, and some men aren’t. As I asked Rich, are there men in his “church” who fulfill these words of Christ? Absolutely not! Are there men who fulfill these words of Christ in the Catholic Church? Absolutely yes! But, what does Rich say about these men? He excoriates them. He says that taking a vow of celibacy is going against Scripture! 


So, finally, let’s re-visit 1 Tim 4:1-4 one more time to make it read as Rich wants it to read: “forbid marriage FOR MOST, BUT NOT ALL, PRIESTS IN ONE PARTICULAR RITE OF THEIR CHURCH, IN ORDER TO FOLLOW PAUL’S ADVICE ABOUT NOT HAVING DIVIDED INTERESTS AND BEING FREE FROM ANXIETY WHEN SEEKING TO SERVE THE LORD, AND TO FULFILL JESUS’ WORDS ABOUT SOME WHO WILL BE ABLE TO ‘RECEIVE’ THE CALL TO MAKE THEMSELVES EUNUCHS FOR THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.” In other words, folks, Rich’s interpretation simply makes no sense from any one of several points of reference – scripture, history, logic, common sense, linguistic, and practical. And, how does he respond to my arguments? By not addressing them. And I guarantee you that if you use any one of these same arguments with folks who cross your path, they won’t answer them either. 


Oh, one more thing. As I mentioned in the previous email, if the Church allowed adultery for all of its members except the majority of priests in the Latin rite, do you think Rich would ever say that the Church “forbid” adultery? Of course not. He would be yelling from the rooftops that the Catholic Church not only allows adultery, but promotes it. That is what is called being a hypocrite. We “forbid” marriage if we allow everyone but the majority of priests in the Latin rite to marry, but we do “NOT forbid” adultery if we allow everyone but the majority of priests in the Latin rite to commit adultery. Rich wants to change the meaning of words as he sees fit to twist the Scriptures to say what he wants them to say.

I do feel very sorry for you. For you cannot possibly understand what we have been saying (1 Cor. 2:14)

Comments/Strategies
Well, I agree with him here – I can’t possibly understand what he’s saying because he’s not making any sense. The Holy Spirit does not lead anyone into anything that is contrary to logic and reason, because the Holy Spirit is the source of logic and reason.
In Matt 7:6 Jesus says not to cast you pearls before swine. The reason is that the swine cannot understand the value of the pearls and would disregard them and walk all over them. I am not calling you swine. I am just saying that you cannot see the value of what the Word of God says apart from your church. You cannot see the value of Christ and what He did His death and resurrection (1 Cor 15:1-4). You cannot see the value in what He said on the cross, when He said, “it is finished”. And you cannot see the value of being justified by faith apart from works (Rom. 3:28), (Eph. 2:8-9), (Rom.4:4-5).

In other words, Rich is upset with me because I cannot see the “value” of Rich’s fallible, man-made interpretations of Scripture and I will not accept what he says simply because he says it. In chapter 1 of Titus, it says that a bishop must be able to confute those who contradict sound doctrine. I imagine Rich fancies himself a religious leader on equal footing with a bishop. So, if I’m contradicting sound doctrine, he ought to be able to refute me. He ought to be able to refute my arguments. Does he? No. He ignores my arguments and refuses to answer my questions. Which means either: I have the truth on my side because he is unable to confute it, or Rich should not be putting himself into the position of a religious leader; or both.
Jesus will remind you of all the communication you have had with other christians and His appealing to you from the Word of God on judgment day, but it will be too late.

He keeps judging me even though the Bible says “Judge not lest ye be judged.” And, I hope and pray that Jesus will indeed remind me of all the communication I have had with other Christians. By the way, do you notice that he referred to me as a Christian? But, I can’t be a Christian since he’s judged me as being unsaved.
I will not communicate with you anymore. Because each time that I do, you harden your heart even more
He’s already communicated with me several times since he wrote this. His pride won’t let me get the last word in…which is something you should take full advantage of if you wish to continue a conversation when the other guy is backing away because of the beating the truth is giving him.
I will see you again at the Great White throne Judgment (Rev. 20:11-15). I am not going to say, may God have mercy on your soul then, because the time for mercy is now (2 Cor.6:1-2). There will be no mercy for you then. For you are already judged (John 3:18) and the wrath of God abides ON YOU! (John 3:36)
He judges me as not having believed in the name of the Son of God (John 3:18). I believe in the Name above all other names…the name of Jesus Christ. Rich claims to know my heart and that I am really not a believer…in other words, he judges me as he judges so many others. He places himself in a position over me that is reserved for God and God alone. Paul says that he doesn’t even judge himself in 1 Cor 4, yet Rich takes it upon himself to judge everyone including himself.
***
Now, as to the “tone” of my last newsletter that I received a couple of complaints about. Actually, I should say the tone of many of my newsletters – because it’s generally the same tone in a lot of what I write in the newsletters. I would offer the following observations – and I offer these not as defense, but as explanation, because I don’t want to offend anyone, if I can avoid it, and I would like those who do take offense to merely consider some things before they go ahead and take offense:


1) The people that I “feature” in these newsletters are generally the most rabid of anti-Catholics that I come across. And when I use the term anti-Catholic, I mean those who not only hate the Catholic Church, but who also refuse to believe – even after being shown proof – that Catholics do not believe and practice what they think we believe and practice. 


One example: a common complaint against Catholics is that we “worship” Mary. Catholic response: “No we don’t, we love her, we venerate her, and we ask for her intercession, but we do not believe she is divine and we do not worship her – if you don’t believe me, you can read it for yourself in the Catechism.” 


Non-Catholic response: “Oh, I didn’t realize that…thank you for clarifying your beliefs.” 


Anti-Catholic response: “Yes you do!” 


In other words, the anti-Catholic refuses to hear what Catholics actually believe about God, about Scripture, and about doctrine, even when presented with proof from the Catechism, Council documents, papal encyclicals, and the testimony of individual Catholics. They also take passages out of various Church documents, without context, and present them as “proof” that Catholic teaching is contrary to Scripture. When shown that these passages, when taken in context and interpreted as a Catholic interprets them, in nowise contradict Scripture, they refuse to accept what has been put before them and continue to preach their misrepresentations, half-truths, and outright lies. In other words, they are more comfortable believing ill about Catholicism, than they are making an honest attempt to search for the truth about Catholicism. That’s an anti-Catholic. 


A non-Catholic will consider what is put before them and, while disagreeing with the Catholic point of view, will still allow the Catholic to believe what we actually believe. They will not insist we believe something we don’t believe. They will respond to rational arguments instead of just ignoring them or arbitrarily declaring them to be wrong. 


I am not offended if someone disagrees with the Church or even hates the Church – it makes sense for someone who believes that the Church teaches error to hate the Church – but, as I often say, disagree with what we actually believe, and not what you mistakenly think we believe. And, if you wish to hate the Church, and teach others to do the same, then you at least have the responsibility to understand what it is you are hating – to understand what she actually believes and teaches. 


Now, the reason I feature these folks is so that you can be prepared for the worst of what you’re going to come up against, or so that you can better deal with what you have already come up against. The arguments that these folks make are pretty much the same across the board. So, if you can deal with the type of folk that I usually feature here, you can deal with pretty much anyone. The responses that I give – especially the yes/no questions that I ask – can be used effectively by any of you to respond to the questions or attacks that we receive from even the most virulent of anti-Catholics. The Scripture arguments I use are sound, the logic is sound, and the rest is basic common sense. So, if the “tone” bothers someone, I simply say focus on the arguments. 


2) I don’t believe in a milquetoast Jesus. Sometimes, I get the sense that people think Jesus was something akin to a ’60’s flower child. That He just kind of went around saying, “Peace and love, dude.” That He never got in anyone’s face. Well, that just isn’t the case. Let me give you a few passages from the Bible to consider: 


Mark 3:5, “And He looked around at them with anger…”

Mark 7:6, “Well did Isaiah prophesy of you hypocrites…”

Mark 8:17-18, “Are your hearts hardened? Having eyes do you not see, and having ears do you not hear?” (Was that a bit of sarcasm?)

John 2:15, “And making a whip of cords, He drove them all, with the sheep and oxen, out of the temple; and He poured out the coins of the money-changers and overturned their tables.”

Matt 23:13-33, “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites…child of hell…blind guides…blind fools…blind men…full of extortion and rapacity…whitewashed tombs…full of hypocrisy and iniquity…sons of those who murdered the prophets…You serpents, you brood of vipers, how are you to escape being sentenced to hell?”

Matt 17:16-17, “O faithless and perverse generation, how long am I to be with you? How long am I to bear with you?”

Matt 15:26, “It is not fair to take the children’s food and throw it to the dogs…”

Jesus gets angry with people and, at least once, to the point of becoming physically violent. He excoriates people. He gets frustrated with people. He calls them names. He tests people. He uses (at least in my opinion) sarcasm with people. In other words, Jesus got in the face of some folks. And the passages above are just a small sample of times when Jesus really put it to some folks – most often it was those who were the religious leaders of the day, but it was also occasionally the common man or woman. Most of the folks that I deal with in these newsletters are self-appointed religious leaders, and I am much harder on them than I am on the average man or woman who is asking questions about, or attacking, the Catholic Faith. But, even with those that I am a bit hard on, I don’t believe I’ve ever been as rough as Jesus sometimes was. 


It is obvious that Jesus saw nothing wrong with giving someone a verbal punch in the nose or kick in the arse, or even with sometimes getting physical and tossing things around. I see nothing wrong with doing the same when someone has repeatedly refused to answer my questions and has steadfastly ignored direct responses to my arguments, yet they continue to spew bigotry, lies, hypocrisy, illogic, and outright absurdity. So, what I’m basically saying here is that if you try to hold me to a higher standard than Jesus, you will be disappointed every time. If you expect me to be nicer than Jesus…well, I don’t think that’s gonna happen anytime soon.


3) It is not always easy to discern “tone” by simply reading an email. I readily admit that I sometimes make use of sarcasm to get my point across and that I sometimes try to push people’s buttons – to see what kind of reaction I will get. 
But, the reader who is bothered by “tone” needs to keep in mind that bluntness and directness do not necessarily translate to meanness and uncharitableness. I am very direct and blunt in what I write. I don’t have time to do otherwise. For some folks, who aren’t used to that kind of thing, I understand how the “tone” of my newsletters can be a little disconcerting. But, the problem is not with me in those instances, it is with the reader. If they’re someone who is more passive and genteel, they may interpret bluntness as being aggressive and mean and disrespectful. Well, sorry, but I can’t help that. I interpret bluntness and directness as being respectful of someone else’s time and intelligence. I also assume that someone who is a Christian, a true Christian, will not be offended by such. In other words, I gotta be me. Can’t you just accept me as I am?! (If I used smiley faces, this would be the place I would put one.)


4) Truth can be difficult for those who believe it, but it can be downright brutal for those who don’t. A lot of times it might seem like I’m being really harsh towards someone, when what is actually happening is that it is simply a matter of the truth and logic of the Church’s teachings battering the illogic, inconsistency, and sometimes outright lunacy of their man-made teachings. There is no gentle way of exposing error and hypocrisy. As Chesterton once said, “Reason is always a kind of brute force; those who appeal to the head rather than the heart, however pallid and polite, are necessarily men of violence. We speak of ‘touching’ a man’s heart, but we can do nothing to his head but hit it.”


5) Finally, I recognize that I can’t please all of the people all of the time. I’ll have two people commenting on the same newsletter and one will take me to task for being such an ogre, and the other will take me to task for being too soft. So, every now and then I write something like this to let folks know that I appreciate their comments about my “tone,” but that I have to respectfully disagree with some of the conclusions they have come to. Also, I would say to those who offer criticism, that if you would be specific in your comments, for example: “John, when you said such and such, I thought it was too much,” it would be much easier for me to consider them, than when you just say something like, “You have a bad attitude.” And, to close, I just want you to know that I can’t be all bad, because my momma still loves me… (another place that would be a good candidate for a smiley face).
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