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Introduction

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

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

I’m going to put the 1st half of it in this week’s issue and the rest next week. Their arguments are italicized.

Unsound Sticks, or, Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use

By Ben Douglass, David Palm, and Nick E., May 1, Anno Domini MMIX
The following is a list of arguments against Protestantism which, in our judgment, Catholics should not use, either because they are not true, or because, while they might be true, it is impossible to prove that they are, for a plausible alternative explanation of the data exists. This is certainly not a complete list: it is merely one missive fired for intellectual rigor. Neither is it an infallible list: it is possible that one or more of these arguments might be saved.

1. Alleging that there are 33,000 Protestant denominations*. This tally comes from the 2001 World Christian Encyclopedia, and it includes all denominations and para-denominations which self-identify as Christian, including Catholics, Orthodox, Protestants, Old Catholics, Mormons, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Seventh Day Adventists, Gnostics, Bogomils, etc. And even so, the number is too high. The World Christian Encyclopedia artificially inflates the number of Catholic "denominations" by counting Eastern Churches in communion with Rome as separate denominations. It likewise inflates the number of Eastern Orthodox "denominations" by counting Churches in communion with each other as distinct.
This reference lists 8,973 denominations under the heading "Protestant," and 22,146 more under the heading "Independent." Some, but not all, of the "independent" denominations may justly be described as Protestant. Still, these numbers may be inflated similarly to the numbers for Catholics and Orthodox. Suffice it to say that there are thousands of Protestant denominations.
Moreover, even if we could arrive at an accurate tally for Protestant denominations (20,000?), we still could not blame the whole of that number on Sola Scriptura. Some of these churches share substantial unity in faith, even if they are juridically independent (perhaps due to geography). And much of the disunity of faith within Protestantism, at least in the developed world, stems from efforts to subordinate the authority of Scripture (e.g., to various sexual perversions). In reality, if every Protestant denomination were serious and consistent in affirming and applying the rule of Sola Scriptura, the spectrum of Protestant belief would be significantly narrower. It bears emphasizing: the only thing for which we can directly blame Sola Scriptura is the extent to which it fails to provide unity in true faith and morals to those who sincerely adhere to it, e.g., "orthodox" Lutherans, Presbyterians, Baptists, Anglicans, Methodists, Pentecostals, Campbellites, etc.

My Response: 
I disagree.

I disagree because I personally believe, based on my experiences, that there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations, and the main reason for this is sola scriptura.  Now, I admit that my “experiences” constitute anecdotal evidence, but I have found nothing to dissuade me from the notion that my anecdotal evidence is not indicative of a much more widespread phenomenon.  And, for clarity’s sake, I define a Protestant denomination as a religious unit of one or more persons that has: 1) A particular set of beliefs on matters of faith and morals, which may or may not be unique to that group; and 2) Has its own structure of authority that ultimately answers to no human being outside of the denomination.
In the last 15 years or so, I have talked to hundreds and hundreds of Protestants, either on the radio, via email, on the phone, or in person.  I have heard from the mouths of at least 2-3 dozen or so of those folks that while they may attend a church in a particular denomination, let’s say a Baptist church for example, they are not, however, members of that denomination.  They have all said something close to this: “I only go to that church because that pastor comes the closest to what I believe.”  The first time I heard that about 15 years ago, it blew me away.  But I have heard it time and time again since.
In other words, these folks are their own little denomination within a denomination. They have their own set of beliefs and they are their own authority for what is, in essence, their own private denomination.  They are the Pope, the pastor, and the chief theologian of their own personal denomination.  Now, out of the several hundred Protestants I’ve talked to, the number who have said something along these lines accounts for about, let’s say, 2-3% of the total.  I think the true percentage who are in this situation is much higher than that, however, because I have actually not even addressed this particular point with the vast majority of the Protestants I have talked to.  So, there may be many more of the Protestants I’ve talked to who are in this same situation, but the topic simply never came up in our discussions.  Plus, I have talked to any number of Protestants who have flat out stated that they do not need any church, all they need is a Bible.  So, again, I believe the percentage of Protestants who belong to their own private denomination is rather high.  But, let’s use the 2-3% figure just to be conservative.  
So, estimating that 2-3% of Protestants, just in this country, are members of their own private denominations – they answer to no human authority in matters of faith and morals outside of themselves, and they have a particular set of beliefs they call their own – then we’re looking at the number of denominations as being in the millions.  I have said many times that if God leaves us on this earth long enough there will eventually be one Protestant denomination for every Protestant or, at the least, one Protestant denomination for every Protestant family.  And what is the main reason for this phenomenon?  Sola Scriptura.  Folks interpreting the Bible on their own to arrive at their own particular set of beliefs and subject only to their own authority.

Plus, I disagree that you cannot blame Sola Scriptura for the disunity of faith within Protestantism that results from the “efforts to subordinate the authority of Scripture.”  The essence of Sola Scriptura, whether its adherents realize it or not, is not the authority of Scripture, but rather the authority of each individual’s interpretation of Scripture.  Big difference.  The authority of Scripture, and the authority given by Christ to the Church He founded, are actually usurped by sola scriptura adherents, again, whether they realize it or not.  And this indirect, or inadvertent, usurpation of authority by the individual, which allows him to “authoritatively” pronounce right from wrong, true doctrine from false, all based on his own private authority, inevitably leads to individuals believing they have the authority to directly and knowingly usurp the authority of Scripture and the Church.  It all stems from the same root.  

2. Using the term "anti-Catholic." The term is ill-defined. If it refers to a form of bigotry or prejudice then it could only be applied to individual Protestants (or other non-Catholics) on a case by case basis, and that only after they had exhibited a demonstrable pattern of bad faith. If, on the other hand, it refers to theological opposition to Catholicism, then it ought not to be used as a term of disdain. For Catholics are theologically opposed to Protestantism. Indeed, according to Dominus Iesus, Protestant "churches" are not, properly speaking, churches. The distinctives of Protestant theology are heresy, and the Council of Trent has pronounced anathema upon them. If, then, Protestants who believe Catholicism to be heretical are anti-Catholic, by the same standard Catholics who believe Protestantism to be heretical are anti-Protestant.

My Response: 
I agree and disagree.  
I agree that the term anti-Catholic should not be used to simply refer to anyone who disagrees with Catholicism.  I disagree that the term is ill-defined and should not be used.  I have used the term a number of times in the past.  But, I have a very specific definition of an anti-Catholic which I published in one of my past e-newsletter issues of “Apologetics for the Masses.”  That definition, and the distinction between an anti-Catholic and a non-Catholic is basically as follows: An anti-Catholic is someone who will not let Catholics believe what they actually believe.  They substitute their biased understanding of Catholic belief for the true substance of Catholic belief even when presented with evidence from official magisterial documents that Catholics do not believe what these anti-Catholics think we believe.  They are not interested in discovering truth, they are only interested in railing against Catholicism.  A non-Catholic is simply someone who does not agree with Catholic teaching.  
An example: An anti-Catholic and a non-Catholic both say, “You Catholics worship Mary.” When the Catholic responds, “No, we don’t worship Mary,” and tells them that we love and honor Mary just as Jesus did, and presents the Catechism, papal encyclicals, and such that all say Mary is human not divine, the anti-Catholic says, “Yes, you do worship Mary.” 
The non-Catholic says, “Well, okay, I see that I did not fully understand Catholic teaching on that…you don’t worship Mary after all.”  Now, the non-Catholic may still disagree on what we teach about Mary, and they may still even think all Catholics are going to Hell, but they at least are open to understanding what we believe and why we believe it.  The non-Catholic allows us to believe what we actually believe, the anti-Catholic does not.

3. Justifying lack of charity by appealing to the example of St. Jerome. Not everything a saint does is necessarily worthy of emulation. St. Cyprian was insubordinate to the Pope. St. John Chrysostom said some indefensible things about Jews. St. Thomas More used scatological insults.

My Response: 
I agree and disagree.  
I agree in that one should never be uncharitable and one should never appeal to St. Jerome, or anyone else for that matter, in order to justify being uncharitable.  However, it seems to me that there is a belief behind this particular point, which I have seen many a time and with which I disagree – the belief that one can never say anything to someone else which gives them a verbal punch in the nose, as it were.  That one always has to be “nice” and “sensitive” to the other guy’s feelings, cushion one’s blows, and so on.  Well I say, “Bunk,” to that. (And if I am misreading the thought behind this particular point then I apologize ahead of time.)  
I tend to be very direct and very blunt when engaged in a debate with someone, particularly when it is in writing – which is the medium for the vast majority of my debates – and I frequently call a spade a spade.  Because of that, I have in the past been accused of being uncharitable.  To me, however, I view it as being more respectful to the other person by not wasting the other guy’s time with a lot of wasted verbiage and wishy-washy niceties, nor am I treating them like a little child who is not capable of direct criticism and of being disagreed with.  I prefer people do the same with me.  And, if someone is being a hypocrite, I call them a hypocrite.  If someone is flat out lying and purposely misrepresenting what I say, I call them a liar. If someone says something that is ridiculous or absurd, I say that it is ridiculous and absurd.  If I believe someone to be wrong, I tell them they’re wrong. Is that necessarily uncharitable?
If someone thinks it is, then I would ask if Jesus was being uncharitable when he called the scribes and Pharisees liars, blind guides, white-washed tombs, sons of murderers, vipers and serpents, and said that they were full of extortion and rapacity and hypocrisy and iniquity?  I don’t think anyone would say that Jesus was being uncharitable, would they?  Was He being uncharitable when He got out a whip and turned over the money changers tables in the Temple?  Was He being uncharitable when He asked, “How long must I endure this generation?”  Was He being uncharitable when He called the Samaritan woman a dog?  Of course not.  He wasn’t necessarily being “nice” in all these instances, but not being nice is not the same thing as being uncharitable.  What I’m saying is that one needs to be very careful in judging something to be an uncharitable act.  Not being nice is not the same thing as not being charitable.  What might “seem” uncharitable to some, could actually be an act of charity, and to judge it as being uncharitable could be an uncharitable act on someone’s part. We’ve gotten so touchy-feely and sensitive and we worry so much about making everyone feel “validated” these days that it sometimes borders on the ridiculous.  

4. Exaggerating the inadequacy of Sola Scriptura, as if it were not possible to understand the Bible at all without the Magisterium. In reality, if one, without help from any external authority, gives the Bible a diligent, sincere, and attentive reading, it will be possible to achieve the right answer to a fair number of questions. Sola Scriptura is inadequate because it cannot give the Church definitive answers to every question which she needs answered in order to function as the Church. For example, it cannot give the Church a definitive answer regarding whether Christian marriage is dissoluble. On the other hand, the Bible is clear enough that the text alone suffices to tell the Church that homosexuality is evil, among other things. If one fails to recognize this then it will be impossible to come to terms with the patristic witness to the clarity of Scripture.

My Response: 
I agree.  
I always say that you can read the Bible on your own and come to some understanding of what you read, but I also always say that there are many things in the Bible that are difficult to understand and for which we need a guide – as the Bible clearly tells us.

5. Insisting that Protestants need to know, as a matter of faith, that Matthew wrote Matthew. According to the internal logic of their system, they do not. It suffices that the book of Matthew be inspired by God, regardless whether the traditional attribution is correct. As such, there is a limited value in asking Protestants the question, "How do you know that Matthew wrote Matthew?" If a particular Protestant does in fact accept the traditional authorship of Matthew, one might ask him on what basis he does so. If he replies that he does so on the basis of the patristic testimony, this can be an opportunity to expose any double standards he might hold as to the reliability of the patristic testimony at large. Nevertheless, it is fallacious to argue that, since Protestants need to know that Matthew wrote Matthew, and since Sola Scriptura cannot provide that knowledge to them, therefore Sola Scriptura is false.

My Response: 
I disagree.  

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

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

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

7. Arguing that since St. Paul knew that the magicians who opposed Moses were named Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim 3:8), these names must have been preserved in the old covenant equivalent of Apostolic Tradition. According to the Catholic dogma of the inspiration of Scripture, God furnished the sacred authors with an infallible judgment in evaluating the truth of non-inspired and hence fallible historical records (Pius XII, Humani Generis, 38). As such, judging by the standard of Catholic theology (which conservative Protestants share on this point), it is possible that St. Paul learned these names from ordinary human historical records, and not from Jewish Sacred Tradition. To establish the presence of Sacred Tradition within the old covenant a Catholic must look elsewhere (e.g., 2 Chronicles 29:2).

My Response: 
I agree.

In Conclusion
As you can see, not all Catholic apologists think alike. I think exercises like this one are important, though, so that more Catholic apologists can start thinking like me [insert smiley face here].
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Introduction

This week will be a continuation of the response I started in last week’s issue (see Issue #151 on the “Newsletter” page of www.biblechristiansociety.com) to a list of “Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use” when evangelizing Protestants, that three Catholic apologists came up with a year or so ago. I heard from one of them this week and this is what he said in response to my comments:

“ALL IN ALL, I think we largely agree on these points. So it’s good to make it clear all of us Catholics are not really at odds here, but we might have some nuanced points of difference.”
And, I would agree with his assessment based on the other things he stated in his newsletter. I’ll put some more of his comments in the newsletter next week when I hone in specifically on the issue of how many Protestant denominations there are. 
And I’m going to focus on that particular question next week in response to what a Protestant said on his website about my comments on this point in the last newsletter. I said that, based on my observations, I believe there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of de facto Protestant denominations. Well, this particular Protestant took issue with me and so next week I’m going to dissect his comments and point out the weaknesses of his arguments, or simply his lack of argument.


Below are items #8 – #18 from “Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use” and my responses to each of them

8. Citing 2 Peter 1:20-21 against the Protestant principle of private interpretation of Scripture. St. Peter explains, in the preceding verses, that the Apostles did not invent their claims about the glory of the Lord Jesus Christ, but saw it first hand when He revealed it to them in the Transfiguration. He then exhorts his readers to heed the "prophetic word." He continues, "No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation, because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men borne by the Holy Spirit spoke from God." In context, the "interpretation" which St. Peter refers to is on the part of the prophet, not the reader. That is, St. Peter’s point is that no prophet made up his own prophecies. The prophets spoke what they received from God to speak, just as the Apostles spoke what they received from God to speak on Mount Tabor. Hence, their words rest on divine and not human authority. 2 Peter 1:20-21 perhaps admits of a legitimate secondary application against private judgment, but this will not be convincing to an astute Protestant.

My Response:
I disagree.  
First of all, one should never rely on a single verse to build your case, or to “be convincing” to a Protestant (whether they are “astute” or not), if you can at all avoid it. So, to rely on 2 Peter 1:20-21 as a sort of trump card verse for proving the private interpretation of Scripture to be wrong, is not a good thing.  However, I believe this particular verse does indeed make a strong addition to your case, especially when you join it to 2 Peter 3:16, about the ignorant and unstable who twist the Scriptures to their own destruction. How is it that the ignorant and unstable twist the Scriptures to their own destruction?  By incorrectly interpreting them via private interpretation.  
Also, to say that the context of this verse is all about private interpretation on the part of the prophet, but not the reader of the prophecy, seems to me to be a private interpretation of prophecy that misses the mark. To say that God is telling us that no prophet can privately interpret a prophecy that has been given to him, but that that has no implication whatsoever in regard to the private interpretation of that prophecy by those who forever after read that prophecy, doesn’t really make sense to me.  An “astute Protestant” is going to argue that God is telling us that a prophet cannot privately interpret a prophecy given to him by God, but after the prophecy is written down in Scripture then private interpretation of that prophecy is fair game for one and all who read it?  That doesn’t seem to me to be a very astute argument for a Protestant to make.  

Two quotes about these verses from a couple of Catholic commentaries:
1) Haydock’s Commentary: “The Scriptures cannot be properly expounded by private spirit or fancy, but by the same spirit wherewith they were written, which is resident in the Church…every part of the holy Scriptures is delivered to us by the divine spirit of God, wherewith the men were inspired who wrote them; therefore they are to be interpreted but by the spirit of God, which he left, and promised to his Church to guide her in all truth…”
2) Orchard’s 1951/1953 Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture: “It is of prime importance to know that prophecy of Scripture is not subject to private interpretation by every individual, as the false teachers assume it is…”

9. Attacking the textual integrity of the Bible. The manuscript tradition is sufficiently robust that it is possible to reconstruct, to a moral certainty, the original reading of the vast majority of the New Testament. Instances where the original text is indeterminate, although they are significant, are far between and are not determinative of any major theological debate.

My Response:
I agree.
 

10. Compromising biblical inerrancy in order to score points against Protestantism. For instance, Protestants will often allege that the books of Maccabees cannot be inspired Scripture because they contain contradictory accounts of the death of Antiochus Epiphanes. And unfortunately, sometimes Catholics, instead of defending the books of Maccabees by harmonizing their data, will retort that by that standard the books of Samuel and Chronicles cannot be inspired Scripture either since they contain contradictory accounts of the death of Saul. This defense is thoroughly inadmissible: it invalidates the authentic Catholic standard regarding the necessary characteristics of Scripture (one of which is inerrancy) just as well as Protestant standard.

My Response:
I disagree. 
I disagree because I do not think it is “compromising biblical inerrancy” to point out the fallacy in someone else’s premise.  By using someone else’s argument about a supposed inconsistency in the “apocrypha,” to show them that using their same logic produces supposed inconsistencies in other parts of Scripture, is a perfectly legitimate form of argumentation.  You are not “compromising” biblical inerrancy, you are compromising their logic.  Now, one should also make every effort to harmonize seemingly contradictory accounts of Scripture, but one should also be aware, as St. Augustine recognized, that there are parts of Scripture that can be difficult to harmonize one with the other.

11. Jumping to James 2:24 in order to counter every Protestant proof-text for justification by faith alone. 
Given that Catholic theology is true, it ought to be able to account for every text of Scripture on its own terms and in its own context. Hence, there is no escaping the duty to do exegesis, even of, especially of, Romans. It will not satisfy any Protestant to object to his proof-text that "it can’t mean that because then it would contradict this other passage over here." The Protestant will have his own understanding of that other passage over there as well. Again, there is no escaping the duty to read the Protestant proof-texts closely and carefully and to furnish justified interpretations which are consistent with Catholic dogma.

My Response:
I agree.  
Although, I love jumping to James 2:24, and even more to James 2:26, as a jumping off point for my arguments on this topic. But it is a beginning of the argument, not the end.  There are many more verses one needs to use to “build the case,” plus one does indeed need to give a Catholic interpretation to the verses the Protestants are misinterpreting.

12. Descending into arguments over whether we should give priority to Jesus or St. Paul as our teacher of the doctrine of justification. Granted, some Protestants err in claiming that Jesus left it to St. Paul to teach the Church the theology of salvation. However, it is no sound rebuttal, but simply the photographic negative of the Protestant error, to boast that Catholics give primacy to the Gospels.

My Response:
I agree.

13. If you wish to cite Acts 7:51 against the Calvinist doctrine of irresistible grace, be forewarned that there exists a cogent rebuttal. St. Stephen tells the Sanhedrin, "You stiff-necked people, uncircumcised in heart and ears, you always oppose [Gk., antipiptete] the Holy Spirit." Literally, they fall against, meaning they fight against or oppose, the work of the Holy Spirit. Those who quote this passage against the doctrine of irresistible grace assume that this means they are resisting and hence rendering ineffectual that which the Holy Spirit is trying to work in their own souls. I.e., the Holy Spirit is working on converting them, but they are resisting Him. However, in context this passage more probably means simply that they are fighting against and opposing the work which the Holy Spirit is accomplishing in others, by killing the prophets in attempts to silence the word which God is speaking through them and persecuting the saints who hear it. "Which of the prophets did not your fathers persecute?" (Acts 7:52) The devil resists the Holy Spirit in the same sense.

My Response:
I disagree.  
First of all, I have never used this verse against Calvinists.  Second, as I mentioned above, I try to never use one verse to “prove” something.  It’s all about building the case.  Having said that, though, whenever I see the words used above, “…in context this passage more probably means,” or any such similar words, I use them as a springboard to letting any Protestant who disagrees with my interpretation of Scripture know that my interpretation of each and any verse is as valid as their interpretation of that verse, at least, when we play by their rules of individual interpretation of Scripture.  
So, if I did use Acts 7:51 against a Calvinist and I interpreted it as meaning they fight against what the Holy Spirit is trying to accomplish in them, which is a possible interpretation – they could be fighting against the work of the Holy Spirit in others as well as the work of the Holy Spirit in themselves – and the Calvinist said, “No, in context this passage more probably means that they are fighting against and opposing the work which the Holy Spirit is accomplishing in others,” then I would ask them: 
“This passage MORE PROBABLY means? So, you are really saying that in your fallible private OPINION this verse means what you THINK it means, right?” In other words, I would make sure that they understand that their interpretation of that verse, or any verse for that matter, is seen by me for exactly what it is – a fallible, non-authoritative, man-made, private interpretation – and that their fallible, non-authoritative, man-made private interpretation does not hold much sway with me, no matter how infallibly they try to pronounce it.  And I would continue by asking them if my interpretation of that verse “could be” right.  And I would point out to them that unless they claim their interpretation to be infallible, then they have to admit that my interpretation could be right.  And if my interpretation could be right, then theirs “could be” wrong.  The point of which is to draw them into a “dialogue” on authority, which is where I believe all theological dialogue should start, and to point out to them that they have no authority whatsoever to tell me that their interpretation is right and mine is wrong.
So, while this verse may not be a “home run” as an argument against Calvinists, I don’t think one is necessarily making a mistake by using it and I don’t think the “cogent rebuttal” offered above is all that remarkable, especially since it affords the opportunity to move the whole debate to the issue of authority.  By the way, one of my favorite verses that I use to argue against the Calvinists is Luke 7:30.

14. Similarly, if you wish to cite Matthew 23:37 against the Calvinist doctrine of irresistible grace, be forewarned that there exists a cogent rebuttal. Jesus says, "O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who are sent to you! How often would I have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not!" 
Before one could validly apply this text against irresistible grace, one would have to prove the identity of the ones whom Jesus willed to gather together and the ones who would not. For if they are different people, then, as above, all this text means is that the wicked are opposed to God’s saving action in others. And in fact, context indicates that they are different people. "Jerusalem" refers to the Jewish leadership, the scribes and Pharisees (cf. Matt 23:13, 31, 34-35), whereas "your children" refers to innocent Jews suffering underneath them.

My Response:
I disagree. 
Most of what I said for point #13 can apply here as well.  Plus, I don’t think one has to “prove the identity” of anyone.  I don’t think one should try to “prove” anything with Scripture, rather one should just build the case.  And, I see no reason why this verse cannot be used as part of the case you are building as, again, it can be used to launch into a debate on the issue of authority and private interpretation, etc., just like Acts 7:51 above can be.  Again, I have never used this verse when talking to a Calvinist, and I doubt I ever would…as I doubt I would ever use Acts 7:51…but the point that I am allowed, by the Protestant’s system of theology, to interpret Scripture for myself as I see fit and that I see fit to interpret these verses in a way they disagree with, can maybe get some folks thinking that this whole private interpretation thing has some holes in it.  

15. Citing Ephesians 2:10 against justification by faith alone. This passage, even rightly interpreted, contains nothing inconsistent with Protestant theology. Having been saved by grace through faith, we ought to do the good works which God prepared beforehand for His children to do. This statement does not require that these good works should themselves be salvific, but is consistent with the supposition that these works are merely the necessary outgrowth of a salvation already completed. In order to establish that good works are salvific, the Catholic must look elsewhere.

My Response:
I disagree.  
The question is: What happens if we do not do the works that God thinks we “ought to do” in Ephesians 2:10? This passage, when combined with Matthew 7:21: “Not everyone who says to Me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the will of My Father Who is in Heaven,” provides a very effective argument against justification by faith alone.  If God has these works prepared for you beforehand that you should walk in them (Ephesians 2:10), then that means it is His will that you do them.  But, according to Matthew 7:21, if you do not do His will, then you don’t get into the Kingdom of Heaven.  So, saved or not, if you do not do the works referred to in Ephesians 2:10, you don’t get into the Kingdom of Heaven.  So, is it necessary to do these works in order to be saved?

16. Making hay about Martin Luther adding the word "alone" to Romans 3:28. While the word is indeed absent from the Greek text, Luther was not the first to regard it as a justifiable gloss. That it is not in fact justifiable makes Luther’s addition an exegetical error, but this is not the same thing as a blatant perversion.

My Response:
I disagree.   
Many Protestants try to make big hay out of the fact that Catholics “added” the deuterocanon to the Bible at the Council of Trent (as they wrongly believe), and they take great pleasure in quoting from the Book of Revelation that anyone who adds to or takes away from “this book” – which they take to mean the entire Bible – will be dealt with severely.  So, I see absolutely nothing wrong using their own argument against them by pointing out that their hero Martin Luther added to “this book” and I also use the opportunity to point out to them that Catholics did indeed add to “this book,” and that we call that addition the “New Testament.” I also point out that Martin Luther took away the deuterocanon from “this book.” And, that he referred to a part of “this book” as an “epistle of straw.” In other words, I find this particular tact of great use for opening the door to a number of catechetical moments.  Finally, I would not call the deliberate addition of words to Scripture, for the purpose of providing scriptural back up for your own personal interpretation of Scripture, an “exegetical error.”  His misinterpretation of Scripture is indeed an exegetical error, but to deliberately add a word to the pages of the Bible and call it inspired Scripture goes beyond a mere “exegetical error.”  

17. Never ask, if a Protestant believes his salvation is eternally secure, what motivation he has to do good and avoid evil. The answer is obvious (and embarrassing to the Catholic who asked the question): the love of God. The love of God is sufficient motivation to pursue holiness with all vigor, absent any considerations of self-interest. The most that a Catholic can argue in this respect is that Catholic theology, which furnishes men with both the baser motive of self-interest and the loftier motive of the love of God, is superior in the practical order. For, in many cases, the baser motive will effectually turn a man from evil to good whereas the loftier motive, even though it should have, did not.

My Response:
I disagree.  
I quite often ask once saved always saved believers what motivation they have to avoid sinning.  
And, when they respond, “Out of love for God,” it gives me the opportunity to ask: “But, it really isn’t necessary to love God in order to be saved, is it?”  And I follow up by saying, “In fact, since love has nothing to do with our salvation, we can be saved whether or not we love God or our fellow man, can we not?  And, since we don’t have to love God in order to be saved, then we really don’t have an ultimate necessary motivation for avoiding sin, do we?  After all, it doesn’t affect our salvation if we sin, does it?”

18. Do no otherwise than reference ancient documents for what they are. If a document is of probable authenticity (i.e., its author is probably the person it is attributed to), reference it as probably authentic. If it is of possible authenticity, reference it as possibly authentic. If it is spurious, reference it as spurious, and use it simply to document the beliefs of an anonymous ancient Christian author.

My Response:
I agree.
There are so many good arguments for Catholicism that the religion will do just fine without the arguments on this list.

My Response
The religion will indeed do just fine without the arguments on the list, as it will do just fine without any number of other arguments, but I see no reason to exclude most of the arguments on this list.  I believe most of them can be wielded in such a way as to plant seeds with Protestants.  Seeds that the Holy Spirit can then nurture and hopefully bring to fruition.

In Conclusion

Again, my “disagreements” could very well result from looking at different sides of the same coin. I imagine I will hear back from Nick after this issue as well and will let you know what he has to say.

I hope you’ve enjoyed this little intellectual exercise and, as mentioned earlier, I will focus the next issue solely on the question of how many Protestant denominations there are and take to task a Protestant apologist on that question.

[Apparently, the 18 points were published at a site named “Pugio Fidei” which I cannot locate today-

http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/religion/2243954/posts
May 1, 2009

-Michael. They sum them up as below:
Unsound Sticks, or, Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use
1. Do not allege that there are 33,000 Protestant denominations. 
2. Avoid the term "anti-Catholic."
3. Do not justify lack of charity by appealing to the example of St. Jerome.
4. Do not exaggerate the inadequacy of Sola Scriptura, as if it were not possible to understand the Bible at all without the Magisterium.
5. Do not insist that Protestants need to know, as a matter of faith, that Matthew wrote Matthew.
6. Do not think that it suffices, for falsifying Sola Scriptura, to demonstrate that inspired oral Apostolic Tradition existed during the Apostolic era (2 Thessalonians 2:15, etc.).
7. Do not argue that since St. Paul knew that the magicians who opposed Moses were named Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim 3:8), these names must have been preserved in the old covenant equivalent of Apostolic Tradition. 
8. Do not cite 2 Peter 1:20-21 against the Protestant principle of private interpretation of Scripture.
9. Never attack the textual integrity of the Bible.
10. Never compromise biblical inerrancy in order to score points against Protestantism. 
11. Do not jump to James 2:24 in order to counter every Protestant proof-text for justification by faith alone.
12. Do not descend into arguments over whether we should give priority to Jesus or St. Paul as our teacher of the doctrine of justification.
13. If you wish to cite Acts 7:51 against the Calvinist doctrine of irresistible grace, be forewarned that there exists a cogent rebuttal.
14. Similarly, if you wish to cite Matthew 23:37 against the Calvinist doctrine of irresistible grace, be forewarned that there exists a cogent rebuttal.
15. Do not cite Ephesians 2:10 against justification by faith alone.
16. Avoid making hay about Martin Luther adding the word "alone" to Romans 3:28. 
17. Never ask, if a Protestant believes his salvation is eternally secure, what motivation he has to do good and avoid evil.
18. Do no otherwise than reference ancient documents for what they are.]
[Find another analysis of the 18 points at

18 DUMB CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS ARGUMENTS ANALYZED

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/18_DUMB_CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS_ARGUMENTS_ANALYZED.doc] 
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/203-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-153
Introduction
The last two weeks I’ve been going through some “Arguments Catholics Shouldn’t Use” that were published by three Catholic apologists back in 2009. One of those three, Nick, has responded to both issues of the newsletter that dealt with these “Arguments” and said that, with some minor disagreement, he would agree with most of what I said. He looked at it, as do I after reading his responses, as both of us talking about the same thing but from different angles. My “disagreements” with what they said turned out to be not so much “disagreements” as they were a nuanced take on what they said.

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

Now, they also stated that we cannot blame all the divisions within Protestantism on Sola Scriptura, and on that I would still tend to disagree. I would say that the cause of the vast majority, if not all, of the divisions within Protestantism is directly or indirectly related to Sola Scriptura.
Now, all of that brings me to a particular Protestant apologist, James Swan, who took issue on his blog with what I said about there potentially being millions of denominations. Mr. Swan has, on occasion, taken pot-shots at me in his blog. I replied to one of those previous pot-shots back in Issue #78 of this newsletter. I ripped into his arguments, or lack thereof, yet never saw any response to what I said in his blog. So I assumed that he likes to talk about me, but just doesn’t want me to talk back, so I haven’t bothered with any of his other pot-shots…until now.

He took a pot-shot at my contention that there are millions of Protestant denominations and it was just too good to pass up commenting on. Below is what he said in its entirety (in italics), and then my comments intermingled with his. I hope you enjoy…

From James Swan:  (http://www.aomin.org/aoblog/index.php?itemid=4188)

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

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

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

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

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

Which means his attempt to "logically" refute my contention, such as it was, falls just a bit short. 

James Swan: 
John’s statistical conclusions come from his use and gathering of "anecdotal evidence." He’s delved into his wealth of subjective experience and arrived at a conclusion about reality. That’s quite a rigorous apologetic presentation, similar to a Mormon missionary arguing from a burning in the bosom.   
John Martignoni:
It’s amazing how he starts off talking about my "statistical conclusions" and then quickly translates that into the equivalent of a Mormon missionary’s "burning in the bosom," as if this was a completely subjective conclusion on my part. My contention that there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of de facto Protestant denominations – each Sola Scriptura devotee who believes they have the authority to decide what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine based on their own personal, fallible interpretation of Scripture essentially acting as Pope, Pastor, and theologian for their own private denomination – is indeed based on statistical conclusions.  My contention is not based on what I "feel," it is based on what I have observed, which his readers would have known if they took the time to read my newsletter.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

James Swan:
Aside from the fact that his estimate of millions of Protestant denominations has no real evidence to back it up, there are a few other problems with his burning in the bosom apologetic conclusions. His subjective feelings have informed him that sola scriptura is the culprit. This reminds me of someone who blames a situation on one idea or a particular group of people at the expense of other factors that should figure into an equation. Secondly, his feelings don’t seem to be moved when it comes to evaluating divisions within Romanism. Is sola scriptura the culprit for that as well? The irony is that this very statement from Mr. Martignoni was not written in response to a Protestant, but to Roman Catholics stating the 33,000 denominations argument should be abandoned. That is, Martignoni’s is at odds with the conclusions of another Romanist.  It’s one Romanist opinion against another. Perhaps sola scriptura is responsible for this as well? No, Romanists are allowed to disagree with each other simply because they say they say they are able to do so.  
John Martignoni:
Again he uses the "burning in the bosom" phrase to ridicule, rather than actually answer my argument.  And, it is not my "subjective feelings" that tell me Sola Scriptura is the culprit for all the divisions within Protestantism.  That contention is, again, based on my observations.  If someone tells you that they don’t need a church all they need is their Bible (Sola Scriptura), or that they attend a particular church because that pastor comes closest to what they believe (based on their interpretation of their Bible – Sola Scriptura), then please tell me, Mr. Swan, what would you conclude?  He mentions "other factors" should "factor into that equation," but again, please note that he did not offer a single one of these "other factors." 

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

The problem for Mr. Swan, as it is for all Protestants, is whether there are thousands or millions of Protestant denominations, the fact is that there are at least thousands of divisions within Protestantism based on theological differences that result from Sola Scriptura.  
I happen to believe that there are millions of divisions within Protestantism when you factor in matters of authority, as well.  And, that these authoritative differences result from the fact that the dogma of Sola Scriptura encourages each individual to be their own Pope, Pastor, and theologian when it comes to matters of the Bible.  He avoided that altogether, though, didn’t he?


James Swan:
Mr. Martignoni then gave his personal opinion of what constitutes a Protestant body. This also appears to be based on his burning in the bosom apologetic conclusions. Is this Rome’s official definition? No, it’s once again, John’s personal opinion. Interestingly, the guys over at Triablogue have been revisiting this same subject. In this post, it is pointed out that dumping 33,000 denominations into one big pile can only be done consistently if they actually share something in common: "So the very objection to Protestant diversity tacitly assumes that all Protestant denominations have a common denominator. They must have something essentially in common that makes all of them Protestant." In other words, the 33,000 different denominations actually share at least one thing in common in order to be classified together. This post also points out inherent difficulties with Romanist argumentation and is worth a look at.   
John Martignoni:
He’s trying here to make the argument that the fact all Protestant denominations have something in common, in some way diminishes the argument that the divisions within Protestantism argue against the legitimacy of Protestantism.  That is quite a stretch, but it shows how much the problem of the divisions within Protestantism is on the minds of Protestant apologists.  Of course they all have something in common: 1) They are not Catholic and quite often attack the Catholic Faith as being the bogeyman; 2) Most, if not all, of them believe in Sola Scriptura; 3) They all have Martin Luther as their spiritual forefather; and 4) None of them have valid holy orders.

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

James Swan:
When it comes right down to it, Roman Catholic apologists like Martignoni suffer from gross double standards in their methodology. Many of their arguments and conclusions stem from their own subjective feelings and private interpretations of Romanism and the Bible. They don’t even begin to point their same arguments back on their own worldview to see how consistent they are.  
John Martignoni:
Regarding disagreements between Roman Catholics and how I have a "double standard" in that regard, did he give specific examples of this double standard?  No.  He tries to use the example of me disagreeing with another Catholic apologist not on a matter of doctrine, or morals, or authority, rather on the matter of how many Protestant denominations there actually are.  But the point he is trying to make is absurd.  He is trying to make the point that a disagreement between Catholics on a non-doctrinal matter, on a question of fact in regard to the number of Protestant denominations, is equivalent to a disagreement among Protestants as to Baptism, the Sacraments, authority, the Rapture, once saved always saved, tradition, and so on.  Sorry, James, but they are not the same thing. 

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

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

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

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

Sorry, James, world of difference here between Catholics and Protestants.

In Conclusion

James Swan attacked me, but not my arguments. This, unfortunately, is not rare when dealing with Protestants, but you can’t let it get you off track from your arguments. You have to dispassionately examine what they have said, and systematically take apart any arguments that you can find amidst their rhetoric.
PROTESTANT BELIEFS AND 33000 DENOMINATIONS 
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Introduction

I want to follow-up on last week’s issue regarding the number of Protestant denominations that are out there. I claim that there are hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of Protestant denominations, and I wish to present, in this issue, Exhibit 1, from a Protestant, to back up what I was saying. 

A denomination is basically just a division within Protestantism. These divisions exist because of differences in either belief or authority. There are thousands, maybe tens of thousands, of Protestant denominations that have resulted from theological differences between various Protestants. No one really knows the exact number. 

There are, however, many more denominations, many more divisions within Protestantism, that exist because of the issue of authority. Who has the right to decide what is and is not sound scriptural practice, what is and is not doctrinal, what is and is not moral, for a particular grouping within Protestantism? I contend, based on my communication with hundreds, if not into the thousands by now, of Protestants of all stripes, that there are probably millions of de facto denominations within Protestantism. 

Each person (or each family) that reserves the right for himself to determine what is and is not scriptural, doctrinal, and moral based on his own private fallible interpretation of the Bible is, in essence, a de facto denomination. The one or more members of this denomination answer to no earthly authority outside of itself. It may agree doctrinally with other denominations, but then again, it may not. Each person who believes in Sola Scriptura and who submits to no authority regarding biblical interpretation outside of their own private fallible interpretation, is essentially Pope, Pastor, and theologian for their own denomination. 

I received an email from Robert Wiese, a Protestant who is, essentially, agreeing with me whether he realizes it or not, and I want to examine that email here. Basically the guy takes me to task for being a hypocrite, as he sees it, but in the end he confirms exactly what I was saying about there being millions of Protestant denominations. 

I begin with his comments in their entirety, in italics, and then with my comments interspersed amongst his.

From Robert Wiese
"John, you tell Protestants on a daily basis that their own private reading of the Bible and Church history can’t be trusted and has resulted in numerous (millions?) protestant denominations and therefore you need Rome’s infallible interpreter to come to a correct understanding of them.   
John, who says the Catholic Church is the authentic interpreter of Scripture.  Answer—The Catholic Church.  How do you know for certain that Rome is the true infallible interpreter? The Catholic church is not the only church that claims to be the true church with an infallible interpreter. There is the Eastern Orthodox, the Mormons, the Watchtower Society and many others who make this same claim. So John, when you and others like Scott Hahn decided to return to/ or join the Catholic church, you read the Bible, the church Fathers, discuss with others and pray about it like others do, but in the end you made a Fallible decision to join the Catholic Church. 
But how can you be 100% certain that your choice of Rome over all others is the right choice?  Yet, John, you constantly tell non-Catholics in your newsletter that they can’t trust their own private reading/interpretation of the Bible and Church history, that they need Rome’s infallible interpreter to come to a correct understanding of them. 
In the end, you and everyone else relies on his or her own fallible private judgement and interpretation to determine if Rome is or is not the true church. That is why I believe many times your newsletter has a ring of hypocrisy to it. You constantly knock non-catholics for doing something (private interpretation) that you and other Catholics are doing yourselves to arrive at the conclusion that Rome is the true Church and therefore the authentic interpreter of scripture in the first place.  In the end it really does come down to what the Apostle Paul said—"let everybody be sure in his own mind"(Romans 14:5)."

-——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

Robert Wiese
"John, you tell Protestants on a daily basis that their own private reading of the Bible and Church history can’t be trusted and has resulted in numerous (millions?) protestant denominations and therefore you need Rome’s infallible interpreter to come to a correct understanding of them."
John Martignoni
Actually, that’s not quite what I do.  I do not tell Protestants that their own private reading of the Bible can’t be trusted.  There are many Protestants who come up with legitimate interpretations of many passages of Scripture based on their own private reading of the Bible.  The point I make is that no Protestant can say their private interpretation of any given Scripture passage is infallible, since they claim that no man is infallible.  So, if you are not infallible when interpreting the Bible, and I have, according to your theology, just as much right as you do to interpret the Bible to determine what is and is not truth, then how is it you, a Protestant, dare to tell me, in an infallible manner, that I, a Catholic, am wrong on any particular interpretation of Scripture?  You could be wrong in your interpretation since you are fallible, yet you tell me infallibly that I am wrong in my interpretation.  What gives with that?

The basic point is this: If a Protestant would challenge a teaching of the Catholic Church by saying something along the lines of, "John, I know Catholics believe in Purgatory, but in my reading of the Bible I just don’t see anything like Purgatory.  However, I know that I could be wrong in my interpretations, so could you please give me the Catholic argument for Purgatory from Scripture," I would have absolutely no problem with that attitude.  That would be an intellectually honest attitude.  But when a Protestant challenges me by saying, "Purgatory is not in the Bible, it’s one of the man-made traditions of the Catholic Church that are contrary to the Gospel of Jesus Christ and anyone that believes in that papist garbage is going to Hell," then I take exception. 

So, when I point out to Protestants that they are not infallible in their interpretation of the Bible, by their own claims, and that their fallibility could, therefore, lead them to believing in false doctrines, I am merely pointing out that they are being hypocrites, and that they have no leg to stand on, when they infallibly claim Catholics are wrong. 

Also, I never tell any Protestants that their private reading of Church history is wrong.  What I do say is that there are a lot of bogus Protestant "historians" out there who write books about Church history that are more conjecture than fact, yet they present all of it as if it is established fact, but they do so without any kind of source documentation to back up what they are saying.  

Finally, I never say that one needs "Rome’s infallible interpreter" to come to a "correct understanding" of any given Scripture passage.  The Catholic Church has, as far as I know, rarely stated in a definitive manner what this or that particular verse of the Bible means.  So, no, we do not need "Rome’s infallible interpreter" to understand all of the Bible.  However, what we do need, just as the Ethiopian eunuch in Acts 8 needed, is a guide.  A guide that doesn’t have to translate every single verse for us, but rather a guide that will tell us if we have gone out of bounds in our interpretation of any given verse.  And that is what the Catholic Church provides for her children.  The Church lays down the boundaries within which we are free to interpret Scripture as we feel led by the Holy Spirit to do.  If we step outside of those boundaries, then the Church is there to provide correction and guidance and understanding. 

Robert Wiese
"John, who says the Catholic Church is the authentic interpreter of Scripture.  Answer—The Catholic Church.  How do you know for certain that Rome is the true infallible interpreter? The Catholic church is not the only church that claims to be the true church with an infallible interpreter. There is the Eastern Orthodox, the Mormons, the Watchtower Society and many others who make this same claim. So John, when you and others like Scott Hahn decided to return to/ or join the Catholic church, you read the Bible, the church Fathers, discuss with others and pray about it like others do, but in the end you made a Fallible decision to join the Catholic Church."
John Martignoni
The Catholic Church does indeed claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture.  Doesn’t it make sense that the Church founded by Jesus Christ would claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture?  Who says that God is the one true God?  God.  Does that make His claim somehow illegitimate?  Oh, sure, there are others making the claim that they are the authentic interpreters of Scripture, but doesn’t that also make sense that there would be impostors who wish to usurp the authority of the one true Church of Christ by claiming that authority for themselves?  The difference is, the Catholic Church has the witness of history on its side. 

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

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

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

The witness of history.  Historians of all creeds and of no creed will tell you that the papacy can be traced back 2000 years.  That the Catholic Church was founded by Jesus Christ around the year 30 A.D.  Even the bogus Protestant historians I mentioned earlier, who hate the Catholic Church, actually bear historical witness to her when they claim that in the 4th century all the pagans supposedly entered the Church and brought their pagan beliefs with them.  Well, what Church is it these bogus historians claim the pagans entered?  The Lutheran church?  No.  The Anglican church?  No.  The Evangelical church?  No.  The Third Avenue First Free Will Evangelical Missionary Baptist Church of the Redeemer?  No.  They all claim these pagans entered the…Catholic Church.  Which means they all acknowledge that it was the Catholic Church that was in existence at that time. 

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

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

The witness of the Bible.  The Bible gives a church, and the leaders of that church, authority that no Protestant church that I am aware of even claims to have.  Plus, that church had to have the authority to infallibly pronounce on matters related to the canon of Scripture, so that we can trust our Bibles in the first place. 

So, it was not my fallible interpretation of the Bible that led me back to the Catholic Church and it was not my fallible interpretation of the Bible that led me to believe that the Church’s teaching is infallible.  I did not rely upon the witness of the Bible in order to come back to the Catholic Church.  I did not rely upon the Catholic Church to come back to the Catholic Church.  I relied upon the witness of history and the witness of miracles to come back into the Catholic Church.  So, yes, I made a fallible decision that the Catholic Church is indeed the Church founded by Jesus Christ.  But, the fact of the matter is, that based upon all of the witnesses mentioned above, the only logical conclusion that one can reach is that there is only one church out there that was founded by Jesus Christ, that is 2000-years old, and that preaches and teaches with the authority He gave it, and the witnesses point to exactly which church that is.  Furthermore, I will state that if I were to believe the Catholic Church wrong, my only options would be to become either a Jew, or an atheist.  In other words, if the Catholic Church cannot be trusted, then no Christian church can be. 

Robert Wiese
But how can you be 100% certain that your choice of Rome over all others is the right choice?  Yet, John, you constantly tell non-Catholics in your newsletter that they can’t trust their own private reading/interpretation of the Bible and Church history, that they need Rome’s infallible interpreter to come to a correct understanding of them. In the end, you and everyone else relies on his or her own fallible private judgement and interpretation to determine if Rome is or is not the true church. That is why I believe many times your newsletter has a ring of hypocrisy to it. You constantly knock non-catholics for doing something (private interpretation) that you and other Catholics are doing yourselves to arrive at the conclusion that Rome is the true Church and therefore the authentic interpreter of scripture in the first place.  In the end it really does come down to what the Apostle Paul said—"let everybody be sure in his own mind"(Romans 14:5)."

John Martignoni
I can be as certain as a human being can possibly be because of all the witnesses that I mentioned above.  Now, what I said above was just a quick taste of the testimony of those witnesses, it was not meant to be in depth at all, as that point is not the main point of this newsletter.  But, no, I am not relying on my own private, fallible interpretation of Scripture to determine all of these things I believe, as Protestants do, so I am not being a hypocrite when I point out their fallibility when they interpret Scripture.  For my beliefs I rely on authorities outside of my own individual private interpretation of Scripture.  I rely on Jewish authorities, Protestant authorities, atheist authorities, and so on.  I rely on scientific authorities and historical authorities.  I rely on what my own eyes have seen.  Now, does that mean I have to make a private, fallible judgment in all of these instances regarding the credibility of these witnesses?  Indeed I do.  
But, what gives a fallible human being a greater assurance, a higher probability, of being right: the relying upon many witnesses, or the relying upon one witness? 

Now, to the main point for my publishing this particular writer’s email.  His last sentence: In the end it really does come down to what the Apostle Paul said—"let everybody be sure in his own mind"(Romans 14:5)."  He is stating exactly what I stated in my newsletter about the millions of de facto Protestant denominations.  Here is a Protestant, stating exactly what I have stated about Protestants.  Everybody is on their own.  No authority outside of the individual’s own personal, private authority.  Forget that this passage is not even talking about the interpretation of Scripture nor does it mention anything about everyone deciding for themselves what is true and false doctrine, that doesn’t matter.  Even though he has taken the passage he quotes out of context, he has still summed up what I was saying about Protestantism.  It’s essentially every man for himself.  Forget about the fact that Jesus founded a church.  Forget about the fact that nowhere does the Bible say every man for himself when it comes to doctrine.  Forget about the fact that Scripture itself points to the need for a guide when interpreting Scripture.  Forget about the fact that Scripture itself tells us that there are difficult things in Scripture that the unlearned and the unstable twist to their own destruction.  No, none of that matters.  All that matters is me and my private fallible interpretation of the Bible.   

Finally, the very ironic thing in what Mr. Robert Wiese has written, is that he is completely devoid of any thought that underpinning his reliance upon the Bible as the sole authority in matters of faith and morals, is his reliance on some infallible authority outside of the Bible that has to exist in order for him to have his Bible in the first place.  He is telling us that it is every man for himself (according to his fallible interpretation of Rom 14:5) in interpreting the Bible, yet it is every man for himself interpreting a Bible that was not determined by every man for himself.  What we now call the Bible was determined by an authority that had to have been infallible, or we would have doubts about the Bible itself.  Tell me, Mr. Wiese, what was the authority that determined the canon of the Scripture, that gave you your Bible in the first place?

In Conclusion

2 points to sum this up:

1)If, when determining doctrine, it is essentially, as Mr. Wiese contends, every man for himself interpreting Scripture on their own – which is the essence of Sola Scriptura – then how does any Protestant dare to claim their interpretation is more valid than any Catholic’s interpretation? 

2) The difference between Catholics relying on their “fallible” judgment vs. Protestants relying on their “fallible” judgment is the difference between relying on many witnesses versus relying on one witness. 

RELATED FILES
CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS SERIES-JOHN MARTIGNONI WHY DO CATHOLICS…?
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS_SERIES-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

TWO MINUTE APOLOGETICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TWO_MINUTE_APOLOGETICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
TWO MINUTE APOLOGETICS 02-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TWO_MINUTE_APOLOGETICS_02-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
INSTRUCTIONS ON BASIC CATHOLIC APOLOGETICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/INSTRUCTIONS_ON_BASIC_CATHOLIC_APOLOGETICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
DEALING WITH AN ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DEALING_WITH_AN_ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH AN EX-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_AN_EX-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
HOW ANYONE CAN USE THE BIBLE TO EXPLAIN AND DEFEND CATHOLIC TEACHING-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_ANYONE_CAN_USE_THE_BIBLE_TO_EXPLAIN_AND_DEFEND_CATHOLIC_TEACHING-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
HOW NOT TO COMMENCE AN APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_NOT_TO_COMMENCE_AN_APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR 02-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR_02-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
REFUTING THE ERRORS OF A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/REFUTING_THE_ERRORS_OF_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH THREE ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_THREE_ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
NON-CATHOLIC MIKE GENDRONS FALSE TEACHINGS EXPOSED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NON-CATHOLIC_MIKE_GENDRONS_FALSE_TEACHINGS_EXPOSED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
CATHOLIC APOLOGIST JOHN MARTIGNONI INTERVIEWED BY ATHEIST JEFF PEARLMAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CATHOLIC_APOLOGIST_JOHN_MARTIGNONI_INTERVIEWED_BY_ATHEIST_JEFF_PEARLMAN.doc
TESTIMONY OF A REVERT-50-PRESBYTERIAN JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TESTIMONY_OF_A_REVERT-50-PRESBYTERIAN.doc
APOSTOLIC AUTHORITY AND THE POPE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOSTOLIC_AUTHORITY_AND_THE_POPE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
A QUESTION OF AUTHORITY-WHO CAN AUTHORITATIVELY INTERPRET SCRIPTURE-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/A_QUESTION_OF_AUTHORITY-WHO_CAN_AUTHORITATIVELY_INTERPRET_SCRIPTURE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
BEING SAVED DOES GOD WANT EVERYONE TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BEING_SAVED_DOES_GOD_WANT_EVERYONE_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
CONTRACEPTION AND NATURAL FAMILY PLANNING-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CONTRACEPTION_AND_NATURAL_FAMILY_PLANNING-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FAITH AND WORKS IN JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE WITH ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FAITH_AND_WORKS_IN_JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE_WITH_ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FALLIBILITY OF SCRIPTURE INTERPRETATION BY INDIVIDUALS-JOHN MARTIGNONI  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FALLIBILITY_OF_SCRIPTURE_INTERPRETATION_BY_INDIVIDUALS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

HOW ANYONE CAN USE THE BIBLE TO EXPLAIN AND DEFEND CATHOLIC TEACHING-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOW_ANYONE_CAN_USE_THE_BIBLE_TO_EXPLAIN_AND_DEFEND_CATHOLIC_TEACHING-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS DOCTRINE IMPORTANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_DOCTRINE_IMPORTANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS JESUS GOD THE SON IN THE TRINITARIAN SENSE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_JESUS_GOD_THE_SON_IN_THE_TRINITARIAN_SENSE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
IS THE CATHOLIC CHURCH THE HARLOT OR WHORE OF BABYLON-JOHN MARTIGNONI  
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH_THE_HARLOT_OR_WHORE_OF_BABYLON-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MORAL RELATIVISM-WHAT IS TRUTH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MORAL_RELATIVISM-WHAT_IS_TRUTH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
NO SALVATION OUTSIDE THE CHURCH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NO_SALVATION_OUTSIDE_THE_CHURCH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
ONCE SAVED ALWAYS SAVED-TRUE OR FALSE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ONCE_SAVED_ALWAYS_SAVED-TRUE_OR_FALSE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
PROTESTANT SALVATION TEST FOR CATHOLICS-ARE YOU CERTAIN OF GOING TO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PROTESTANT_SALVATION_TEST_FOR_CATHOLICS-ARE_YOU_CERTAIN_OF_GOING_TO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA FIDE AND DO CHRISTIANS NEED TO FORGIVE TO BE SAVED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_DO_CHRISTIANS_NEED_TO_FORGIVE_TO_BE_SAVED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

SOLA FIDE AND SALVATION BY WORKS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_SALVATION_BY_WORKS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA SCRIPTURA-IS IT BIBLICAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-IS_IT_BIBLICAL-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA SCRIPTURA-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE RAPTURE AND THE BIBLE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_RAPTURE_AND_THE_BIBLE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
WHY ATHEISTS HAVE NO RIGHTS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHY_ATHEISTS_HAVE_NO_RIGHTS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
MARY AS THE ARK OF THE COVENANT-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MARY_AS_THE_ARK_OF_THE_COVENANT-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
QUESTIONS CONCERNING MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUESTIONS_CONCERNING_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE ASSUMPTION OF MARY INTO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_ASSUMPTION_OF_MARY_INTO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_IMMACULATE_CONCEPTION_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
THE PERPETUAL VIRGINITY OF MARY-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_PERPETUAL_VIRGINITY_OF_MARY-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
