[image: image1.jpg]FROM DARKNESS TO LIGHT

METAMORPHOSE

A Catholic Ministry for Exposing the Truth about Alternative Medicine, the Oceult in Reiki
Pranic Healing and Oriental Spiritual Exercises of the New Age Movement

For queries and detaied information, piease call on MICHAEL PRABHU

MICHAEL PRABHU, #12, Dawn Apartments, 22, Leith Castle South Street, Chennal 600 028, INDIA.
Phone : +91 (44) 24611606, e-mail : michaelprabhu@vsni.net - website : wiww.ephesians-511.net





DECEMBER 5, 2017
Blue Collar Apologetics
By Catholic apologist John Martignoni

One can follow John on Twitter here, and visit the Bible Christian Society here.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/281-apologetics-for-the-masses-223-blue-collar-apologetics-cont-d        
Introduction
This week I am continuing* my attempt at writing a book: "Blue Collar Apologetics."  Haven't decided on a subtitle, but it will be something along the lines of: "How the Average Catholic Can Explain and Defend the Catholic Faith to Anyone."  And, yes, for the folks who wrote to suggest I not use the word, "Apologetics" in the title, I am keeping it in the title of my book, because while many Catholics do not know what that word means, there are still many that do and I am counting on them reading the book and, through word of mouth, recommending it to those who don't.  I'm looking at it as a "catechetical moment" for folks who are not familiar with the term.

When reading this, and subsequent chapters, please keep in mind that this is an unedited first draft.  It's not quite a stream of consciousness thing, but I have so many things in my head on any given topic, that I'm just trying to get them down on paper in some semblance of order, after which I will go back and take a hard look at how everything is organized to see if it could be better (which I have no doubt it can be).

Below is the beginning of my "Definition of Terms" page and the first part of chapter 1.  Some of these instalments may be just a few pages, as this one is, some may be more.  

*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 41 pages, 7 chapters
Definition of Terms:
[Note: I will put these in alphabetical order once I've completed the list, which will be after I’ve written all of the chapters, as I expect it will need to contain several more words.]

Apologetics - the explanation and defense of something or someone.  In ancient Greece, the word "apologia" described the case a lawyer would make on behalf of his client.  So, Catholic apologetics is about explaining and defending the teachings of the Catholic church, or, you could say, about building the case for the Catholic Faith.

a) Natural apologetics - builds the case for truths that we can know from the “natural” light of reason, truths that are able to be known without any divine intervention.  Truths such as the existence of God, the innate spirituality of the human soul, the objective reality of right and wrong - truths which the articles of the Catholic Faith rest upon and build upon.   St. Paul touches on natural apologetics when he says in Romans Chapter 1, “Ever since the creation of the world [God’s] invisible nature, namely, His eternal power and deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been made.”  In other words, Paul is saying that the existence of God can be known through the observance of nature, even without any particular divine revelation.  
b) Christian apologetics - builds the case for divinely revealed truths...truths that cannot be known by reason apart from faith...truths such as the reality of biblical miracles, the divinity of Christ, the Virgin Birth, and the Resurrection among others.
c) Catholic apologetics - encompasses all of Christian apologetics, since Catholicism is the fullness of Christianity, but Catholic apologetics tends to focus on building the case for those truths of Christianity that are not generally believed by non-Catholic Christians.  Truths such as: the Catholic Church having been founded directly by Jesus Christ, the papacy, the Sacraments, Purgatory, the Immaculate Conception, and so on.  

Anti-Catholic - someone who tells a Catholic what they believe, even if that is not what the Catholic believes, and will not accept any explanation or evidence to the contrary.  For example, an anti-Catholic would say to a Catholic, "You worship Mary."  When the Catholic responds that he in fact does not worship Mary, and explains that he honors and loves Mary just as her son Jesus did, and shows them in the Catechism where it says that Mary has a human nature, not a  divine one, the anti-Catholic responds, "You do too worship Mary!"  
In other words, they wish to impose their understanding of our belief on us, no matter how much their understanding of our belief is shown to be false.  Simply being opposed to Catholic teaching and practice does not make one an anti-Catholic. 
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Common Sense and Simple Logic

“Where in the Bible does it say...?”  “Where does the Bible say anything about...?”  “Why do you confess your sins to a man, instead of going straight to God...where is that in the Bible?”  “Where does it say anything about Mary’s Assumption in the Bible?”  “Where does the word Purgatory ever appear in the Bible?”
Have you ever had to deal with a question like that?  Have you ever found yourself face-to-face, or maybe email-to-email, with someone who questioned, or even attacked, your Catholic Faith?  Maybe it was a family member, or a friend, or a co-worker?  “Where in the Bible is Purgatory?  Where in the Bible is the Pope?  Where in the Bible is infant baptism?  Where in the Bible is this?  Where in the Bible is that?”  Did you know what to do?  Did you know how to answer them?  Would you like to know what to do, and how to answer them?

Well, I’m going to show you exactly what you can do and say in a situation like that.  And, not only am I going to show you how to deal with questions like that - questions that a lot of us Catholics face sooner or later, but I’m going to show you how to turn the tide and start asking the other guys questions about the Bible - questions that I guarantee you they won’t be able to answer.   Questions that I guarantee will stop a lot of folks in their tracks and make them really have to think about an answer.  Questions that will cause them to really examine what they believe and why they believe it.

In this book, I’m going to teach you how to be a Catholic apologist.  That’s right, I’m going to teach you...yes, you...how to be a Catholic apologist. I’m going to teach you how to explain and defend the faith, to anyone - and I mean anyone.  I’ve been involved with evangelization and apologetics for about 20 years or so, now, and in that time, I’ve met a lot of people who were very shy, for any number of reasons, about sharing their faith with others.  One of the main reasons they were hesitant to share their faith, though, was because no one had ever shown them how to do it, and they were afraid of getting embarrassed or of making a mistake.  For example, what if you have an Evangelical brother-in-law and it seems like he has at least half of the Bible memorized, while you maybe have trouble finding Genesis?  How could you possibly evangelize this guy?  I mean, if you try, he’s going to start talking Bible and you are going to get left in the 2000-yr. old dust of ancient Israel, right?  

It doesn’t have to be that way.  The reason I call what I do “Blue Collar” apologetics, is because it is something that is for pretty much every man, woman, and child out there.  It is for the average Catholic in the pews.  I don’t care if you’re 8-yrs. old or 80-yrs old or anywhere in between.  I can teach you how to be a Catholic apologist.  I’ve had moms tell me that their 8 or 9-yr old kids listen to and learn from my materials, and even on occasion use them to evangelize their friends. Imagine, 9-yr olds evangelizing their 9-yr old friends.  It can and does happen!  I’ve also had grandmas and grandpas, who have been Catholic all their lives, use the information I’m going to be discussing in this book, to evangelize life-long friends.

Again, pretty much anyone can use Blue Collar Apologetics to share, explain, and defend their faith with others.  That’s because Blue Collar Apologetics are based on common sense and simple logic.  You don’t need a Ph.D., or Master’s degree, or Bachelor’s degree, or anything like that in order to do what I’m going to show you how to do.  (In fact, I have seen any number of instances where folks with Theology degrees make absolutely awful apologists.)  This stuff is for the young or old, the rich or the poor, those with advanced degrees, those with no degrees, for men or women, for laity and clergy, for Catholic and non-Catholic alike.  That’s right, I’ve had lots of non-Catholics get a hold of my materials - sometimes it helped bring them into the Church, sometimes not - but it always helped give them a better appreciation and understanding of what Catholics believe and why we believe it.  I guess what I’m trying to say, is that there is something here for everyone. 

Okay, that’s the “Blue Collar” part of the title of this series - you don’t need an advanced degree to do this stuff, it’s for the average Catholic out there in the pews every Sunday.  What about the other part of the title, “apologetics.”  In ancient Greece, an “apologia” was the case a lawyer would make on behalf of his client.  So, just as a lawyer builds a case for his client, apologetics is about building the case for the Faith.  And one important point to always remember here: apologetics is about presenting the evidence for our faith, it’s not about trying to “prove” anything.  We present the evidence, we plant the seeds, but it is up to the Holy Spirit to make those seeds grow and bear fruit.  Both faith and reason are involved.  We offer the evidence - build the case - throw out the seeds, and then let the Holy Spirit work on the heart and mind. It is the Holy Spirit who tills the soil and makes the seed grow and bear fruit. 

Open the Cage Door

That explains why I’m calling this book Blue Collar Apologetics.  What I want to do now, is give you a brief overview of four apologetics strategies that I have found to be very useful in my ventures in apologetics and which I will be coming back to time and time again throughout this book.  I use one or more of these four strategies pretty much every single time I engage with someone in a discussion about the Faith.  I teach these strategies to others as well, and many have used them to successfully evangelize family, friends, neighbors, and co-workers.  

Everything I’m going to be discussing here is based on a simple principle.  I once heard it said that the Catholic Faith is like a lion in a cage, you don’t need to defend it, you simply need to open the cage door.  
That’s what I want to do in this book...I want to teach you how to open the cage door.  I’m going to give you some techniques, or strategies, which will enable you to engage in apologetics and evangelization - which will enable you to open the cage door - with pretty much anyone, even if...even if...you don’t really know the Bible all that well.  Although, as we go through this book, your knowledge of Scripture is going to grow.  

Blue Collar Apologetics is simply about being able to explain and defend the faith in a common sense way.  It uses common sense techniques and strategies that are pretty easy to remember, because they’re just basic common sense.  And it also uses simple logic and, of course, the Bible.  And, if you’re concerned you might not know the Bible well enough to engage in a discussion about the faith with folks who call themselves “Bible Christians,” don’t worry about that - I’ve got you covered.      

The first thing I want to do, is to stress that all I’ll be using in this book is common sense, a little logic, and the Bible.  And the reason I focus on the Bible, is because whenever we, as Catholics, talk about our Faith with Protestants, or Evangelicals, or Baptists, or non-denominationalists, and so on,  the number one most frequently asked question is, “Where is that in the Bible?”  Or, we are told over and over again that this or that teaching of our Faith isn’t in the Bible.  Whether the topic is the Pope, Mary, Confession, Purgatory, the Eucharist, Works, Tradition...it doesn’t matter...it always comes back to, “Where is that in the Bible?”  These folks don’t care what the Pope says, or what the Catechism says, or what Vatican II says, they want to know what the Bible says...period!  

So, if you, as a Catholic, are not prepared to answer the question, “Where is that in the Bible,” you may not get very far when it comes to a religious dialogue with most Protestants.  Well, what if you, as a Catholic, don’t know where it is in the Bible?  Are you dead in the water?  And, what if...it isn’t in the Bible...at least, not directly?  The Catholic Church’s teachings on the Immaculate Conception and the Assumption, for example, are not found directly in the Bible.  What do you do when you’re asked, “Where does it say anything about the ‘Immaculate Conception’ in the Bible?”  What do you do?!  Are you helpless?  Should you look for somewhere to hide?  Should you say, “Look!  What’s that over there?”  And when they turn to look, you take off running in the other direction?  What do you do?

It is my contention that many Catholics today are afraid to discuss their Faith with non-Catholic Christians because quite often they don’t know how to deal with the question, “Where is that in the Bible?” Many of us have probably had a Baptist, or an Evangelical, or a Fundamentalist - whoever - someone has probably beaten us over the head with the Bible at least once in our lifetimes.  Which may have made us a little gun shy, and which has led many Catholics to hold to the mistaken notion that just about any and every Protestant knows the Bible better than we do.     

Well, let me tell you...they don’t.  They may have more Scripture passages memorized than you, but memorizing more Scripture is not the same thing as knowing the Bible better.  As Catholics, we have the Magisterium of the Church as our guide when we open up the Bible.  The Magisterium, which is the Pope and the bishops in union with the Pope, has the apostolic authority with which to give God’s people an authentic interpretation of Scripture.  The Magisterium has, in essence, laid down the parameters within which we are free to interpret Scripture.  

Non-Catholic Christians - whether they call themselves Protestant, Baptist, Evangelical, Pentecostal, Non-Denominational, and such, have no such authentic guide for interpreting Scripture.  They have their own personal, fallible, interpretations to rely on.  They have no boundaries within which to properly interpret Scripture.  And let me tell you, there is some outright craziness going on out there when it comes to folks interpreting the Bible. 

In the past few years, I’ve dealt with something called “Right Division” of Scripture, that seems to be running through a lot of non-denominational and Fundamentalist congregations all over the place.  Right Division of Scripture, in a nutshell, says that Jesus came for the Jews, as Scripture says, and that Paul is the Apostle to the Gentiles, as Scripture says, therefore, since we are Gentiles, not Jews, we need to listen to Paul and not to Jesus.  We need to focus on what Paul says.  What Jesus said in the Gospels isn’t meant for us.  It’s meant for the Jews.  Well, let me tell you...that’s nuts!  But, that’s what happens when you don’t have an authoritative guide who can lay down some boundaries for you.

Rules of Engagement

The goal here, again, is to outline some techniques and strategies which will help you in dealing with folks who might be able to quote more chapters and verses than you can.  I want to outline some techniques and strategies which will help you in articulating your Faith...in explaining your Faith...to others. Some techniques and strategies that will help you to open the cage door.  But, before I do that, let me very quickly go over what I call, the Rules of Engagement, for when you step out and start evangelizing. 

It is very important to always keep in mind 1 Peter 3:15 which says, “Always be prepared to make a defense to anyone who calls you to account for the hope that is in you...”  Always be prepared Scripture tells us! So, how can we “always be prepared” to make a defense of our Faith?  

Rule of Engagement #1: Pray.  Pray to the Holy Spirit that He give you the courage to share your Faith and the wisdom to choose your words carefully and profitably.  You pray before you ever talk with someone, you pray while talking to them, and you pray after you’ve talked with them.  You and I don’t convert anyone, folks, it’s the Holy Spirit that changes the hearts and minds of men.  Our job is to plant the seeds, and then we pray for the Holy Spirit to help those seeds grow and bear fruit.  We have to be people of prayer.

Rule #2: You don’t have to know everything right now.  Just learn a little bit more about your Faith each and every day. Read Scripture.  Read the Catechism.  Read it all the way through, or just pick one topic at a time and read about it. However you want to do it.  Read books on or by the Saints.  Listen to CD’s and mp3 downloads, read books, attend conferences.  Keep watching EWTN Television and if you have EWTN Radio in your area, make sure to listen while you’re in your car.  Learn a little bit at a time.  As you do, God will bring you into situations where you can share your faith with others.
Rule #3: Luke 5:10, “Do not be afraid, henceforth you will be catching men.”  Jesus said this to Peter, but He’s also saying it to us.  Will you make mistakes...will you get into tight spots...when you start sharing your Faith with others?  Of course you will, but Peter made mistakes...he got into tight spots.  Yet, Jesus told Peter not to be afraid.  Why?  Because if we are sincere in our desire to share the truth with others...to share Jesus Christ with others...then Jesus will find a way to make good come out of even our mistakes. 

But, you must be sincere in your desire.  Do not become an apologist for your faith in the hope of winning an argument about Scripture with your Protestant friends or your fundamentalist brother-in-law.  Apologetics is not about winning arguments, it is about sharing the truth, again, it is about planting seeds.  Study apologetics so as to win souls for Christ and His Bride - the Church.  Study apologetics so as to deepen your own faith and spirituality.  If you do that, then the next time the opportunity presents itself, you will not be afraid to speak out in defense of your faith.

Rule #4: Always view a question about your Faith, or even an attack on your Faith, as an opportunity - an opportunity to share the truth.  Do not get angry!   Never get angry!  Just stay calm and stay determined to bring light into darkness. Whenever someone questions or attacks your faith in front of you, that ought to cause you to get a big smile on your face, because you know that God has just opened a door for you... so don’t get angry.  If you get angry, it might cause that door to shut...do not let that door shut!  

Rule #5: Don’t get frustrated.  Quite often Catholics get frustrated by what I call the doctrinal dance...you get asked a question about Purgatory, and then when you start to answer that question, you get asked a question about Mary.  When you start to answer that question, you get asked a question about the Pope. When you start to answer that question, you get asked a question about the Sacraments...all in rapid-fire succession.  Before you can answer one question, you’re asked another.  Before you can answer that question...you’re asked another...and on and on it goes.  The doctrinal dance.  Just keep gently, but firmly, guiding the discussion back to one topic until you’ve said all that you want to say...then move on.  

Rule #6: Very, very important!  Never be afraid to say, “I don’t know,” when asked a question about your Faith.  Don’t try to “wing it.” Never give it your “best guess.”  However, always follow, “I don’t know,” with, “But, I will find out and get back to you.”  And then make sure you find out and get back to them!  

Those are six Rules of Engagement.  If you commit those to memory, and practice them, just those six rules will make you more comfortable and confident when you share your faith with others.  

Four Strategies

Now I’m going to give you four strategies, or tactics, or techniques, whatever you want to call them, that you can use when engaging in apologetics.  You can use them individually, all at the same time, or any combination of them.  If you learn these, if you adapt these to your particular situations, if you make these strategies your own, I guarantee you that you will be surprised with what you are able to do in the realm of apologetics and evangelization.  You’ll be out planting seeds the seeds of the Catholic Faith all over the place.  

These 4 strategies or techniques are: 1) The Ignorant Catholic; 2) Being Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive; 3) It’s the Principle of the Thing; and 4) “But That’s MY Interpretation”.  I’ll get into each of these in more depth as we go through this chapter, but I want to first mention that these four strategies rest on a two-layered foundation.  Two things that these 4 strategies rest upon and depend upon.  And, you must not just “know” these two things, you’ve got to have them seared into your minds, hearts, and souls!  

These two things are: 1) The Bible is a Catholic book!  The Catholic Church gave it to the world as we have it today.  It’s ours, folks!  So, you can rest assured that there is nothing...nothing!...in the Bible, from a doctrinal standpoint, that is contrary to anything in the Catholic Faith and there is nothing...nothing!...in the Catholic Faith that is contrary to anything in the Bible.  If you ingrain that fact into your psyches, into your very beings, then you will have the confidence to go out and evangelize anyone.  

And the second part of the foundation is this: there is an answer for every “intelligible” question you receive about the Catholic Faith...you might not know the answer to a question, but rest assured that there is an answer...you just have to go looking for it.  And with all the resources we have easily available to us through the internet these days, and organizations like EWTN, and Catholic Answers, and the Bible Christian Society, and many others, there is no reason not to go looking for it.

That’s the foundation that those four apologetics strategies rest upon and build upon.  Building upon that foundation, I am going to explain each one of those strategies for you.  And, not only am I going to explain those strategies for you, but as we go through this book, I am going to demonstrate how to use them in real world situations.  The various chapters of this book will tackle various apologetics topics. I’ll have a chapter on Mary, on the Pope, on Confession, on Purgatory, and so on.  At the end of each chapter, I’ll go through one or more of these strategies, and give you real world examples of how to use them to discuss that particular chapter’s topic and I’ll also talk about why the strategies are so effective.  

In other words, I’m not going to just talk to you about the “what” of apologetics and evangelization, I’m going to talk to you about the “how” of apologetics and evangelization.  I’m going to teach you how to do apologetics in a simple and logical way, that is easy to remember, easy to learn, easy to understand, and, best of all, easy to duplicate.  You will be able to take what you learn by reading these chapters and apply it directly in your life in a way that works best for you.  And, as with anything, it might take a little practice to get comfortable with them, but the thing is, they are so easy, and actually fun to use, that you will want to go out and start evangelizing just so you can practice using them.  

Here's a quick summary of the four strategies before going in whole hog: 1) The Ignorant Catholic - this is the same as Rule of Engagement #6. All this is, is not being afraid to say, “I don’t know” when asked a question about your faith.  But, always follow “I don’t know,” with “but I will find out and get back to you.”  
2) How to Be Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive.  This is all about learning how to ask questions.  Catholics are always answering questions, always on the defensive when it comes to our Faith and to the Bible.  This strategy is about learning how to be take the offensive and learning how to ask questions that will cause the other guy to stop and think.

3) It’s the Principle of the Thing.  This strategy involves learning how to pull Catholic principles out of Scripture and use those principles to explain the various teachings of the Church.  You could say it’s about learning how to talk Bible to Bible Christians.

4) But that’s MY Interpretation!  This fourth principle is about scriptural interpretation.  Who has the right to interpret Scripture?  What authority does any given person have to interpret Scripture?  Is one person’s interpretation necessarily better than another person’s interpretation?  I’ll teach you how to use the answers to these questions to not only hold your own in any discussion about the Catholic Faith and the Bible, but to also plant some seeds with folks that will cause them to really have to sit down and examine their belief system.

Before I expand on each of these strategies, I want to say something to all of you folks who might be saying to yourselves that this apologetics stuff is fine for priests or for ex-Protestant ministers like Scott Hahn and Tim Staples and Jeff Cavins and folks like that - you know, people who really know the Bible - but you just know that you can’t do this kind of thing.  

Let me tell ya, nothing could be further from the truth.  Yeah, it would be great if folks like Scott Hahn and Jeff Cavins and Tim Staples and others like them could spend a few hours talking Bible and the Catholic Faith to everyone on the planet.  But they can’t. They can’t reach the people you reach.  Do you realize that God has put someone, and maybe more than one someone, in your life who you have the opportunity to evangelize in a way that no one else does?  Someone who you have the opportunity to share the truths of the Catholic Faith with? 

In 1 Tim 2:4 it says, “[God] desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth.”  If God desires, then we need to desire it, too.  In this book, I’ll be giving you some common sense tools you can use to bring the knowledge of the truths of the Catholic Faith to all those who come across your path.
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The Ignorant Catholic

You're talking to a friend, or maybe a co-worker, or, quite possibly, a family member, who is not Catholic.  They have asked you some questions that you really weren't sure how to answer.  Maybe you didn't even really understand all of what they were saying to you.  And, they might be throwing some Bible verses at you that you have no clue how to react to.  Have you ever been in a situation like that?  A situation where you were just getting overwhelmed with questions about the Catholic Faith and the Bible?  I’ve been in that situation before, and in the past 20 years or so that I’ve been involved with apologetics and evangelization, I’ve talked to thousands upon thousands of Catholics who have found themselves in similar situations.  Short of going to school to get a degree in Theology (which may or may not help), or something else along those lines, what can you do to be prepared for a situation like that?  

Well, whenever you find yourself in a situation where you feel like you're in over your head, or you've just simply been caught off guard and don't quite know how to respond to the person asking you questions about your Faith, or maybe even attacking your Faith, all you have to do is remember the Ignorant Catholic strategy.  This strategy is so easy to remember, and it is so effective at getting you out of what otherwise could be a difficult situation, that I’ve had people tell me that this one strategy alone has given them the confidence to go out and share their faith with others - whether it be their family, or friends, or even their co-workers and their neighbors.

The Ignorant Catholic strategy is simply this: Never be afraid to say...“I don’t know,” whenever you’re asked a question about the faith.  However, always follow...always follow...“I don’t know”, with, “But, I will find out and get back to you”.  And then you go and do your research, get the answer to the question, and get back to them.

For example, you might be asked a question like this: “You Catholics follow all of these man-made traditions that are nowhere found in the Bible, like Purgatory...where does it say anything about Purgatory in the Bible?”  Unfortunately, a lot of Catholics would just sort of hem and haw in answer to that question and they will end up looking bad and making the Church look bad.  It doesn’t have to be that way.  Using the Ignorant Catholic strategy, though, this is how you would respond: “You know, that’s a good question.  And, right off hand, I have to be honest and admit that I don’t know the answer.  But, I know there is an answer.  So, I tell you what I’m gonna to do.  I’m gonna go and find out the answer, and I’ll get back to you on that.”  

Boom!  You’re out of a potential jam.  You’ve admitted that you don’t know the answer to their question, but you’ve told them you’ll find an answer for it and get back to them.  That’s a very reasonable response and it’s one that no one should have any problem with.  You’re being honest with them that you don’t know the answer to their question, but you’re telling them you will get an answer for them.  Just remember, do not be afraid to appear ignorant...especially if you are ignorant.  A little humility can go a long way, folks.   

The worst thing you can do is to try to “wing” it.  Don’t ever “wing” it.  Quite literally, a soul could be on the line here.  So, the stakes are too high for you to give it your best guess just because you don’t want to be embarrassed by not knowing the answer to a question about your faith.  And this is especially true since no matter what question you’re asked about your faith, there is an answer out there...you just sometimes have to go looking for it.  People, we are standing on the shoulders of 2000 years’ worth of folks defending the Faith against all comers.  
You have people like St. Augustine, St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Justin Martyr, St. Anselm, St. Theresa of Avila, St. Therese of Lisieux, and thousands more like them - some of the greatest minds and some of the humblest souls to ever walk this planet - on your side.  You have the holiest people who have ever lived - on your side.  You have the Scott Hahn’s, Tim Staples, Fr. Mitch Pacwa’s and a host of other such folks alive today - on your side.  There are answers to the questions.

As Scripture says, there is nothing new under the sun.  You will not be asked any question about your faith that has not already been asked, and answered.  There are answers to the questions, folks - sometimes you just have to go looking for them.  Or, maybe you do already know the answer to a question, but you’re not quite sure on one or two details, and you want to get it down a little bit better before you give your answer.  Or, you want to get a little more scriptural backup for your answer.  There is absolutely no harm in not answering something at that moment so that you can come back better prepared later on.

What you have just done by being the “Ignorant Catholic” is that you have performed a tactical retreat from the battlefield, a retreat where you have suffered no losses.   But, you now have the advantage.  The next time you talk with this person about Purgatory, or whatever the topic might be, will be when, where, and how you decide to do it.  And, you will talk about Purgatory with this person again.  Because once someone questions, or even attacks the Catholic faith in front of you, you need to realize that God has just opened a door for you...you cannot let that door shut!  

You go and do your homework.  You read a book, do your internet research, listen to a CD...whatever you need to do...and then, when you are ready, you get back to that person with further dialogue, with books, with pamphlets, with CD’s, with whatever...but, do not let that door shut!  It could be the next day, the next week, the next month, or six months later, but you get back with them!  You could get back with them in person, make a phone call, send an email, you could even write them a letter if you want. You could talk to them yourself, or you could give them a book to read or a CD to listen to...that’s the beauty of this technique...you decide when, where, and how.  “I don’t know, but I will find out and get back to you.”  

If you remember that one line, you can consider yourself a Level 1 Catholic apologist.  You know, being a Catholic apologist doesn’t mean you have to be a theologian or some such thing, or that you need to know everything there is to know about the faith. Our faith is so deep that no one...no one! ... in this lifetime will plumb its depths.  So if you wait until you know everything there is to know about the faith before you go out and evangelize, then, guess what?  You will never, ever, go out and evangelize.   

Just remember: “I don’t know, but I will find out and get back to you.” It can, and will, get you out of any number of difficult situations.  It’s just basic common sense.  If you don’t know something, you just say you don’t know.  So many times Catholics think they absolutely have to answer someone’s question right now!  Right then and there!  And they can end up giving an answer that isn’t very good, or might actually be wrong.  I have to tell ya, some of the things that I have heard Catholics say in response to a question about their faith, have made me want to come out of my skin.  

A Catholic once told me that when he was asked where in the Bible some teaching of the Church was, he told the person asking him the question, "I'm Catholic, and Catholics don’t go by the Bible."  Really?!  No!  Don’t give an answer just to be giving an answer.  Make sure it’s the right answer.  And if that means having to tell someone you don’t know the answer to their question, there’s absolutely nothing wrong with that.  You don’t have to answer a question right now.  Just remember, “I don’t know, but I will find out and get back to you.”  
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How to Be Offensive without Being Offensive

The 2nd of these apologetics strategies is called, “How to Be Offensive (Aw-fensive), Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive).”  In a nutshell, this strategy is about learning to ask questions of the other guy rather than always being the one answering the questions.  Catholics seem to always be on the defensive when it comes to talking about the Bible or about religion in general.  “Where is infallibility in the Bible?  Why do you confess your sins to a man rather than going straight to God?  Why do you believe you can work your way into Heaven?  Why do you believe in the Immaculate Conception?  Why do you baptize babies?”  “Where is that in the Bible?”  And on and on and on.  We are always answering questions.  We need to start asking the questions instead of always answering them - we need to take the offensive instead of always being on the defensive.  

But, when we go on the offensive, we don’t want to do it in such a way that we will offend someone or that will cause their defensive walls to go up or that will scare them away from further discussion.  Most non-Catholic Christians are simply not prepared to deal with a Catholic who can answer their questions - I mean, why should they be, it’s only a relatively small percentage of Catholics who know how to do defend their faith - so, when they come across a Catholic who knows how to defend their faith, it kind of throws them for a loop.  They quite often don’t know how to handle the situation and their tendency can be to just back away from the conversation.  You don’t want that to happen.  

Or, they might get offended by what you have to say in defense of your faith and refuse to discuss the matter anymore.  Sometimes that cannot be avoided.  After all, truth is offensive to a lot of people...just look at what happened to Truth itself...He offended people...they crucified Him.  Truth can also be very scary to people.  

However, if you can avoid causing offense and if you can avoid scaring them away, then you want to do so.  You want to keep them engaged, you want them to come back for more, so that you have the chance to plant as many seeds with them as possible.  So, how do you do this?  How do you be Aw-fensive without being Uh-fensive?  Simple.  You...let them...evangelize you!  

Whenever someone starts coming at me with questions about the Catholic Faith or attacks on the Faith, I just let them have at it.  I want them to try and “save” me.  I want them to evangelize me. I want them to ask me questions about Catholicism.  Why?  Because what’s the number one principle in Judo?  Use your opponents force against him.  That’s what I try to do.  I try to use someone else’s zeal to evangelize me, to actually evangelize them.  

When someone starts talking to me about Catholicism and asking me questions and telling me that the Catholic Church is wrong about Mary, about the Pope, about Purgatory, about works, and so on, I might say something like this:

“Listen, Scripture tells me that Jesus Christ is the way, the truth, and the life.  I believe that.  I want to know the truth, because to know the truth is to know Jesus Christ!  The more truth I have, the more Jesus Christ I have.  You’re telling me that the Catholic Church is not giving me the truth.  Well, I’m open to hearing what you have to say about  the Catholic Church because I’m searching for truth...I want truth in my life...and if the Catholic Church doesn’t have it, then I want to know that.”

Now, you can stop there, but I usually go on further by saying:  “And, if you can prove to me that the Catholic Church is wrong on any of its doctrines, any single one, then I will renounce my Faith and I will be fellowshipping and worshipping side-by-side with you this Sunday in your church.”  

And I mean that when I say it! I don’t say that just to be blowin’ smoke.  If anyone can ever convince me that the Catholic Church is wrong on any one of its doctrinal teachings - just one - then I would leave the Church.  It wouldn’t make any sense to stay. I mean, if the Church is wrong on even one of its doctrines, then that means it could be wrong on any or all of its doctrines.  

Did Jesus Christ found a church so that it could teach error?  Did Jesus Christ give the Holy Spirit to guide the Church He founded into error...any error?  No!  A church that teaches error, in even one of its doctrines, cannot be the church founded by Jesus Christ.  So, if you can prove to me that the Catholic Church is wrong, on any single one of its doctrines, I will no longer be Catholic.

Now, what I don’t tell this person I’m talking to is that I believe they have about as much chance of proving the Church wrong on any of its doctrines, as they have of proving that 1+1 does not equal two.  In fact, they have a better chance of proving 1+1 does not equal two, than they do of proving the Church wrong.  In other words, they cannot prove the Church wrong.  Even if they can confuse you or befuddle you or aggravate you or twist your arguments around...they cannot now, nor will they ever, be able to prove the Catholic Church wrong.  

Remember folks, from a doctrinal perspective, there is nothing in the Bible contrary to the Catholic Faith and there is nothing in the Catholic Faith contrary to the Bible.  People have been trying to prove the Catholic Church wrong for 2000 years, and they haven’t done it yet, and they never will!

So, what have you accomplished by saying these things?  By telling them that you are searching for truth and that you are open to hearing their arguments that the Church might be wrong?  Essentially, you’ve done three things: 1) You probably have them champing at the bit at the opportunity to “save a Catholic” from the clutches of the Roman Catholic Church.  In other words, you’ve almost guaranteed that they will engage you in dialogue.  2) You’ve basically said, “Teach me, I’m an ignorant Catholic (which overlaps Strategy #1).”  In other words, you have elevated them to the role of teacher, and lowered yourself to the role of student.  And, what does a good student do?  He asks questions.  3) You have conveyed the feeling that you are willing to hear them out - which you are - and that you’re giving them the benefit of the doubt, so to speak.  

And all of these things...all of these things...lead to one very important result.  You have gotten them to lower their defenses.  The Trojan horse is inside the city walls.  You have made them think that they are on the offense, that they are evangelizing you, that they are in control of this dialogue, that they are about to pluck you out of the Church...when actually the exact opposite is true.  You are on the offense, you are evangelizing them, you are in control of the dialogue, and you are about to expose them to truths that they may never have considered before.  You are about to plant some seeds.  You are about to open the cage door.

You’ve also done something else.  You’ve changed the dynamics of the dialogue.  It is no longer you vs. them.  It is no longer Catholic vs. Baptist or Catholic vs. Evangelical or anything else like that.  You’ve made this a discussion of, “What is the truth?”  Which is what the discussion should always be about: What is the truth?  And you’ve made it very clear that you want to follow the truth wherever it leads...and you do!  And you hope that they are willing to follow the truth wherever it leads.  

And, again, you’re not going to broadcast that you know exactly where the truth leads - the Catholic Church.  You’re going to let them find that out on their own, with just a little guidance from you throwing those seeds out there, and through the workings of the Holy Spirit.  Remember, your mission is to plant those seeds.  Your mission is to open the cage door.  It is the Holy Spirit who converts the hearts of men.

Be a Good Student

Okay, what does all this mean in terms of hands-on, real life situations?  How do I put into effect the strategy of Being Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive)?  Well, step 1 of the strategy was telling whoever you’re talking to that you are searching for truth and are open to hearing whatever it is they have to say.  Step 2 is this: ask questions.  Be the good student...ask questions.  Stop answering all the questions and start asking a few of your own.  Answer questions with questions, just like Jesus did.  “Is it lawful to pay taxes,” Jesus was asked.  “Whose head is on the coin?” He answered. 

Here's an example of what I'm talking about: “Why do you Catholics believe in confessing your sins to a priest, a mere man, instead of going straight to God?”  Catholic response: “Well, you probably know the Bible better than I do, so tell me, does the Bible say somewhere that we should not confess our sins to a man?  Does the Bible say that we should confess our sins straight to God, and God alone?”  Let them show you the direct Scriptural prohibition against a particular Catholic teaching.  They can’t do it.  Remember, the Bible is a Catholic book.

And, as your knowledge of Scripture increases, you could add something like this, “Well, if we’re not supposed to confess our sins to men, then I’m a little confused here.  Maybe you can explain this to me - you know Scripture better than I do - doesn’t James 5:16 command us to confess our sins to one another?  And, in Mt 9:6-8, it says that God gave the authority on earth to forgive sins to ‘men.’  It doesn’t say God gave the authority on earth to forgive sins to just one man, Jesus Christ, but it says He gave this authority to men - plural.  Can you explain those passages to me?  Why would God give the authority on earth to forgive sins to men, if we are supposed to confess our sins to God alone?”  And take them to Matthew 9:6-8, read it to them, and say, “What does that mean?”  

And when they start trying to explain these very Catholic verses, pay close attention to what they say, because it isn’t going to be very logical or very consistent.  As we go through each chapter of this book, I’ll give you a number of questions you can ask non-Catholic Christians that will cause them a lot of problems in terms of being able to answer those questions in a logically-consistent, and scripturally-consistent, way.

The fact is, any non-Catholic doctrine that they are trying to justify from Scripture, cannot be justified from Scripture.  At least, not when Scripture is interpreted in context and when you don’t add any words to it.  Remember, the Bible is a Catholic book.  Pay close attention to what they say, and pay close attention to what the Bible actually says - I guarantee that the two will not match.

But, this is where it is necessary to have it ingrained in your psyche that there is nothing in the Bible that is contrary to the Catholic Faith and nothing in the Catholic Faith contrary to the Bible.  Nothing!  Because when you start asking your questions, you will get hit with Bible verse after Bible verse.  And a good habit to adopt is this: whenever someone puts a Bible verse in front of you that “proves” the Catholic Church is wrong...just slam your hand down on that Bible and say, “AMEN!!!  I believe it.  As a Catholic I believe 100% of the Bible...100%!  However, I do not necessarily agree with your...fallible...interpretation of that passage.”  

Whoa!  You just rocked their world.  You believe the Bible, but you don’t buy their faulty fallible interpretation of the Bible.  That will cause some folks some major headaches, because they will not be prepared for that coming from a Catholic. But, that’s a good thing, because that just means some seeds are being planted.

Oh, and one other thing, always keep in mind the “Ignorant Catholic” technique.  If you get into a conversation and then you start getting turned around, if you get confused, if you feel like you’ve gotten in over your head, simply back off and say, “You know, that’s a good point...I don’t know the answer to that.  I’ll have to think about it and pray about it and get back to you.”  And then go and do your research and get back to them.  Again, you’re out of a potential jam.

By asking questions of your “teacher”, you are simply being a good student...a curious student.  But, you are in fact the one doing the evangelizing.  You are, through your questions, hopefully leading this person to examine their position a little more carefully.  Protestant theology, where it differs from Catholic theology, is razor-thin.  There is no depth to it and it does not hold up well under scrutiny.  The problem is, many folks just accept it at the surface and never try to dive down under.  That’s what you should be attempting to do through your questions, getting the folks you’re talking to, to examine exactly what it is they believe and why they believe it. You need to remember, though, as with anything, it takes a little  practice ... but this is something that all Catholics can be doing and should be doing.  Make the other guy defend their position just as much or more than he makes you defend your position.  I always recommend to people that for every question you answer about the faith, you need to ask one or more of your own.  It seems there are lots of people out there who want you to answer their questions, not quite so many, however, who are willing to answer your questions.

Okay, I hope these things have made some sense.  It might take a little pondering to fully realize what I’ve been saying here, but then again it might not.  Again, this Being Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive is just basic common sense.  If someone is asking you questions about your faith, well, that gives you the right to ask them questions about their faith.  It’s just that simple.  

Some Questions

Now, I told you I would give you some questions for Protestants in each of the chapters of this book.  So, following are a few questions that I wanted to give you as examples of how you can cause someone some real difficulty in giving you consistent answers.  And pay close attention to how, with just one or two questions, you can make someone really have to stop and think about their beliefs.   Which is a good thing.  We should all be open to examining what we believe and why we believe it.

First question: And this question is aimed at people who believe in this dogma called Sola Scriptura, which means that if it isn’t in the Bible, then they don’t believe it - they go by the Bible and the Bible alone.  So here’s the question: “If everything that we need to know and believe about Christian teaching is in the Bible, where in the Bible does it give us the list of books that are supposed to be in the Bible?”  You see, folks, there is no list, anywhere in the Bible, of which books should be in the Bible.  The Table of Contents is not inspired Scripture.  It’s put in the Bible by the publisher.  So, going by just the Bible alone, how do we know which books are supposed to be in the Bible, if there is no list, in the Bible?

If the Bible alone is what Christians are supposed to go by to know what is authentic Christian teaching and practice, but nowhere does the Bible tell you which books should be in the Bible, then how do we have our Bible in the first place.  

How do you go by the Bible alone in order to get the Bible?  You can’t!  Hmmm...if you can’t get the list of what books are supposed to be in the Bible, from the Bible, then that means you have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to have the Bible in the first place.  And, if you have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible in order to have a Bible, then you are not going by the Bible alone for all of your beliefs about Christianity.  Which means, this belief in the Bible alone as your authority on all things Christian, is a logical contradiction.

Another question: Do we need to love God in order to be saved?  Easy question, right? Ask that of a person who believes in salvation by faith alone - Sola Fide - and see what they say.  Think about it.  If we are indeed saved by faith alone - Sola Fide - then the correct answer is, no, we don’t need to love God in order to be saved.  Because if we need to love God in order to be saved, then we are not saved by faith “alone.”  It would be faith AND love that saves us. So, if we need to love in order to be saved, then Sola Fide is false.  But, the other option they have is to say we can get into Heaven without loving God, or without loving our neighbor.  Really?!  What Christian in their right mind would say you don’t have to love God or neighbor in order to be saved?  That doesn’t make any sense.  Either way they go, they’ve got a problem.

Here’s another example of a question you can ask someone who believes in salvation by faith alone: If salvation by faith alone is the most central and most important Christian doctrine, then why does the phrase "faith alone" appear only once in all of Scripture, and that is to say that we are not justified, or saved, by "faith alone" (James 2:24)?  

Do you realize that?  The phrase “faith alone” appears in Scripture just once, and that is to say that we are NOT justified, or saved, by faith alone.  You will see some pretty fancy verbal and scriptural gymnastics as folks try to get around that one.  The Word of God says that we are not justified by faith alone; yet most Protestants believe that we are justified by faith alone.  Can you imagine what folks would say if there was a verse in the Bible that stated, very plainly and bluntly, the Eucharist is merely a symbol, but Catholics tried to say, “Oh, no, that doesn’t really mean what it says?”  I don’t think that would fly too well, but that is, essentially, what Sola Fide believers do.

Are you starting to understand the power of this How to Be Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive strategy?  You put yourself in a position to ask some questions that can be very difficult for the non-Catholic to answer, if not outright impossible for them to answer.  These questions can really stop folks in their tracks and cause them to re-evaluate what they believe and why they believe it.
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But It’s the Principle of the Thing!
“Where is Purgatory in the Bible?” is one of the most popular questions that “Bible Christians” ask Catholics.  And, it’s a question that many Catholics, unfortunately, have a good bit of difficulty answering.  And when Catholics have difficulty answering a question about Purgatory and the Bible, or anything else related to the Catholic Faith and the Bible, it generally does two things:

First, it reinforces the belief of many non-Catholic Christians that the teachings of the Catholic Church are contrary to the Bible - which means they won’t be considering becoming Catholic anytime soon; and, secondly, it can weaken the faith of the Catholic.  The Catholic might start asking himself, “You know, if Purgatory isn’t in the Bible, then why does the Catholic Church believe it?  Could it really be something some Pope made up like I was told?” And when a Catholic starts having thoughts like that, it’s not going to take very long for them to walk right out of the Church.  

You see, it’s questions like these, that Catholics get from non-Catholics, that are one of the main reasons there are tens of millions of former Catholics now in any number of Protestant denominations here in the U.S.  A question gets asked to a poorly catechized Catholic, one who is not prepared to explain and defend their faith, and when they can’t answer it, it makes them think that the Church doesn’t have a good answer to the question, because they’ve never heard it.  And, if the Church doesn’t have an answer to a question about its doctrine and practices, then how can it be a legitimate church, right?  

Which is actually a very reasonable question to ask.  The problem is, though, the Church does have a good answer to the question, and any question, about its teachings and practices, it’s just that the majority of Catholics haven’t been taught these answers and so don’t know the answers are out there.

So, where IS Purgatory in the Bible?  To answer that question, I want to introduce you to the third of the apologetics strategies I’ve been talking about.  I call this strategy: “But It’s the Principle of the Thing!”  All it is, is learning how to establish Catholic principles from Scripture.  And then use these principles to build your case for the Faith, which is basically what apologetics is all about - building the case for the faith.  

That’s the strategy, now let’s see it in action in answering the question about Purgatory.  First we start with 2 Sam 12:13-18.  2 Sam 12:13-18: “David said to Nathan, ‘I have sinned against the Lord.’  And Nathan said to David, ‘the Lord also has put away your sin; you shall not die.  Nevertheless, because by this deed you have utterly scorned the Lord, the child that is born to you shall die.’  And the Lord struck the child that Uriah’s wife bore to David, and it became sick…On the seventh day the child died.”  

So Catholic scriptural Principle #1 in relation to Purgatory: There is the possibility of punishment due to sin even after one has received forgiveness.  David was forgiven - his sin was “put away” as the Bible tells us; yet, there was punishment due to that sin even after it had been forgiven.  

Now, we turn to the New Testament, Rev 21:27, “But nothing unclean shall enter it…” Scripture is talking here about the New Jerusalem - Heaven.  So, Catholic scriptural Principle #2 in relation to Purgatory: Nothing unclean, in essence, nothing with the stain of sin, will enter Heaven.  

Next, we look at Hebrews 12:22-23, which says, “But you have come to Mount Zion and to the city of the living god, the heavenly Jerusalem...and to a judge who is God of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect…”  The spirits of just men, or you could say the spirits of the just, made perfect.  So, Catholic scriptural Principle #3 in relation to Purgatory: There is a way, a process, through which the spirits of the “just” are “made perfect”.  And pay close attention to this, it very specifically states that it is the “spirits” of the just being made perfect.  

One more.  1 Cor 3:13-15, “…each man’s work will become manifest; for the Day [it’s talking about a person’s judgment day here] will disclose it, because it will be revealed with fire, and the fire will test what sort of work each one has done.  If the work which any man has built on the foundation [Jesus Christ] survives, he will receive a reward.  If any man’s work is burned up, he will suffer loss, though he himself will be saved, but only as through fire.”  

Where is this place that a man, after he dies, suffers loss, as through fire, but is still saved?  Hell?  No, you suffer loss as through fire in Hell, but once you’re in Hell, you don’t get out...you can’t be saved.  So, is it Heaven?  No, because you don’t suffer loss in Heaven.  Hmmm…must be somewhere else.  Catholic scriptural Principle #4 in relation to Purgatory: There is a place, or a state of being, other than Heaven or Hell.

Okay, let’s put together all of these Catholic principles we just established from Scripture: 1) There is punishment due to sin even after receiving forgiveness, 2) nothing unclean, nothing with the stain of sin, will enter Heaven, 3) there is a way, a process, through which the spirits of the just are made perfect, and 4) there is a place, or a state of being, other than Heaven or Hell, where a person can suffer loss after they die, as through fire, yet still be saved.  All principles backed up by Scripture which, when put together, make a very good case for Purgatory.

So, even though Purgatory is nowhere mentioned directly in the Bible, you can make a very, very good case for Purgatory, straight from the Bible.

Folks, you can do this with pretty much any Catholic teaching.  Now, this does require a little more knowledge of Scripture, but it is not anything that is beyond the reach of most of you reading this right now.  Just keep in mind that when you read the Bible, pay attention to what you’re reading.  Is there a Catholic Principle that you can take away from the verses or the chapters you’re reading?  Remember, it’s the Principle of the Thing!
  

But that’s MY Interpretation!
This last apologetics strategy is one that levels the playing field, in a sense.  I call it the: “But that’s MY Interpretation!” strategy.  This is your ace in the hole.  When you start using strategies #2 and #3 that I just mentioned - “How to Be Aw-fensive Without Being Uh-fensive,” and “It’s the Principle of the Thing” - when you start asking non-Catholic Christians questions about Scripture passages and you start asking questions about Protestant beliefs and when you start pulling Catholic principles out of Scripture, you will inevitably be told something along these lines: “Hey, wait a minute.  That’s not a sound interpretation you’re making.”  Or, you’ll be told that you’re not interpreting Scripture with Scripture.  Or, you’ll be told that you don’t have a proper understanding of the Greek behind the text.  Or any one of a number of other ways to tell you that, basically, your interpretation is wrong.  

That’s when you ask this question: “Wait a minute, don’t you believe that as Christians we should go by the Bible alone?  And that each person has the right to read and interpret Scripture for themselves as they feel guided by the Holy Spirit?”  And they will say, pretty much 100% of the time, “Yes,” of course they believe that Christians should go by the Bible alone, and that each person does indeed have the right to read and interpret the Bible as they see feel guided by the Holy Spirit.  

That’s when you respond with, “Well, that’s MY interpretation!  Are you saying that I can’t interpret the Scripture as the Holy Spirit is guiding me to do?  Are you saying that you’re interpretation of Scripture is better than mine?  How can you say that, if everyone has the right to interpret Scripture?  Do you really believe everyone has that right or not?  Or, did you just mean that only those folks who agree with you have the right to interpret Scripture?”  

You have just made a very valid, logically consistent point.  If they truly believe that we go by the Bible alone, and that each individual has the right to interpret the Bible as they see fit, then they have a problem here, because you have just claimed your right to your interpretation. This is a very important point to realize.  By their theology you have the right to read and interpret the Bible for yourself, and to decide for yourself what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice, without answering to any other person’s or institution’s authority.  

I want you to really understand this and take it to heart, because this should give you tremendous confidence when talking to any non-Catholic Christian. By their theology, your private fallible interpretation of the Bible, has the exact same authority as their private fallible interpretation of the Bible.  

Which means, ultimately, that in any disagreement you have with someone about Catholic theology vs. Protestant theology, the best the Protestant can do is to say that they believe their fallible interpretation is better than your fallible interpretation, but they cannot say that your interpretation is wrong - that would be going against one of their core beliefs - the belief that every individual has the right to interpret Scripture for themselves.  They have to...they have to...believe that your interpretation is a valid interpretation, even if they disagree with it.  And they will disagree with it.  But, if all believers have the right to interpret Scripture for themselves, which is what they believe, then if they tell you that your interpretation is not valid, that you can’t interpret the Scriptures the way you want to interpret them, then they are being hypocrites!  There’s no way around it.  

As a Catholic, however, I believe that each individual has the right to read and interpret Scripture, but that any valid interpretation has to be within the parameters, or the boundaries, laid down by the Church founded by Jesus Christ.  As long as we stay within the boundaries, we’re okay.  It’s when we stray outside of the boundaries set for us by Jesus’ Church - when we start rejecting the authority of those that govern Jesus’ Church - that’s when we start running into trouble.

So, the worst that I can do, as a Catholic, as long as I stay within the boundaries laid down by the Church and stick to what the Church teaches,   the worst I can do, in a sense, when discussing theological differences with a Protestant - is a tie.  If I keep my wits about me, I cannot lose a theological debate with a non-Catholic.  I can’t.  Neither can you.  Remember, you have the right, by their theology, to your interpretation of the Bible.  

That’s the beauty of this strategy, it levels the playing field.  You could be talking to a guy who graduated from his denomination’s seminary and who has 2-3 Ph. D’s in Bible studies and such, and who studies the Bible 40 hours a week, and when he is talking to just the average Catholic in the pews, to you...to me...it all boils down to his fallible interpretation of the Bible vs. your fallible interpretation of the Bible.  At least, according to his theology.  You need to really remember this, because this is something that most folks within Protestantism have never thought about.

As a Catholic, I may not be personally infallible, but the difference is, I am not relying on my private fallible interpretation to decide Christian doctrine and dogma; rather, I am relying on the infallible teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit for doctrine and dogma.  I don’t teach people John Martignoni’s fallible interpretations of Scripture, I teach people the infallible doctrines and dogmas of the Church that was founded by Jesus Christ Himself.  That’s the difference between a Catholic and a Sola Scriptura believer.  

Most non-Catholic Christians have never thought about things from this perspective.  Using the “But That’s My Interpretation” strategy, helps to drive home this point, and could cause someone to stop and take a long hard look at what they believe and why they believe it, which is what you are hoping for.
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Chapter 1

The Question of Authority*
*A QUESTION OF AUTHORITY-WHO CAN AUTHORITATIVELY INTERPRET SCRIPTURE-JOHN MARTIGNONI
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Oh yeah?!  Says who?

When talking to a non-Catholic Christian about the Faith, the question of authority is, bar none, the most fundamental and important question in apologetics.  It is basically the question of who gets to decide what is, and is not, authentic Christian doctrine, morality, and practice.  Does the Church founded by Jesus Christ get to decide these things, or does each individual reading the Bible on their own get to decide these things?  It doesn't matter what topics related to Church teaching you may be talking to someone about - Mary, the Pope, Confession, the Eucharist, Purgatory, contraception, the priesthood, celibacy, homosexuality, prayer to the Saints, etc. - they can all be boiled down to one issue: authority.  If you understand that, and keep it in mind when engaging in a discussion about the faith, it will keep you from wasting a whole lot of time on topics that can drag you far off into the weeds and away from the good soil where you might be able to plant some seeds.  

This is why I always advise people that, no matter where they might start a conversation, they need to always take it to the question of authority as soon as possible.  For example, someone might ask you, "Where in the Bible does it say Mary was assumed into Heaven body and soul at the end of her life?"  (Do you know the answer?)  The correct Catholic answer is: “Nowhere; at least, not directly.”  But, can you say that to a Baptist or Evangelical or Presbyterian or whoever without confirming for them that the Catholic Church teaches doctrines contrary to the Bible?  Indeed you can.  

I'll spend more time on this particular question in a later chapter on Mary, but suffice it to say, that after you admit to them there is no verse that directly states Mary was assumed into Heaven, you can simply ask them: “Does the Bible somewhere say that Mary was not assumed into Heaven body and soul?”  To which they will have to answer, if they are honest, “No.”  

“So,” you can say, “the Bible nowhere says Mary was assumed into Heaven, but the Bible nowhere says that Mary was not assumed into Heaven.  Since that is the case, why can’t I believe she was assumed into Heaven?”  Your non-Catholic friend might say something to the effect of, “Well, but if it’s not in the Bible, then as a Christian, you can’t believe it.”  To which you respond: "Oh yeah?!  Says who?"  When they say, "The Bible says so," you just ask them to point out the Scripture verse that says such a thing.  (Hint: there is no such verse in the Bible.)  There is no verse in all of Scripture that says, "If you don't find a particular doctrine or practice spelled out directly in this book, then it cannot be true and Christians should not believe it."  

Which means, they believe in something - something foundational to their faith - that is not in the Bible.  So, they started off telling you that something you believe isn't in the Bible, only to have it shown to them that something they believe isn't in the Bible; in fact, that two things they believe are not in the Bible.  Nowhere does the Bible say Mary was not assumed into Heaven, yet they believe she wasn’t, and nowhere does the Bible say that everything a Christian believes has to be found directly in the Bible, yet they believe it does.  This last belief is actually a humdinger of a logical inconsistency: The belief that if something is not found directly in the Bible then you shouldn’t believe it, is not found directly in the Bible.  In fact, it’s not even found indirectly in the Bible.  More on that later.

So, what did you just do?  In addition to subtly pointing out to them that nowhere does the Bible say what they think it says, and that there is a rather large logical inconsistency in their belief system, you've changed the question.  And that is exactly what you wanted to do.  It started off being a question about Mary, and you've pretty quickly turned it in the direction of being a question about authority.  When you start questioning what they believe and why they believe it, and you start showing them that things they believe are not actually in the Bible, you are actually questioning the authority behind what they believe.

Now, when they can't show you a verse in the Bible that answers your question, then the next logical thing to say is, "If I believe something that is not directly in the Bible - you tell me that I can't believe it.  But, if you believe something that is not directly in the Bible - you tell me that it's okay for you to believe it.  Isn't that being a little bit hypocritical?"

It is, of course, indeed being hypocritical.  But, the point is not to prove to them that they are being a hypocrite, the point is that you're trying to plant a seed with them that, just maybe, there is something they believe that, just maybe, doesn't quite make the sense they thought it made.  In other words, you're trying to get them to examine what it is they believe and why they believe it.  Socrates once said that the unexamined life isn't worth living.  I would suggest that maybe the unexamined doctrine isn't worth believing.  And this issue of authority is the best place to start when trying to get someone to examine what it is they believe and why they believe it.  It’s the best place to start because it’s the easiest place to show them that their entire theological system is not actually based on what they think it is based on, as I’ll explain momentarily.  Which is why, again, it is so important to always bring the discussion around to the issue of authority as soon as possible.  

Okay, by doing all of this you’ve started turning the question away from Mary and to authority, how do you keep going in that direction?  It’s easy, all you have to do is say, “Listen, don’t get me wrong, I agree with you that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.  I disagree with you, however, on exactly what the Bible does and does not teach.  
So, if you have two people who sincerely desire to know the truth as to what the Bible does and does not teach...and both of them pray to the Holy Spirit for wisdom and guidance before picking up the Bible to read and discern what is said there...if these two people disagree on what the Bible says, then who, if anyone, has the authority to make a final decision. Now you are where you want to be.  Authority.  With just a question or two, you have taken the discussion from a side issue - albeit a very important side issue - to the main issue: authority. Do this one or two times in discussions with your Protestant family members, friends and co-workers, and you will start having more fun than you thought possible in these discussions.  You will start enjoying these conversations and looking forward to them rather than dreading them.  

This is because in most conversations between a Catholic Christian and a non-Catholic Christian, the Catholic is almost always on the defensive.  It’s not fun being on the defensive.  By turning the tables and taking control of the conversation and asking some questions of your own, you are now on the offensive.  It’s fun being on the offensive because you can see how your questions are making someone - someone who just knew how wrong the Catholic Church was - stop and think about what it is they believe and why they believe it.  It’s fun being on the offensive because you can see that seeds are being planted.  And that’s what it is all about: planting seeds.  Seeds of truth.  Seeds of faith. 
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The Infallibility Question*
*IF THE BIBLE IS INFALLIBLE THEN SO IS THE CHURCH 
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I have talked with - either in person, over the phone, on the radio, or via the internet - probably a couple of thousand of Protestants in the last several years.  Every single one I can remember talking to believed that his belief system...his theological system...was lifted straight from the pages of the Bible.  Yet, I have talked with Protestants who believe in salvation by faith alone (sola fide) and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe in once saved always saved (the doctrine of eternal security) and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe in the rapture and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe in a pre-tribulation rapture, those who believe in a mid-tribulation rapture, and those who believe in a post-tribulation rapture.  I have talked with Protestants who believe in one rapture and those who believe in more than one rapture.  I have talked with Protestants who believe in infant Baptism and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe that one is born again through Baptism and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe Christians are obligated to follow the Ten Commandments and those who do not.  I have talked with Protestants who believe you have to love God in order to get into Heaven and those who do not.  And guess what?  All of their beliefs come from the Bible!

I could go on and on and on here about Protestants who believe this or that doctrine vs. Protestants who do not believe this or that doctrine.  But, suffice it to say, the thousands upon thousands of Protestant churches and denominations exist, in large measure, because of doctrinal differences.  But how can that be if their beliefs all come from the Bible?  How can all of these differing beliefs, all of these contradictory doctrines, all be coming from the one and same Bible?  Well, the answer is, they can’t be.  After all, God is not a God of contradiction.  Truth cannot contradict truth.  Which means, from a purely logical standpoint, that there is, at most - at most! - one Protestant denomination or church that is true.  There is, at most, one Protestant denomination or church that could, theoretically, have a completely true Bible-based theological system.  

I mean think about it - all these pastors in all these denominations and non-denominational churches - all of them claim to get their beliefs and teachings straight from the Bible.  Yet, the beliefs of this denomination conflict with the beliefs of that denomination.  The doctrines taught by this pastor conflict with the doctrines taught by that pastor, often even within the same denomination. Which has to mean there is, among Protestantism, at best only one Protestant denomination, or even just one Protestant church within or without a particular denomination, that can have a completely Bible-based theological system.  Everyone else who disagrees with that denomination, or that particular church, has to be in error on one or more of its doctrines, and error cannot come from the Bible.  If one church - just one - gets it completely right, then every other church has to be wrong at least some of the time.  That is just basic logic.

So, theoretically, there is at most one Protestant denomination, or one Protestant church, that does not teach at least some error.  All the other churches and denominations have to teach at least some error.  There is no way around that.  None.  However, the fact of the matter is, that the chance of having even one Protestant church or denomination with a completely error-free theological system is pretty much zero.  I say that because every Protestant that I’ve ever come across claims that no man is infallible (with one semi-exception that I’ll mention later).  They all claim that no man is able to infallibly interpret the Bible and no man is able to infallibly teach on faith and morals. (This is, essentially, a reaction to Catholic teaching on the infallibility of the Pope.) Which means there is not a single Protestant minister who is infallible, so there is not a single Protestant minister who can be guaranteed to get it right every single time they teach and preach on the Bible.  (If I were a Protestant minister, that thought would scare the bejeebers out of me.)

Essentially, every Protestant minister admits, theoretically, that they may be teaching error to the folks in their congregation whenever they get in the pulpit or whenever they teach Sunday school or whenever they lead a Bible study.  Every single Protestant minister and Protestant apologist, by claiming that no man is infallible, are at the same time inherently admitting that they could be wrong in believing what they believe and teaching what they teach in one or more ways.  

Which is why a Catholic should be very confident that whenever they engage in a discussion, dialogue, or debate with any Protestant on matters of faith and about the Bible and such, the worst they can do is, in a sense, a tie.  This question of infallibility, or lack thereof, in Protestantism, is Protestantism’s Achilles heel.  Whenever you engage in a conversation with a Protestant who is questioning or attacking the Catholic Faith, you should always ask this question very early on in the conversation: “Are you infallible?”  When they answer, “No, I am not infallible.  No man is infallible,” then you follow with, “So, since you are fallible, that means you could be making one or more mistakes in your interpretation and understanding of the Bible, right?  Which means you could be telling me something that is wrong, right?”  

Every Catholic who enters into a discussion or debate with any Protestant needs to keep in mind that the Protestant, by denying infallibility as a possibility for any man, has essentially admitted that whatever it is they are telling you, could be wrong.  They could be wrong in their interpretation of the Bible that makes them believe we are saved by faith alone.  They could be wrong in their interpretation of the Bible that makes them believe there is no Purgatory.  They could be wrong about anything and everything they believe to be true about their faith, and they could be wrong about anything and everything they believe to be false about the Catholic Faith.  You need to point this out to them early and often

Let me give you an example of what I’m saying here: I once debated an Evangelical who I would describe as rabidly anti-Catholic.  He stated that Catholics are not Christian, that they worship a false God, a false Jesus Christ, and that there was nothing - not one single thing - that he, as a Christian, had in common with any Catholic, from a theological perspective.  Early on in the debate, he made an issue of the Pope not being infallible - that no man was infallible.  So, when it was my turn to speak, I said, “I hope my opponent will admit, since he stated that no man is infallible, that would include him and that he is indeed fallible, and that being fallible, he could be wrong in any interpretation of Scripture that he makes in regard to his beliefs or the beliefs of the Catholic Faith.”  

Well, he admitted that he, of course, was fallible - he had to since he had already made the statement that, “No man is infallible.”  So, after everything else he would say in the debate, I would lean into my microphone and say, “In your fallible opinion, right?”  Which, didn’t make him too happy, but it drove home the point to everyone in the audience that this guy de facto admitted that everything he was saying could be wrong.  Since he admitted to being fallible, then he inherently admitted to at least the possibility of making mistakes in his interpretation and understanding of Scripture.  He inherently admitted that his belief system, the doctrines and dogmas he holds to, could be wrong either in part or in whole.  

Now, while he admitted he was indeed fallible, he never once actually admitted that he could, just possibly, be wrong in his interpretation and understanding of Scripture.  You see, while Protestants, especially Protestant ministers and apologists, might admit to being fallible (although it can sometimes be difficult to get them to even admit that), they actually act as if they are infallible.  Fallible in theory, but infallible in practice, so to speak.  Getting a Protestant who is in the process of telling you all that is wrong about the Catholic Faith to admit that, since they are fallible, they could actually be getting something wrong when it comes to their interpretation and understanding of the Bible in relation to the Catholic Faith, can be like pulling teeth.  But, you’ve got to try to pull those teeth.  

This is a very important point to keep in mind, because the question of infallibility is, I believe, the easiest place to poke a hole in their theological dam.  As I said earlier, a Protestant’s entire theological system is not based on what they think it is based on.  You see, they think their belief system is based directly on the Bible.  It was lifted - with no changes, no alterations, nothing added or removed - straight from the pages of the Word of God.  But, once you get them thinking about how they are not infallible - which means they are fallible - and plant the seed in their mind that since they are fallible, their interpretation of this or that passage of Scripture could be wrong, you have set the stage to show them their belief system is not based directly on the Bible as they thought, rather, it is actually based on their own private, fallible interpretation of the Bible.  Or it is based on their minister’s private, fallible interpretation of the Bible.  Their entire belief system is not based directly on the Word of God, but on someone’s fallible opinion about the Word of God.  

That’s the Best You Can Do

I have had discussions about the Catholic Faith with numerous Protestant ministers.  One in particular that I want to bring up here, was with a minister of a “Bible church.”  Not five minutes into the conversation I asked him, “Are you infallible?”  “Absolutely not,” he said, “no man can claim infallibility.”  “So,” I continued, “that means, under your set of beliefs, our discussion here is basically your fallible opinion of Scripture vs. my fallible opinion of Scripture.  That’s the best you can do, right?”  Now, he never would admit to that directly, but he did finally admit to it indirectly when he said, “Well, by your own words, the best you can do is your fallible opinion of Scripture vs. my fallible opinion of Scripture.”  “No,” I replied, “I never said anything of the sort.  You see, the best that I can do in this conversation is the infallible teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ vs. your private, fallible opinion of Scripture.”  Now, that of course, did not sit too well with him and he immediately starting talking about how the Catholic Church had contradicted itself at least a couple of times that he knew of during the last 2000 years and so it couldn’t be infallible and so on.  

The point is, though, that I had him thinking about his fallibility. 
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The fact that the individual Protestant’s belief system is based on his, or someone’s, fallible opinion of the Bible is a very important point to make in your discussion with any Protestant.  I have had discussions about the Catholic Faith with numerous Protestant ministers.  One in particular that I want to bring up here, as an example of what I’m talking about, was with a minister of an “independent Bible church.”  Not five minutes into the conversation, I asked him, “Are you infallible?”  “Absolutely not,” he said, “no man can claim infallibility.”  “So,” I continued, “that means, under your set of beliefs, our discussion here is basically your fallible opinion of Scripture vs. my fallible opinion of Scripture.  That’s the best you can do, right?”

Now, he never would admit to that directly, but he did finally admit to it indirectly when he said, “Well, by your own words, the best you can do is your fallible opinion of Scripture vs. my fallible opinion of Scripture.”  “No,” I replied, “I never said anything of the sort.  You see, the best that I can do in this conversation is the infallible teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ vs. your private, fallible opinion of Scripture.”  Now, that of course, did not sit too well with him and he immediately starting talking about how the Catholic Church had contradicted itself at least twice, that he knew of, during the last 2000 years and so it couldn’t be infallible and so on.  I told him that the Catholic Church had never contradicted itself in terms of its doctrinal or moral teaching.  I then asked what those two contradictions were that he was referring to.  Guess what?  He could not recall them right off hand... hmmmmm.

The point is, though, that I had him thinking about his fallibility.  I had him thinking that he just maybe he could be wrong on some of the things he was saying to me.  Now, he never actually admitted that out loud, but I knew by the direction of our conversation that I had him at least considering the possibility.  I made him realize that his theological system - the theological system of all of Protestantism, actually - is basically one in which no one can ever have an answer that they are absolutely, 100% sure of...no one!  A seed was planted.  Was it a seed that fell on good soil?  I don’t know, but I know it was planted.

Infallibility and Authority

The experience I had with that independent Bible church pastor highlights why the question of infallibility is so important in any discussion related to authority.  If no one has the ability to teach infallibly on faith and morals as the pastor claims, and as pretty much all of Protestantism claims; if no one can infallibly decide what is an authentic Christian doctrine and what is not; if no one can infallibly decide disagreements between Christians in the areas of faith and morals; then what are we left with?  We are left with a theological system wherein the best possible scenario we can ever have in a dispute over what is and is not authentic Christian teaching, is the scenario I presented to that pastor: My private fallible interpretation of Scripture vs. your private fallible interpretation of Scripture.  That’s the best we can possibly hope to do.  

Which means, according to Protestant theology, God basically left each one of us on our own to decide what is right and what is wrong when it comes to Christian teaching.  All of Protestantism is essentially built on the belief that God gave us no authoritative means by which to be able to have a certain knowledge of the truth of His teachings.  Oh, He gave us an inspired and inerrant book, but He didn’t give us anyone who could authoritatively tell us whether or not we have properly interpreted and understood that book.  He didn’t give us anyone who could authoritatively decide a dispute between Christians who disagree as to what this or that passage of that book means.    

Now, do most Protestants ever say such a thing?  No, they don’t.  They don’t, because most Protestants have probably never even thought about infallibility from this particular perspective - they have never been made to think this infallibility question all the way through.  I know that Bible church pastor I just mentioned had never thought about it in the way I presented it to him.  

So, two men disagree on a particular interpretation of the Bible.  One believes, for example, the Bible teaches once saved, always saved - eternal security.  The other believes the Bible does not teach eternal security - that one can indeed lose one’s salvation.  They are both Protestant Christians.  They are both God-fearing men.  They both love Jesus.  They both pray to the Holy Spirit.  They both cite Scripture passages to back up their belief.  Yet, they have completely different and contradictory interpretations of Scripture in this matter.  Is there a way to know with absolute certainty who is right and who is wrong?  No, there isn’t.  At least, not within Protestantism.

Why not?  Because there is no one in all of Protestantism who has the authority to decide the matter with absolute certainty...to decide the matter...infallibly.  Having an infallible authority is absolutely necessary in a situation such as this because without the guarantee of infallibility, then how can any decision between two such positions ever be binding on all Christians?  

Who, among Protestants, if they have a disagreement with their pastor over the interpretation of a particular verse or verses of the Bible, will say to themselves, “Well, even though I believe my interpretation of the Bible is the correct one, I’m going to believe what my pastor says on this because he has been given binding authority over me?” I dare say few, if any, would ever say such a thing.  Why not?  Because the same things they say about the Pope, and Catholic priests in general, apply to their pastors:  “Who does he think he is?”  “He’s no different than I am.”  “God hasn’t set anyone apart in the Body of Christ, we are all members of the priesthood of believers.”  “The Holy Spirit guides all believers into the truth, not just him.”  

If there is no Protestant minister who can teach infallibly on faith and morals - no Protestant minister who can infallibly interpret each and every passage of Scripture - then there is no Protestant minister whose teachings and decisions cannot be questioned as possibly being wrong.  
The same is true for all Protestants, pastors or otherwise.  There is no Protestant whose beliefs cannot be questioned as possibly being wrong.  Again, for the Catholic, this ought to give you a great deal of confidence when talking to Protestants because, ultimately, the best they can say is, “Well, I believe your fallible interpretation of Scripture is wrong and my fallible interpretation of Scripture is right.”  To which you can always answer, “But, since you’re fallible, you could be wrong, right?”  

However, as I have previously said, it will be a rare moment when you actually have the Protestant - minister or lay person - actually admit they could be wrong.  I have asked the question, “Are you infallible?” of probably hundreds of Protestants in the last few years, and you would not believe the verbal gymnastics some folks will go through to not admit that.  And, again, I usually ask this question after they have denied that the Pope is infallible, and oftentimes after they have denied that any man is infallible.  Yet, they have difficulty just coming right out and saying that they are infallible.  Why?  Because they know exactly what the implication of their answer is.  If they admit they are not infallible, then they are de facto admitting that anything and everything they just said or are about to say about the Catholic Church, the Bible, their own faith - could be wrong.  And they just don’t want to go there.

I have had, though, a small percentage of people to whom I have asked that question, like the independent Bible church pastor mentioned above, who have been honest and open enough to admit, “No, I am not infallible.”  But, from that small percentage of people who will admit they are not infallible, I have had only a small percentage who would actually admit that they are fallible and could possibly be wrong in their interpretations of the Bible and could possibly be wrong in what they are saying about the Catholic Church.  It’s been a fascinating phenomenon to witness.  I encourage you to ask these questions of every Protestant you know who has ever told you the Catholic Church is wrong in this or that teaching.  Ask them: “Are you infallible?”  And see if they admit to not being infallible.

If they admit that indeed they are not infallible, then follow up with: “So, since you admit that you are not infallible - which is the same thing as admitting that you are fallible - that means you could, possibly, be wrong in any of your interpretations of Scripture and in regard to what you are saying about the Catholic Church, right?” But, it seems to be much easier to admit, “I am not infallible,” than to admit, “I could be wrong about my interpretations of Scripture and about the Catholic Church,” even though the first admission absolutely implies the second.  I need no more than one hand to count all of those that I have asked these questions of, who actually answered, “Yes, since I am fallible, I could be wrong about my interpretations of Scripture and about the Catholic Church and its teachings.”  

What you will likely have happen when you start asking these questions, is something along the lines of what happened during my conversation with the aforementioned Bible church pastor.  After declaring very strongly that, “No man can claim infallibility,” he then proceeded to expand on that declaration.  I listened to what he had to say, and then I simply asked, “Well, since you said no man is infallible, that would include you, correct?”  He took a moment or two to think about the question, and then he said, “Yes, that would include me.  No man is infallible.”  “So,” I continued, “that would mean that your interpretation of those verses you just gave me could be wrong, right?”      You would think, at least I would think, that someone who is trapped by logic in such a  situation, would just go ahead and admit that, yes, they could, theoretically, be wrong.  But, as I’ve said, that rarely happens.  They might admit to not being infallible, but they rarely admit to being wrong.  They say they are not infallible, but they act as if they are.  So what happened?  After I asked him if his interpretation of the Scripture verses he mentioned could be wrong, he started talking to me about how he was guided by the Holy Spirit when reading the Bible, and how it was the Holy Spirit that was leading him to the understanding of those verses that he had come to.  To which I replied, “But, now I’m confused, if the Holy Spirit is guiding you in your interpretations of Scripture, then you are indeed infallible, are you not?  I mean, after all, the Holy Spirit doesn’t commit any error, does He?”  

He then started talking about how Protestants “exegete” Scripture while Catholics “eisegete” Scripture.  In other words, he was trying to avoid directly answering my question.  And he very kindly explained to the ignorant Catholic that to exegete Scripture means to simply let Scripture speak for itself.  To take the message of Scripture as Scripture gives it, and not “add anything to it, as you Catholics do.”  He also explained to me that to eisegete Scripture means to make Scripture say what you want it to say.  To come to Scripture with pre-set beliefs and force those beliefs into the Scripture by adding things to Word of God, “as you Catholics do.”  

But then I just brought it all back to the beginning, “But, if you’re fallible, then you could be wrong in everything you just said, right?”  (By the way, I use the word “right” a lot when talking directly to Protestants, because that one word turns a statement into a question.  A statement: “But if you’re fallible, then you could be wrong in everything you just said,” does not necessarily call for a response.  By adding, “Right?” to the end of that statement to turn it into a question, you are essentially demanding a response.)

Again, he refused to admit that he could be wrong.  He even, at one point in the conversation, asked me if my interpretation of a particular verse that I had just given him, could “possibly” be wrong.  I said that I would admit my interpretation could “possibly” be wrong, if he would admit that his interpretation of that same verse could “possibly” be wrong.  He said that he would not admit to the possibility.  To which I said, “Again you have me confused, because you said you were not infallible, but you are acting as if you are infallible.  Which is it?”  Which caused him to move off into yet another direction.  

I could continue with pages and pages more about this particular conversation, but I think I have shown enough to demonstrate my point: Almost every single Protestant I have ever disputed with on matters of faith and morals, even though they believed that no man is infallible, acted as if they were indeed, as an individual, infallible.  
Fallible in theory, infallible in practice.  Why?  Because they know, implicitly, that a fallible authority is essentially no authority - at least, when it comes to faith and morals.  If you have a fallible authority teaching you, and you are allowed, by the very fact that this authority is fallible...it could make mistakes...it could be in error...to doubt, challenge, disagree with, and ultimately reject the teachings of this authority, then that authority is essentially no authority.  If that authority cannot bind you to believe what it teaches, then it is an authority only as long as you allow it to be.  Which means it really isn’t an authority at all.  And the only way that authority can be binding on you in the areas of faith and morals is if it is infallible in what it teaches. 
Which is why the rejection of infallibility within Protestantism has led to the rejection of binding authority within Protestantism, which is why we see, thousands upon thousands of times over, so many divisions within Protestantism.  This is why I said that the infallibility issue is the Achilles heel of Protestantism.  No infallibility, no binding authority.  No binding authority, no actual authority.  No actual authority, disunity.    

Which is also why we see such confusion and illogic and inconsistencies in the beliefs of Protestantism, as evidenced by my conversation with the Bible church pastor.  He claimed to not be infallible, yet he would not admit that he could be wrong in his interpretations of the Scripture verses we were hashing over because he was guided by the Holy Spirit in those interpretation.  Well, if you’re guided by the Holy Spirit in your interpretations of Scripture, then you are indeed infallible in those interpretations.  But, as he said, no man is infallible.  There is a disconnect in Protestant belief, a contradiction, that flows from its rejection of the idea that any man could be infallible.    

I have, however, as mentioned earlier, had one person, and one person alone, who answered my first question: “Are you infallible?” in the affirmative.  I had a guy come down from a rural part of Alabama - he was the pastor of some non-denominational Bible church - who called me to set up an appointment with me because he wanted to save me from the Roman Catholic Church. The very first thing he wanted to talk about was how the Pope was not infallible...how no man could make the claim of infallibility.  

A few minutes later he was giving me his interpretation of a Scripture verse I had brought up.  When he finished saying what he had to say, I looked him square in the eyes and said, “Are you infallible?”  He froze like a deer in the headlights.  He just stared at me for nine or ten seconds or more.  I could see the wheels spinning in his head.  He knew that if he said he was not infallible, that I would then say, “So, you could be wrong in your interpretation of that verse.”  To which he could not admit.  But, he also knew that he could not say he was infallible since he had declared moments earlier, very vociferously, that it was an abomination for any man to claim he was infallible.  So he just sat there staring at me.  

Finally he said, “Yes, I am infallible, in my interpretation of that particular verse.”  To which I just bust out laughing.  Couldn’t help myself.  I turned to the priest who was there with me and said, “Father, this is indeed a glorious day...we have the Pope here with us!”  This contradiction that the rejection of infallibility causes within Protestantism, is what caused this guy to first say that no man is infallible, but then to admit that he is indeed infallible, although, only in interpreting that one particular verse.  I’m telling you, folks, it is fascinating to watch.  

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/284-apologetics-for-the-masses-226-blue-collar-apologetics-cont-d
As I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, no matter what particular topic you are talking about - Mary, the Pope, Confession, the Eucharist, Purgatory, salvation, and so on - by bringing the conversation around to the issue of authority, you can save yourself some time, and probably a lot of frustration, too.

There are a couple of reasons why I say that.  First, as I’ve said a few times already, authority is the issue that undergirds all the other issues.  Which means, if you can plant a seed pertaining to this issue, then not only can you use that seed in a discussion of every other topic, but you may find yourself not needing to even discuss some of the other issues, thus saving yourself some time, and maybe some frustration, in the long run.  

There is also another reason why it could save you some time and some frustration.  Have you noticed something about all of the points that I have made so far in this chapter?  I have not used a single Bible verse to make any of them.  Every point that I have made so far is based on simple logic and common sense.  Now, I will bring Scripture into this discussion of authority in the next chapter, but herein are some very valid points on authority that you can make in a discussion with anyone, that don’t require you to spend a lot of time doing a lot of research.  You don’t need to search through the Bible for a verse to answer a verse, you don’t need a concordance, you don’t need a Bible dictionary, you don’t need a Bible commentary, and you don’t need any of the other tools that folks use when reading and studying the Bible to make these points.  You just need a little logic and a little common sense, which are two wonderful time-saving devices.  

Also, and this is very important to remember, when you make these arguments regarding authority using just simple logic and some plain ol’ common sense, you are going to be able to gauge whether or not your “opponent” is open to arguments of this type.  You'll be able to tell whether or not this is a person you can have a fruitful dialogue with.  I once made a fairly airtight argument about a particular Bible verse to a preacher of a particular denomination, only to have him flatly reject it.  All he said was, "That's not right."  When I asked him to tell me where I was wrong, to point out the flaw in my logic, he told me, “Logic has nothing to do with the Bible.”  No counter-argument, no well thought out rational response, just, "Logic has nothing to do with the Bible."  And I’ve had plenty of others who have not said such a thing to me directly, but sure have acted as if logic and common sense played no role whatsoever in helping one determine what is and is not true when it comes to the Bible.

So, if the person you are engaged in conversation with about theological matters wants nothing to do with logic and common sense, then you need to make that conversation a short one, because no matter what points you make - even points using any number of Scripture verses - no matter how solid they are logically, no matter how much they make sense, that person will simply reject them out of hand.  Not only will he reject them, but he generally will simply ignore your arguments altogether and not even attempt to respond to them. Which means, not only have you wasted your time, but now you’re probably frustrated as all get out.    

Which, again, is why the arguments on authority can possibly save you a whole lot of time and a whole lot of frustration.  If you make these logical, common sense arguments, and the person you are talking to does not respond to them in a like manner, then you know not to try to pursue this conversation into other topics of the faith.  I mean, why bother?!  Now, I’m not saying the other guy has to necessarily concede your arguments on authority for you to continue talking to him, but he does need to respond in a manner that is not devoid of logic and reason.  Think about it - if their response to these arguments don’t make at least some sense, then why do you think their responses to any Scripture verses you bring up about Mary, or Purgatory, or the Pope, or anything else will somehow be better?  

My advice is if you can’t have a meaningful conversation on the question of authority, then pull off your sandals, shake the dust from them, and move on.  If you get nowhere on authority, then why do you think you'll be able to have a worthwhile conversation on Mary, or on the Pope, or on salvation, or any other point where you disagree?  Continuing a conversation with a person who cannot, or will not, respond in a logical, common sense manner to your logical, common sense arguments, is quite often an exercise in futility.  Don’t waste your time.  Tell them you will keep them in your prayers and thank them for their time, but you have realized that there really is no point in proceeding.  

Don’t get me wrong, though - I am not saying the people you are talking to are just a bunch of idiots or any such thing.  Not necessarily so.  I have found that there are a number of very bright people who, for some reason, basically throw logic and common sense out the window when it comes to talking about the Bible.  Also, what I have found to be the case in a number of these situations is that the person you are talking to wants to preach, but they do not want to listen.  They want you to listen to them, but they don’t want you to talk back.  So, since they are not listening to what you have to say - since they are not listening to the arguments you are presenting - then their responses generally have little to anything to do with the argument you have made.  Their responses may seem to be born out of illogic, when they are simply the result of not listening.  Either way, though, why bother?
  
In Summary
Always remember: When you discuss with a Protestant of matters pertaining to the Bible, Protestant theology says that discussion is, essentially, a discussion involving two private, man-made, non-authoritative, fallible interpretations of what the Bible is or is not saying.  There is no party to the discussion, even if you had a discussion that involved ministers from hundreds of different Protestant denominations, who can make an authoritative decision regarding a biblical interpretation that is binding on anyone else in that conversation.  Not one!  It can’t be binding since it is not infallible.  You can’t bind someone in a matter pertaining to faith and morals if what you bind just might be wrong.  Error can never be binding on someone.  

The best the Protestant can do in a discussion of matters of faith with a Catholic, according to Protestant theology, is his fallible interpretation of the Bible vs. the Catholic’s fallible interpretation of the Bible.  The best a Catholic can do in a discussion of matters of faith with a Protestant, according to Catholic theology, is the infallible teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ vs. the Protestant’s fallible interpretation of the Bible.

That should give you a great deal of courage, folks...
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Chapter 2
The Church and authority
Jesus Founded a Church That Teaches Error?
In the last chapter, I focused on the question of authority from the perspective of the individual - whether an individual Protestant minister, Protestant apologist, or Protestant lay person.  I pointed out that since no man is infallible, according to Protestant theology, then the best possible scenario one can have in a disagreement as to what is or is not authentic Christian teaching between two God-fearing, Jesus-accepting, Bible-reading, Holy Spirit-praying men, is one man’s fallible opinion of what the Bible says vs. the other man’s fallible opinion of what the Bible says.  

The end result of this being that no man, in Protestant theology, can speak with an authority that binds others in the areas of faith and morals since, again, each man is, essentially, just giving his fallible opinion as to what is or is not the truth, and since he is fallible he could be wrong, and one cannot bind someone to an opinion that just might be wrong.  No man can be bound by error.  And since no one in Protestantism has the authority to bind anyone to their particular fallible opinions about faith and morals, we see the inevitable consequences of this in the thousands upon thousands of divisions within Protestantism.

In this chapter, though, I want to ask the question: What authority does the church have?  Okay, so no individual within Protestantism is infallible and, therefore, no individual within Protestantism has the authority to bind any other individual to their fallible teachings, but what about the church?  Is the church infallible in Protestant theology?  Does the church have the authority to bind individuals to its teachings?   

I ask these questions because in the Bible we see Jesus giving the Apostles the power to bind and loose here on earth.  We see this first with just Peter, in Matthew 16:19, but then with other disciples in Matthew 18:18.  And this binding and loosing is something that carries the authority of Jesus Christ Himself, because Jesus tells them, “Whatever you bind on earth will be bound in Heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will be loosed in Heaven.”  In other words, Jesus is telling Peter and the other disciples that He is backing them 100% in whatever it is they bound or loosed.  So much so, in fact, that whatever they bound or loosed on earth was also bound or loosed in Heaven.   What an awesome and incredible authority he gave to Peter and His other disciples!

So, we see Peter and the Apostles being given the authority to bind and loose, and this authority is the authority of Christ Himself.  It is Christ’s own authority which He is allowing to be exercising through Peter and the other disciples.  Which means this authority had to be exercised in an infallible manner, because if not, then Christ was putting Himself in the position of possibly binding and loosing error in Heaven itself, and this simply cannot be!  So, we see the Apostles, the first Bishops, the first leaders of the church, being given an infallible authority - the authority to bind and loose here on earth.  

Also, in Luke 10, we see that Jesus sent out the 70 with his authority (verse 19) and told them, “He who hears you hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects Me,” (verse 16).  If you were hearing Jesus speak when one of these disciples spoke, then they had to have been speaking infallibly in His Name.  Otherwise, if the disciples were not speaking infallibly, again, Jesus would have put Himself in the position of having error taught by one who was wielding His authority, and this simply cannot be.  

In John 15:20, Jesus says, “If they persecuted Me, they will persecute you; if they kept My word, they will keep yours also.”  Jesus identifies the Apostles’ word with His word.  Another clear implication that the Apostles speak infallibly with His authority.  

So we see, in the Bible, that Jesus invested Peter and the Apostles, and some other disciples as well, with His own authority - with His own infallible authority.  They had to be infallible when speaking of matters regarding the Christian faith because He was putting His own personal stamp of approval on what they said.  He was binding in Heaven what they bound on earth.  He was loosing in Heaven what they loosed on earth.  He was guaranteeing that when someone heard one of these disciples speak they were actually hearing Jesus Himself speak.  Since Jesus is infallible, then Peter and the Apostles and these other disciples had to be infallible when they spoke on His behalf with His authority.

In other words, the leaders of the early church spoke infallibly on matters of faith and morals with the authority that Jesus had given them.  The church of the Bible had, through its leaders, an infallible authority when teaching and preaching and binding and loosing.  

Which brings me back to my question: Is the church infallible in Protestant theology?  The simple answer is, it can’t be.  It can’t be because no one within the church is infallible.  There is no individual, or group of individuals, within the church that can make an infallible decision on any matter pertaining to faith and morals.  How can the church be infallible if it has no leader, no representative, no official, who is infallible?  It can’t be.

This causes quite a predicament for Protestants, although it’s a predicament most of them are completely unaware of.  You see, if there is no one individual who can teach infallibly on faith and morals, as Protestant theology teaches us, which means there is no church that can teach infallibly on faith and morals, then the only conclusion one can draw is that Jesus founded a church that can, and does, teach error!  

So, the inevitable conclusion one must draw from Protestant theology is that the Savior of the world, the Son of God, the Word made flesh, founded a church that teaches error.  Jesus, Who is the Truth (John 14:6); Jesus, Who came to bear witness to the truth (John 18:37); Jesus, Who told us that if we know the truth the truth will make us free (John 8:32); this Jesus founded a church that teaches error?!  How can that be?  Yet, that is the conclusion yielded by Protestant theology.

And, that is a conclusion that most Protestants I have talked to readily admit, although they do not do so directly.  Quite often I have heard someone say something along these lines, “Well, I don’t claim that my church is 100% right on all of its beliefs, but I know we’re right on the fundamentals,” (I’ll speak about the “fundamentals” more in a later chapter).  Such a statement is, essentially, an admission that their church teaches error in some way, shape, or form.  

So ask the question: “Did Jesus found a church that can teach error in the areas of faith and morals?” See what they say to that.  If they say, “Yes,” then ask them how that is possible.  After all, as I’ve shown above, Jesus gave the first leaders of the church His very own authority to teach and preach and to bind and loose, and Jesus’ authority is an infallible authority.   Furthermore, as I’ve just mentioned, Jesus is the Truth, and He came to witness to the truth, and He tells us the truth will make us free.  In other words, truth is necessary for salvation, yet you want me to believe Jesus founded a church that doesn’t always teach the truth?  Really?!  

If they answer, “No,” Jesus did not found a church that can teach error in the areas of faith and morals,” then ask them how it is possible for the fallible men who run the church to not teach error, any error.  Wouldn’t you need an infallible teacher in order to teach infallibly?
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The Church of the Bible Cannot Be Found Within Protestantism
All of this points to yet another problem the denial of infallibility leads to within Protestantism - the lack of an infallible church.  When we look again at the scriptural verses I’ve quoted in this chapter, a clear picture of the early church emerges: It was one that was founded by Jesus Christ.

It was one that was given His authority; it was one whose leaders spoke infallibly, with the authority of Christ and on His behalf, in matters of faith and morals; and it was one that could bind and loose matters on earth that were also then bound and loosed in Heaven.  

Ask any Protestant if he can name one decision his church has made that exercised the authority of binding and loosing that Jesus gave the church He founded.  Ask them for one decision made by their church that was universally binding on earth, and which was also bound by God in Heaven.  Just one.  They can’t name one because they don’t believe any church on earth, or any man or group of men within any church on earth, has such power and authority.  The lack of a belief in infallibility within Protestant theology precludes any Protestant or any Protestant faith tradition from claiming the authority to universally bind and loose on earth that which is bound and loosed in Heaven.  

Which causes one to ask, “Why then did Jesus give Peter and the disciples such authority?”  I’ve had it said to me, “Well, yes, Jesus gave the Apostles such an authority, but that authority died with them.”  To which I asked, “Where does it say that in the Bible?”  Silence.  Such an answer makes no sense, except to one who is trying to justify their non-belief in infallibility.  Think about it: To say that the authority to bind and loose died with Peter and the other Apostles is to say that Jesus decided the church only needed such authority while the Apostles were alive.  That once the Apostles died, the church would no longer have any use for an authority that could bind and loose.  No use for an authority that could infallibly settle disputes between Christians on matter of doctrine and dogma.  Presumably, Jesus knew that by the time the Apostles died, all the questions about and within Christianity would have been infallibly solved by the Apostles.  Anything that could cause division within the church would have been infallibly taken care of by the time the last Apostle died.  I mean, that’s what we see in the history of Christianity, right?

I don’t think so.  To say that the authority to bind and loose died with the last of the Apostles, is to essentially say that the church fundamentally changed once the last Apostle had died.  While the Apostles were alive, disputes within the church over matters of doctrine and dogma, matters of practice and discipline, were handled by one or more of the Apostles themselves, or by people appointed by them - people whom the Apostles had laid their hands upon.  But, once the last Apostle died, we are to believe that the governance of the church, the decision-making authority of the church on all matters related to the church and her people, passed from the Apostles into the hands of everyone and anyone who could read the Bible and decide for themselves what is good doctrine and what is bad?  What is good morality and what is bad?  Really?

If anything, the church needed the authority to bind and loose much more after the Apostles died than it did while they were still alive.  The Apostles carried the weight of authority because they were the Apostles - Jesus’ inner circle.  Thousands of people who came into the church in the early years in Jerusalem, Judea, Galilee, and the surrounding areas had seen or heard Jesus in person, or had heard about Him from someone who had seen Him in person.  These people knew that the Apostles - Peter, James, and John and the others - were the Master’s trusted disciples.  That, in and of itself, made these people prone to follow the decisions and teachings of these men that Jesus had so trusted.  

But, what about the Church leaders in Ephesus, or Corinth, or Thessalonica, and elsewhere?  They had not been part of Jesus’ inner circle.  The members of their flocks had not seen or heard Jesus in person and, for the most part, did not have any relatives, friends, or neighbors who had seen or heard Him in person.  The members of their flocks knew that these men acting as their leaders had never seen Jesus and had never been appointed directly by Him to any position of authority.  So why should they follow them?  If the authority to bind and loose was an authority given to certain individuals, rather than an authority given corporately to the church and its leaders, then what exactly was it that kept the church together after the Apostles died?  

No, the authority to bind and loose that Jesus gave, was not an authority reserved to certain individuals that died with those individuals.  It was an authority that was given to the church.  We can see this in the fact that in both instances where Jesus gave first Peter, and then some of the other disciples, the authority to bind and loose, it was within the context of a discussion about the church.  In Matthew 16:18-19, Jesus says, “And I tell you, you are Peter, and on this rock I will build My church...I will give you the keys of the kingdom of Heaven and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in Heaven and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven.”

Then in Matthew 18:17-18, right before Jesus gives the disciples the power to bind and loose He says, “...tell it to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church...”  Even to the church.  He didn’t say, “Tell it to one of the Apostles; and if he refuses to listen to even one of the Apostles...”  No, He said, “Tell it to the church.”  This was a corporate authority Jesus bestowed upon the church - an authority that lives on with the church - not an individual authority He bestowed on certain men that died with them.

That is how the church stayed together and grew even larger after the death of the Apostles, because the members of the church - whether they were in Jerusalem, Rome, Ephesus, Corinth, Thessalonica, or wherever, believed their leaders had the authority of Jesus Christ Himself, as given to them by the church.  And that authority included the authority to bind and loose.  

Furthermore, ask any Protestant if there is any leader of their church of which it could be said, “He who hears you, hears [Jesus Christ]?” (Luke 10:16).  We have such leaders in the Catholic Church.  

So, what we are seeing here, is that the church of the Bible - a church with the authority to bind and loose; a church with the authority of Jesus Christ Himself; a church whose leaders spoke infallibly on behalf of Christ; a church about which it could be said of its leaders, “He who hears you, hears [Jesus Christ]" - cannot be found within Protestantism today.  There is no such church, or group of churches, within Protestantism that, as far as I know, claims the authority of Jesus Christ in its decisions and claims the authority to universally bind and loose on earth.
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Decapitating Christ
When you start talking to someone about infallibility and the authority of the church and such, you just might be accused of, “Going by what the church says instead of what the Bible says.”  I know of so many Catholics who have basically been accused of being nothing more than mind-numbed robots conditioned by the Catholic Church from the time they were babies to accept hook, line, and sinker all that the Church teaches them.  They are apparently incapable of anything that would approach an intelligent thought when it comes to matters of faith and morals.

I myself have been accused by a number of Protestants of believing in something called, “Sola Ecclesia,” or, the “Church Alone.”  They tell me that they are independent thinkers, that they think for themselves, while I simply think whatever the church tells me to think.  They believe in the Bible alone - which is good in their eyes - while I believe, according to them, in the church alone - which is, naturally, bad in their eyes.  They tell me that I put what the church says above what the Bible says.  They tell me that they wouldn’t ever let any church get between them and the Bible, between them and Jesus.

It never ceases to amaze me when I hear such things being said.  I sometimes think to myself, “Have these people ever actually thought about what it is they are saying?”  They are, essentially, pitting the church against Jesus and against the Bible.  Which simply reinforces all I have said above about the infallibility of the church and the authority of the church according to Protestant theology.  It has none.  At least, none that really counts for anything.  

Whenever someone tells me that I should think for myself, be my own man, and not simply believe what the church tells me to believe, I ask them a couple of questions: “Did Jesus found the church?” Most will say that yes, Jesus did indeed found the church.  And, the second question: “Doesn’t the Bible say the church is the Body of Christ?”  To which they generally answer that the Bible does indeed say the church is the Body of Christ.  To which I then reply, “So, you’re telling me that I shouldn’t just accept what the Body of Christ tells me, I should decide for myself, right?  And, if what I decide for myself is contrary to what the Body of Christ is telling me, then you’re saying I should go with my individual decision over the decision of the Body of Christ?”  

Silence.  Or, someone will say, “Well, the Catholic Church isn’t the church of the Bible.”  To which there are two responses: 1) “Oh yea, says who?” and, 2) “So which church is the church of the Bible and do you accept everything it teaches, yes or no?”  Now they have backed themselves into a theological corner.  First of all, before we go on, I want you, the reader, to say out loud, right now, the following sentence - not as an oath or any such thing, but just to hear it said out loud: “I will trust my own individual decisions about doctrines and morals, over and above the decisions about doctrines and morals made by the church of the Bible, the church founded by Jesus Christ, the church that is the Body of Christ.”  Sounds pretty ridiculous, doesn’t it?  

Now, again, someone might say that the Catholic Church isn’t the church of the Bible, so they don’t need to listen to it.  We’ll get into whether or not the Catholic Church is the church of the Bible in a later chapter, but for right now, it doesn’t matter.  The point for now is that by their original statements about going by what the Bible says instead of what the church says, they have already exposed themselves, theologically speaking.  They have pretty much admitted that they do not go by what the church of the Bible - the church founded by Jesus Christ which Scripture tells us is the Body of Christ - says, regardless of where they believe that church is found. They go by their own private, fallible interpretation of the Bible, and they will not let any church get between them and the Bible or between them and Jesus.  

You need to make them realize what it is they are actually doing.  Ask them if there is any church whose opinion about matters of doctrine they would accept as being authoritative over and above their own private interpretation.  If they say, “Yes, there is,” ask them which church it is and if that church is infallible in its teachings.  They cannot say the church is infallible, because they don’t believe any church, or any person within any church, is infallible.  So you then ask them, “Well, if you are going to accept the opinions of a fallible church over your private interpretations of Scripture, then why do you chastise me for accepting the opinions of what I believe to be an infallible church for my beliefs?  Isn’t that being a bit hypocritical?"

If they say, “No,” there is no church’s teaching they would accept as authoritative over and above their private interpretation of Scripture, then ask them if the church Jesus founded is more authoritative than their private interpretation of Scripture or not.  Now they are really backed into that theological corner.  They can’t say, "Yes," the church Jesus founded is more authoritative than their own private interpretations because they just said there is no church whose authority they would accept over their own authority to interpret the Bible; but they can’t say, “No,” because how crazy is that to say that the church founded by Jesus Himself is not more authoritative then their private fallible interpretations?  They have quite a dilemma on their hands.  And this is the kind of thing that Catholics have to make our Protestant brothers and sisters think about.  This is how you plant seeds.

The concept of an authoritative church, like the one found in the Bible, one that can bind and loose and make doctrinal decisions and render judgments between Christians, can be very, very problematic for Protestants if they are ever pressed on this subject.  That’s because the doctrine of private interpretation of Scripture - each person interpreting the Bible on their own to determine what is true and what is false doctrine - which is a necessary corollary of the belief in Sola Scriptura (which will be discussed later on), basically neuters the idea of an authoritative church.  It does this by causing a division.  A division between the head (Jesus Christ) and the body (the church).

Anyone who claims they do not necessarily go by what any church says, or that they don’t let any church get between them and Jesus, or that they don't need the church as long as they have their Bible, or who looks down on Catholics for just accepting what the church says and not going by their own private interpretations of Scripture, has done something really terrible.  They have, in essence, using their private fallible opinion of Scripture as the weapon, decapitated Jesus.  Think about it.  Scripture tells us that Jesus is the head of the body and that the body is the church (Ephesians 4:15-16, 5:23; Colossians 1:18, 2:19).  Also, Scripture tells us that Jesus identifies Himself with the church.  We see this in Acts 8:3 where it tells us that Saul (Paul) “laid waste the church.” In other words, Saul was persecuting the church something fierce.  And then, in Acts 9:4, Jesus asks Saul, “Why do you persecute Me?”  Jesus identifies Himself with the church.  The church is His body.  He is its Head.  They are one.

Which means, anyone who tells you that you should decide matters of doctrine and morality on your own, regardless of what the church says; and that you should never let the church come between you and Jesus, is, essentially, decapitating Christ.  They have separated the Head from the Body.  They have separated Jesus from the church.  They have allowed their own private, fallible, man-made interpretations of Scripture to come between Jesus and His Body - the church.  Anyone who puts their private, fallible interpretations of Scripture above the teachings of the church has removed the Head from His Body. 

All of this is the result of an under-developed sense of what the church is.  Oh, folks give lip service to the fact that the church is the Body of Christ, but when it comes right down to it, the Body of Christ had better not get between them and its Head, Jesus Christ.  It amazes me how so many people who claim to love Jesus, to love the Head, pay little to no attention to His Body, the church.  But, again, according to Protestant theology, that’s the way it actually has to be, since there is no church, nor anyone in any church, who has the binding authority to tell any individual believer in Christ that their particular interpretation of this or that passage of Scripture is wrong.  So, the Head has to be separated from the Body, to make way for the fallible opinions of the individual believer.  The Body of Christ, the church, gets in the way of the individual believers having the authority to decide doctrine and dogma for themselves, so they have to separate the Head from the Body - they have to decapitate Christ. Because, if individual believers have to all of a sudden start accepting as authoritative and binding the teachings of the church founded by Jesus Christ, whichever church they may believe that to be, then they have to start, sort of, acting like...Catholics.
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He Who Hears You, Hears Me
I mentioned this earlier, but I want to drive home the point in regard to Luke 10:16.  This is an absolutely amazing passage.  Jesus has just chosen 70 disciples to send out ahead of Him into the towns and places He was going to be passing through.  And what does He tell them as He sends them out?  “He who hears you hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects Me, and he who rejects Me rejects Him Who sent Me.”  That is mind-boggling.  If anyone heard the message of any of these 70 disciples, they were hearing not the disciples speak, rather they were hearing Jesus Himself speak through His disciples.  

Ask any Protestant you know if there is any leader of their church of which it could be said, “He who hears you, hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects Me [Jesus Christ]?”  Is there any leader of their church who speaks with the infallible authority of Jesus Christ?  There isn't, at least, not in any Protestant faith tradition I've ever heard of.  Once again, Protestant theology on infallibility precludes such a possibility.  

However, we have such leaders in the Catholic Church.  We hear the voice of Christ through the priest each and every time he consecrates the bread and wine during Mass.  We hear the voice of Jesus Christ each and every time the priest absolves us, or looses us, from our sins in the confessional (binding and loosing, anyone?).  We hear the voice of Christ through the priests and the bishops in all the other Sacraments as well.  And, we hear the voice of Christ through the Bishop of Rome, and all the Bishops in union with him, when he speaks infallibly on matters of faith and morals.  

Now, there will of course be those who doubt what I’m saying here, and that’s fine, but the fact of the matter is, the Word of God tells us that the early leaders of the Church spoke with the authority of Christ and that when the people were hearing them speak, they were hearing Jesus Himself speak, and that these leaders had the power to bind and loose.  Thus spoke Scripture!  

Which means, that this church Jesus founded, whichever church you believe that to be, should, at the very least, claim that Christ is speaking through its leaders in an infallible and authoritative and binding manner, as Scripture states was the case for the early leaders of the church.  But, Protestant theology has no provision for infallibility and for binding and loosing and such, so that would rule out any and all the Protestant churches as being contenders for the title: The Church Jesus Founded.  

And, as Sherlock Holmes would always say, if you’ve ruled out all of the other possibilities, then what you’re left with must be true.  The only alternatives a person has to counter this argument is to claim either: 1) God never gave Peter nor the Apostles nor any other disciples the gift of infallibility, or 2) That, as we mentioned earlier, Jesus did give the Apostles the gift of infallibility, but it was only for them and it died with them.

The first alternative is easy to dismiss, because every Protestant who believes in the infallibility of Scripture, believes that Peter and James and John and Matthew and Mark and Luke and Paul and Jude were all infallible when they wrote their particular portions of the Bible, not to mention all of the infallible Old Testament writers, as well.  
So, if God never gave anyone the gift of infallibility, then we do not have a Bible we can trust, it’s just that simple.  

Also, if God never gave anyone the gift of infallibility, then I would love to hear how someone interprets infallibility out of the passages I have mentioned above from Matthew 16 and 18, Luke 10, Acts 15, and elsewhere.  

The second alternative is not as easy to dismiss, but in order to believe that the gift of infallibility was just for the first leaders of the Church - the Apostles - and for no one else, one has to basically add to Scripture, for that is a tradition of men that is not found in the pages of the Bible.  Nowhere does the Bible say, “Once the last Apostle dies, then Scripture is closed.”  

Now, a particularly astute individual might say, “Well, the fact that no other inspired books of Scripture have been written since the death of the last Apostle proves that the gift of infallibility died with them.”  That’s a clever observation, but it is, nonetheless, without merit.

My response to that observation is twofold: 1) Who told you that no other inspired books of Scripture have been written since the death of the last Apostle?  You must be relying on some source, some witness, to make such a claim, because nowhere does the Bible say that once the last Apostle dies there can be no more inspired Scripture.  

Yes, one might point to Revelation 22:18-19 which says that no one should add to or take away from the words of the “prophecy of this book,” and say, “See, the Bible does tell us not to add to it after the Book of Revelation.”  Well, the problem there is that verses 18 and 19 are, in context, speaking of the Book of Revelation, not the whole Bible.  The Book of Revelation was, when first written, not part of the book we now know as the Bible, because there was no book called the Bible at the time.  Each book of the Bible was written on separate scrolls.  They were not put together in a single binding as we have the Bible today until years later.  So, those words in Revelation 22:18-19 were speaking of the Book of Revelation, and not the Bible as a whole.  

Furthermore, Revelation 22:18-19 is speaking of the “prophecy” of this book.  Of adding to or taking away from the prophecy of the book.  So, even if, for argument’s sake, Revelation 22:18-19 was referring to the whole Bible, it’s only referring to a particular prophecy (not prophecies) in the Bible.  Which means, as long as one is not messing around with that prophecy, there is no restriction to adding other books to the Bible.  

Finally, on this point, if you look at the Book of Deuteronomy, chapter 4, verse 2, it says: “You shall not add to the word which I command you, nor take from it; that you may keep the commandments of the Lord your God which I command you.”  Hmm... Sounds a lot like the language we find in Revelation 22, doesn’t it?  But, this time, God is speaking to the Israelites and He is speaking of all the things He commands them in the following chapters of Deuteronomy.  Scripture repeats this in Deuteronomy 12:32, “Everything that I command you, you shall be careful to do; you shall not add to it or take from it.”  

If you interpret these verses as many Protestants interpret Revelation 22:18-19, then your Bible should have just five books in it.  The Scriptures should have been closed after the Book of Deuteronomy was written.  Yet, the Protestant Bible has more than five books.  Hmmm.

So, now that we have responded to the faulty interpretation of Revelation 22:18-19, and shown that the Bible nowhere states that inspired revelation has necessarily ended, the question still remains: Who told you that no other inspired books of Scripture have been written since the death of the last Apostle?  Who?!  On what authority are you relying for your belief that the canon of Scripture - the list of books that make up the Bible - is closed?  It’s not the Bible, but if not the Bible, then where does this belief come from?  Maybe, just maybe, it comes from a church that teaches with the authority of Christ and that has the power to bind and loose so that it can make an infallible, authoritative, and binding decision as to what is and is not to be considered inspired Scripture?

We’ll talk about that more in the next chapter, but I would like to say one more thing here about the gift of infallibility supposedly dying with the last of the Apostles.  If that is true, then as I mentioned earlier, the church of the Bible - the church that is described in the Bible - essentially died with the last Apostle.  We apparently went from a first century church that was presided over by leaders who made infallible decisions on matters of doctrine and discipline and morality, to a church which, from the 2nd century on, was presided over by leaders whose authority comes from how convincing they can argue that their private fallible interpretation of the Bible is better than the private fallible interpretation of everyone else who can read the Bible.

So, Jesus knows that this transition from a 1st century church with infallible leaders who can bind and loose with His own authority, to a church of the 2nd century and beyond, with leaders who are not infallible, who cannot bind and loose anything because they do not have His authority to do so, and where everyone in their flocks can challenge each and every fallible interpretation of Scripture that they make, is supposed to result in all Christians being “in full accord and of one mind” (Phil 2:2) and that there will be “no dissensions among [us]” (1 Cor 1:10)?  

Really?
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Essential vs. Non-Essential
Earlier in this chapter - in the section entitled: “Jesus Founded a Church That Teaches Error?” - I mentioned how I have oftentimes heard people who belong to various Protestant denominations essentially admit that their church teaches error.  Oh, they don’t say it directly, but what they do say is something along these lines: “I don’t necessarily believe my church gets everything right, but I know they get the essentials right.”

That’s just another way of saying, “My church teaches error, but it only teaches error in matters that are non-essential.”  In other words, what these folks have done is found an excuse - a justification - that allows them to be comfortable in a church that they know is not infallible, and is not authoritative, and which they recognize could well be, and probably is, wrong in one or more of its doctrines and teachings.  

You see, they divide the body of Christian doctrine into essential doctrines and non-essential doctrines.  The essential doctrines are those that have to do directly with how one is saved.  The non-essential doctrines are those that do not bear directly on one’s salvation, according to this way of looking at things.  

There are, however, a few problems with this division of doctrine into essential and non-essential.  The first question I ask someone who makes this kind of doctrinal distinction is this: Where in the Bible does it say anything about essential vs. non-essential doctrines?  I have yet to get an answer.  Well, does the Bible anywhere say anything that might give us a clue as to whether or not there are essential vs. non-essential doctrines?  I think it does.  In Matthew 5:18, Jesus says, “For truly, I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until all is accomplished.”  And, from verse 19, “Whoever then relaxes one of the least of these commandments and teaches men so, shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven.” Here we see Jesus concerned with every iota, every dot of the law; and He says that no one should relax even the least of the commandments.  That seems to cast a bit of doubt on this whole essential and non-essential thing.  

That's just one verse, but it gives you an idea of how Jesus would feel about the question of there being "non-essential" doctrines.  That verse, along with the others mentioned below, suggest that the answer to the question of where in the Bible does it say anything about essential vs. non-essential is...it doesn’t.  So why do you, Mr. Bible Alone-Believing Christian, believe that there are such things as essential and non-essential doctrines when the Bible nowhere makes any such distinction?  If it’s not in the Bible, then why do you believe it?

The second question I ask is: Who is it exactly that gets to decide what is, and is not, an essential vs. a non-essential doctrine?  Again, there is nothing in the Bible that talks about essential and non-essential doctrines.  There is no table anywhere in the Bible that lists out the essential doctrines on one side of the page and the non-essential doctrines on the other side of the page.  So, who is it exactly that is deciding what qualifies as essential and what doesn’t?  

This is a very important question, because what if a doctrine is incorrectly classified?  For example, is Infant Baptism an essential doctrine or a non-essential doctrine?  Most Protestants I have come across would classify it as non-essential, because most Protestants I have encountered - whether they be Baptists, Evangelical, non-denominational, or otherwise - believe Baptism is merely a symbolic gesture.  They do not believe one is born again, or regenerated, through Baptism.  Most of them do not believe that Baptism is essential for salvation. Most of them do not, therefore, baptize their babies.  No need to.  

But, there are Protestant faith traditions that believe, as do Catholics, that one is indeed born again through Baptism and that Baptism is necessary for salvation.  Which results in them baptizing their babies so that those babies will be cleansed of Original Sin and be born again into Christ.  

So, is Infant Baptism an essential or a non-essential doctrine?  Well, if the “Baptism is symbolic” folks are right, I guess it would be non-essential.  But, if the “Baptism is necessary for salvation” folks are right, then it is indeed essential.  You wouldn't want your baby to die without being baptized if Baptism is necessary for one to enter the Kingdom of God (John 3:3-5), would you?  Essential or non-essential...which is right?  How do you know?  

Another example: the Eucharist, or the Lord’s Supper as many Protestants refer to it.  Is that an essential or a non-essential doctrine?  Again, if those who believe the Lord’s Supper is merely a symbolic re-enactment of the Last Supper are right, then I suppose it would be a non-essential doctrine, wouldn’t it?  But, what if the Lutherans and the Anglicans are right, along with the Catholics, and the Eucharist actually is the Body and Blood of Christ?  And that John 6:53 means it when it says, “Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you have no life in you?”  That sounds pretty essential, doesn’t it?  So, who gets to decide what is and is not essential in the realm of doctrine?  

Another question I ask in this regard has to do with Matthew 4:4.  After Jesus is baptized, He goes into the desert for 40 days.  There He is tempted by Satan.  In one of His responses to Satan’s temptations, Christ says, “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.”  Man shall live by every one of God’s words.  Now, Protestants believe, as do Catholics, that every word of Scripture is one of God’s words.  And, it is from Scripture, and Scripture alone, that Protestant doctrines come, according to Protestants.  So, my question is this: Given what Jesus says in Matthew 4:4, which of God’s words are essential, and which are non-essential?  Which part of the Bible is essential and which part is non-essential? Can we really divide God’s revelation into essential and non-essential!  Can we really divide the Bible into essential and non-essential?  I keep wondering who can be so bold as to set themselves up as a judge over the Bible and daring to determine which words of God are essential and which are non-essential?  Bold.  Very bold.  

I’m sorry, but all of this essential doctrine vs. non-essential doctrine nonsense is simply a way for folks to get around the fact that they are in a church or a denomination that has a body of beliefs that contain fallible, non-authoritative, man-made teachings, that are contrary to the Word of God.  They know that their church is not infallible, and that no one in their church is infallible, so they implicitly recognize, at some level of their psyches, that their church, undoubtedly, is teaching error in some way, shape, or form.  Instead of admitting it, though, and going out to look for the church founded by Jesus Christ that does not and cannot teach error in matters of faith and morals ("Know the truth and the truth shall set you free"), they try instead to minimize the impact of this reality by essentially saying, “Well, yeah, I guess my church doesn’t get everything right, but it only gets it wrong in those areas that don’t really matter anyway...you know...the non-essential doctrines.”  

But, if you can’t trust the church, whatever church, to teach you correctly in small unimportant doctrines, then for crying out loud, how can you trust that church to teach you correctly in large important doctrines?  If the Holy Spirit is not guiding a particular church in small, non-essential doctrinal matters, then why would one think the Holy Spirit is guiding that church in large, essential doctrinal matters?  

Look at the Parable of the Talents in Matthew 25, verses 14-30.  In this parable we see the master entrusting his servants with differing amounts of talents before going away on a journey.  When the master returns, two of his servants have done very well with the little they were entrusted with.  And what does their master say to them?  “Well done, good and faithful servant, you have been faithful over a little, I will set you over much; enter into the joy of your master.”  

But, what happens to the servant who was entrusted with the smallest of these little matters?  Well, he blew it.  He did nothing with what he had been entrusted with.  So, since his master couldn’t trust him with a little thing, it only makes sense that his master could trust him with much larger things, right?  I don’t think so.  The servant who could not be trusted with a little, was not trusted with more, but instead had the little he was given taken away from him and he was cast out into the outer darkness.   

So, according to all those Protestants who divide doctrine up into essential vs. non-essential, even though their church may not be able to be trusted in its non-essential doctrinal teachings, you can rest assured that church can be trusted when it comes to its essential doctrinal teachings.  Unfortunately for them, the third servant in the Parable of the Talents would beg to differ.  
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Chapter 3 

The Bible and Authority - Sola Scriptura* (The Bible...Alone?)
*REFUTING THE PROTESTANT FALLACY OF SOLA SCRIPTURA 
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SOLA SCRIPTURA VS TRADITION 
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SOLA SCRIPTURA-A LONELY MAN-MADE HERESY 
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SOLA SCRIPTURA-IS IT BIBLICAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
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The First Pillar of Protestantism
There are two basic doctrines that separate Catholic Christians from most Protestant Christians. Those two being: Sola Scriptura – which means Scripture Alone, or the Bible Alone; and Sola Fide – which means salvation by Faith Alone. There are other doctrines that separate us as well, but these are the two most fundamental ones.  These two are, essentially, the pillars of Protestantism.  While I have come across Protestants who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Fide, I have yet to come across any who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. That’s not to say there aren’t any, I’m just saying that I haven’t run into any. So, near as I can tell, this doctrine of Sola Scriptura is the one doctrine that all, or almost all, Protestants believe in.  That’s why I refer to Sola Scriptura as the first pillar of Protestantism.  

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

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

There are those in Protestantism, however, who object to the definition of Sola Scriptura as I have just given it, although they admit that many Protestants do indeed define it in the same way I just did, which is, again, why I define it that way - because I got my definition from Protestants.  In fact, of the couple thousand or so Protestants I have talked with in the last 15 years, I can count on one hand those who do not define it as I have defined it here.  Those who disagree with this definition will make a distinction between what they call Solo Scriptura and Sola Scriptura.  I just wanted to note this here, so that if you are a Protestant and believe I have improperly defined Sola Scriptura, you’ll know that I will defend my use of this definition, and answer your objections, as we go through this chapter, and I will show why this distinction between Solo Scriptura and Sola Scriptura is really a distinction without a difference.  

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

We do not, however, believe in Sola Scriptura.  We do not believe that Scripture alone is the sole rule of faith for the Christian.  We believe, rather, in Solo Dei Verbum – the Word of God alone. The difference being that, for Catholics, the Word of God consists of not just Sacred Scripture, but in Sacred Tradition as well. Which is exactly what the Bible tells us, as you’ll see in just a bit.

So, I will examine this doctrine of Sola Scriptura from three different perspectives – the perspective provided by logic, the perspective provided by history, and the perspective provided by scripture – and show that it fails the test in all three of these areas. Now, what you may occasionally run into, as I have in the past, is that there are those who immediately dismiss the first two perspectives - the perspectives of logic and history - since they believe Scripture alone is sufficient to decide the issue. They don’t need logic to tell them what to believe, nor do they need history, they have their Bible and that Bible alone is sufficient for them.  In that instance, I simply remind them that God gave us our minds and He told us that we must love Him with all of our mind, as well as our heart (Matt 22:37). In addition, we see from 1 Cor 12, that wisdom and knowledge are gifts of the Spirit, and in Isaiah 1:18, the Lord says, "Come, let us reason together." Logic, sound logic, is indeed of God.

Also, God is the Lord of history. What happened in history, particularly in Christian history, in salvation history, is very important for us to know. The early Christians are important witnesses as to what Christianity was in their time, and thus to what it ought to be in our time. So to simply dismiss logic and history out-of-hand as not being important perspectives to consider when it comes to Christian teaching and practice, is to dismiss the God Who gave us our minds and told us to use them in loving Him, and to also dismiss the testimony of the early Christians, many of whom gave their lives to defend and pass on the Faith that we hold so dear. 

I will start with the perspectives provided by logic and history, then close with the perspective provided by Scripture.

Sola Scriptura - The Perspective Provided By Logic
I want to start by asking a question: Where did the Bible come from? Catholics and non-Catholics alike, consider the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.  But the question that needs to be asked is: Why?  Why do we believe the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?  What authority do Christians rely upon for our beliefs about the Bible?  

                         
What Authority Do They Rely On?
Where did the Bible come from?  Most people never stop to consider this question.  They merely take it for granted that the Bible is what they believe it to be.  But, the fact is, everyone who believes the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, relies on some authority - whether they realize it or not - for their beliefs about the Bible.  But, what authority do they rely on? 

Well, as Catholics, we rely on the authority of the Church, the Church founded by Jesus Christ...the Church that is the Body of Christ...the Church that was given authority by Jesus Christ Himself, through His Apostles...the Church that is guided into all truth by the Holy Spirit.  We believe the Catholic Church, with its Apostolic authority, and based on Sacred Tradition, infallibly decided which books were and were not the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.  

Non-Catholic Christians, however, do not believe in the authority of the Catholic Church.  Non-Catholic Christians also do not believe in the authority of Sacred Tradition.  So, what authority do they rely upon to tell them that the Bible is indeed the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?  The Bible, right?  I mean, if the Bible is your ultimate authority - your only infallible authority - when it comes to all matters Christian, then it makes sense that you would rely upon the authority of the Bible for your belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.

But there are some problems with that approach, one of which presents a serious logical inconsistency.  We cannot believe that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, based solely on the authority of the Bible. Why not?  Well, three reasons: 

1) The Bible cannot bear witness to itself.  There are a number of writings out there that claim inspiration from God, but we don’t accept them as the inspired Word of God just because they claim to be.  The Koran being one very obvious example of this.  If we should believe something is what it says it is, simply because it says it, then we should accept the Koran as the word of God.  But, we don’t, do we?  Furthermore, what if I claimed this book to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?  Would my claiming it make it so?  No, it wouldn’t.  

Just so, we cannot accept the Bible as the Word of God based solely upon the witness of the Bible.  I mean, if you believe the Bible, then you should believe that the Bible, the Word of God, cannot bear witness to itself. After all, Jesus, Who is the Word of God, said in John 5:31, “If I bear witness to Myself, My testimony is not true.”  The Bible, the Word of God, needs a witness.  At least, so says the Bible.

2) The Bible never claims that it is the sole, infallible, authoritative source for all matters pertaining to Christian belief and practice.  That claim is nowhere to be found in the Bible, even though a lot of people believe it is.  I’ll come back to this point in a few minutes when I discuss the perspective provided by Scripture.

3) We can’t even be sure of what the Bible is, if we rely on the authority of Scripture alone in matters of Christian belief and practice. You see, God didn’t just drop the Bible down out of the sky one day and say, “Hey, guys, here it is.”  No.  It just so happens that for more than 300 years after the death of Christ, there was disagreement among Christians over what should and should not be considered inspired Scripture.  There were a number of books that some Christians thought were inspired, that didn’t make the final cut.  Books such as the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, the Letter of Barnabas, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of Peter, the Apocalypse of Peter, the Didache, and several more.     
There were also several books that did make the final cut that a lot of Christians were saying were not inspired and should not be considered as part of Scripture.  Books such as Revelation, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, and a couple of others. In other words, there was a lot of dispute over just what was, and what wasn’t, inspired Scripture.  So, how did they settle the disputes?  Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, you just look in the Bible to find the authoritative answer to any question regarding the Christian faith.  So, did they consult the Bible to find out what books should be in the Bible? Obviously not, because Scripture was what the disputes were over.  So, how does someone who believes in Sola Scriptura go about deciding a dispute when they can’t consult the Bible for an answer, since the Bible is what the dispute is over? Well, they have to look outside the Bible to solve the dispute.  Because even if you consulted the non-disputed books of the Bible, that still wouldn’t help you because there is no list...there is no list...in any book of the Bible, that tells us which books should be in the Bible.      

Think about that!  In order to answer one of the most fundamental questions of Christianity - which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture...which books should and should not be inside the Bible - we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to tell us.  The doctrine of Sola Scriptura is logically inconsistent. 

The fact of the matter is, if you believe in Sola Scriptura, that the Bible is the sole authority in deciding Christian belief and practice; yet, you believe in a binding authority outside of the Bible which gave us the Bible in the first place, then you believe in a logical contradiction.  The Bible can’t be the sole authority in matters of faith and morals if there is some authority outside of the Bible that we have to turn to in order to have the Bible in the first place!  

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

                       
Solo Scriptura vs. Sola Scriptura
There are, however, Sola Scriptura believers who think they have a way around this logical inconsistency that I have just pointed out.  They will say that, even though they do not believe in the authority of the Catholic Church, nor in the authority of Sacred Tradition, they do in fact believe in the existence of authority and tradition outside of the Bible.  The distinction they make is that they believe it is the Bible, and the Bible alone, that is the ultimate authority and the only infallible authority.  

This is where the distinction I mentioned earlier between Solo Scriptura and Sola Scriptura comes into play.  The Protestants who try to get around this logical inconsistency regarding the Bible, admit to there being authority and tradition outside of the Bible, but that the Bible is the sole infallible authority for Christians in matters of faith and morals.  They say this is what is really meant by the term Sola Scriptura.  They refer to the belief that the Bible, and the Bible alone, as being the only authority in matters of Christian belief - the definition that I gave earlier - as Solo Scriptura.  

So, they will admit that there is some authority, or some tradition, outside of the Bible that decided which books were and were not the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.  This, they believe, gets them around any logical inconsistency.  The crucial point to them is, though, that this “other” authority was not infallible.  In other words, they believe in a fallible authority that gave us an infallible book.  Huh?

There is a prominent Protestant theologian, I believe he’s Presbyterian, named R.C. Sproull, who coined a phrase that sums up what these folks believe.  He basically says the best...the best...that Protestantism can claim in regard to the canon of Scripture - the list of the books that are in the Bible - is that it is a, “fallible list of infallible books.”  A fallible list of infallible books?  Really?!  

Right on the surface of it, that is a problematic statement.  If the canon of the Bible is indeed just a fallible list of infallible books, as Dr. R.C. Sproull claims, and as every Protestant has to essentially admit, if they believe in no infallible authority other than the Bible, then that is tantamount to an admission that whoever put the Bible together could have possibly made a mistake, at least, according to Sola Scriptura theology. The word, “fallible,” after all, means that there is a possibility of error.  It is an admission of the possibility that whoever it was that put the Bible together, may have left out a book or two that was supposed to have been in there.  

And, if the folks who put the Bible together could have left out a book or two, what guarantee is there that they didn’t include a book or two that they shouldn’t have?  Isn’t it a least possible that they included a book or two that maybe they shouldn’t have? Every Protestant, if he is honest, has to at least admit the possibility.  A fallible authority, after all, is one that can make mistakes.

This man, Dr. R.C. Sproull, is essentially admitting that the Bible might be flawed.  By saying that the Bible is the only infallible authority out there, all of Protestantism is admitting that the folks who put the Bible together, since they were fallible, could have made a mistake.  All of Protestantism is saying, in essence, that the Bible could be flawed.  The Catholic Church, on the other hand, to put it in Dr. R.C. Sproul’s terms, believes that the canon of Scripture is an infallible list of infallible books, because we believe that the folks who put the Bible together, the Catholic Church, teaches infallibly in matters of faith and morals with the authority given to it by Jesus Christ through His Apostles.  

So, who has a higher view of Scripture?  Those that believe it is a fallible list of infallible books, or those who believe it is an infallible list of infallible books?  Sola Scriptura believers are faced with the problem of either having a logical inconsistency in their belief, or of having to admit that their Bibles could be flawed.  

But, beyond that problem, let’s look at yet another difficulty.  These Sola Scriptura folks who say they actually do believe in some authority and tradition outside of Scripture - who exactly is it they believe put the Bible together as we have it today? Who is the witness, who is the authority, they believe and trust in regard to the Bible being the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?  “Well,” they might say, “we rely on the witness of the early Christians.”  Oh, really?  What early Christians?  Can you name some names?!  They can’t do it.  Why not?  Because the only names they could name would be the names of Catholics.  

Or, they might say they accept the testimony of “the church” on this matter.  Great!  What church?  Name it!  The Baptist church?  No.  The Anglican church?  No?  The Lutheran church?  No.  The Evangelical church?  No.  What church?!  They can’t give you a name.  Why?  Because the only church in existence at the time was the Catholic Church!  The only people discussing such things at the time were Catholics.  The only councils of the Church that were being called to discuss such things were being called by the Catholic Church and were being attended by Catholic Bishops.  

They’ll protest by saying, “No, it wasn’t the Catholic Church, it was the witness of the early Christians we rely on for knowing which books are inspired Scripture.”  Again, ask them for some names.  Which Christians?  How do you know about these Christians?  And what authority did these Christians have to decide such matters?  They can’t answer you.  Ask them why it is they believe the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, when they are relying on the supposed witness of folks that they can’t even tell you who they were?  How can you trust folks whose names you don’t even know, and who have no authority that you know of, to give you a book that you believe to be the infallible Word of God?  Does that make any sense, whatsoever?!

Can you imagine seeing a defense lawyer in a courtroom telling the judge, “Your honor, my client is innocent.”  And the judge says, “On what grounds do you make this claim?”  And the lawyer says, we have a number of witnesses who will testify to this.” The judge says, “Who are these witnesses?”  And the lawyer responds, “I don’t know.”  So the judge says, “Well, who told you that there were witnesses?”  The lawyer again replies, “I don’t know.”  The judge would throw him out of the courtroom.  

Well, that’s the position of Sola Scriptura believers who will not admit that the Catholic Church is the witness they rely on for their Bible.  What witnesses are you relying on?  We don’t know.  How do you know these witnesses even exist?  We don’t know. But, we know they gave us the Bible and we believe them that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God. Sorry, but that makes no sense, whatsoever.

Ultimately, this supposed distinction between Solo and Sola Scriptura does not solve anything for the Protestant.  It is a distinction without a difference.  You still can’t get around the problem of the logical inconsistency.  All you’ve done is kick the can down the road a bit.  You at least admit to relying on some authority outside of the Bible in order to have the Bible in the first place, but you can’t tell me who that authority was, what kind of authority that person or group of persons had, and, most importantly, you have to admit that since this authority is not infallible, it could have made a mistake in putting the Bible together.  And, since this authority is not infallible, it is not binding on anyone.  How can an unknown person, or group of persons, who have an unknown authority, of unknown origin and unknown nature, be the authority you rely upon for believing the Bible is the inspired and inerrant Word of God? 

One final argument here to drive home the point that making a distinction between Solo vs. Sola Scriptura does not solve their logical inconsistency problem is this: Okay, so you agree that there is authority and tradition outside of the Bible, even though neither one is infallible, so my question is: Who decides which authority and which tradition is valid and which is not? Which authority and which traditions should be obeyed and which should be rejected?  Who decides?  When I’ve asked that question, I’ve been told that only such extra-biblical authority or tradition that is in accord with the Bible should be obeyed and followed.  

Oh, okay.  We can know the Bible, as we have it today, is truly the inspired, inerrant, Word of God because there is some authority, or tradition, outside of the Bible that tells us this, and we can know that this extra-biblical authority, or tradition, is legitimate because it is in accord with the Bible.  A finer case of circular reasoning I have yet to come across.  

No, this whole business of Solo Scriptura vs. Sola Scriptura is merely a smoke screen.  Ultimately, the only authority that the Protestant can point to as having any weight at all in matters of authentic Christian doctrine and practice, is the Bible. Even if they say they believe in some fallible authority, or tradition, outside of the Bible from which we received the Bible in the first place, it doesn’t ultimately solve the logical inconsistency that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura presents.   

Again, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of logic.

Now, let me give you a couple of questions you can ask folks to drive the stake into the heart of Sola Scriptura dogma: 1) Who wrote the Gospel of Mark; and 2) How do you know? Think about it - they believe the Gospel of Mark was written by someone named Mark, who was inspired by the Holy Spirit.  The problem is, though, nowhere does the Bible say such a thing.  When I ask them to give me book, chapter, and verse from the Bible that says someone named Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit to write the Gospel of Mark, they can’t do it.  Which means they are relying on an authority, outside of the Bible, for their beliefs about the Bible.

And, again, if they admit to some sort of extra-biblical authority or tradition by which we know these things, ask them exactly which extra-biblical authority or tradition it is they rely upon to know that Mark wrote Mark and that Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit in his writing.  And ask them who exactly it is that determines which extra-biblical authority and which extra-biblical tradition to accept, and which to reject? 

They can’t give you an answer.  At least, not a logically consistent answer.
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The Perspective Provided by History
We were talking about how there are folks who claim they believe in some sort of authority or tradition outside of Scripture that they rely on in order to have their Bible in the first place; yet, they can’t necessarily name that authority, or identify exactly where that tradition came from, because they refuse to admit that it was the Catholic Church that was the authentic witness to the Scriptures...that it was the Catholic Church that gave us the Bible as we have it today.  So, they back themselves into an illogical and nonsensical corner.

But, there are those rare Sola Scriptura folks who are at least honest enough to admit that it was indeed the witness and the authority of the Catholic Church they rely on for their beliefs about the Bible...that it was indeed the authority and tradition of the Catholic Church that got us our Bible as we have it today.  And why do they admit to that?  Because of the witness of history.  Now, even though they admit this, these folks will then say that the Catholic Church, in later centuries, fell into error and is now the Harlot of Babylon, the Devil’s bride, and so on.  But, they at least know enough of their history to know that without the Catholic Church, they would not have their Bible.  

One such person, is Martin Luther himself.  Listen to this quote that was taken from one of his sermons that he gave on the Gospel of John, “Yes, we ourselves find it difficult to refute it,” he’s talking here about the claim of the Catholic Church that it is the true Church of Christ, “Yes, we ourselves find it difficult to refute it, especially since we concede—as we must—that so much of what they [the Catholics] say is true: that the papacy has God’s Word and the office of the apostles, and that we have received Holy Scripture, Baptism, the Sacrament, and the pulpit from them. What would we know of these if it were not for them?”  [LW 24:304].  What would we know of the Holy Scripture if it were not for them...if it were not, in other words, for the Catholic Church?  Martin Luther said so.

But, let’s go back a bit further than Martin Luther and look at some of the evidence.  Again, we have historical documents that show, for about 350 years or so after the death of Christ, there were a number of different lists of what was thought to be the inspired Scripture.  These lists sometimes include books that didn’t make the final cut of Scripture, and they sometimes left out books that did make the final cut of Scripture.  So, someone had to step in and make the decision - which books are inspired Scripture and which are not.  Who was that someone? 

Well, at the Council of Rome, in 382 A.D., Pope St. Damasus I issued a decree, the Decree of Damasus, that gave us all 73 books of the Bible...not just the 66 that are in the Protestant Bible...he gave us all 73 books of the Catholic Bible as we have them still to this day.  Now, there are those who say that this document, this Decree of Damasus, actually was not originally issued by Damasus I in 382 A.D., but was actually the work of some other author some 200 years later in the 6th century.  Okay, for the sake of argument, let’s say the Decree of Damasus was actually written in the 6th century.  It still shows, from the early centuries of Christianity, that the Catholic Church had decided upon a canon of Scripture that included 73 books.  

Going back to the 4th century, though, we have the Council of Hippo in 393 A.D. and then the Council of Carthage in 397 A.D., and I believe St. Augustine was at both of those councils, both of which confirmed a canon of Scripture.  And which canon of Scripture was that?  The exact same canon that is in Catholic Bibles today - 73 books.  In 405 A.D., Pope Innocent I wrote a letter to a bishop in which he gave that exact same canon - 73 books.  So, we see the Catholic Church has a Tradition in regard to the canon of Scripture that dates back to the 4th century.  And listen to this quote, from St. Augustine: “I should not believe the Gospel except as moved by the authority of the Catholic Church."  The authority of the Catholic Church in regard to the Sacred Tradition of the canon of Scripture, is historically attested to very early on in Christianity.

Plus, what monks were copying Scripture by hand in their monasteries during the early and middle centuries of Christianity which helped to preserve the Scriptures as we have them today.  Were those Baptist monks?  Lutheran monks?  Evangelical or Presbyterian monks?  Maybe non-denominational monks?  No. They were Catholic monks.  As Martin Luther said, what would we know of the Scriptures, were it not for the Catholic Church?

Two more points from history.  Do you think the Christians of the 1st century believed in Sola Scriptura?  No, they couldn’t have.  Why not?  Because the only Bible they had was the Old Testament.  There was no written New Testament for many years after the death of Christ.  So, without a Bible as their sole authoritative source for their beliefs, to what, or to whom, did the early Christians turn for authoritative decisions on matters of faith...on matters of doctrine?  Who decided doctrinal disputes when they arose between Christians if there was no Bible to consult?  Who?  The Church.  The leaders of the Church...the bishops.  And the Bishops of which church?  The Catholic Church.   

Another part of the historical perspective is this: When Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church, and started teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, it was around the year 1520, some 1500 years after the death of Christ.  By the year 1600, it is said there were more than two hundred denominations.  By the year 1900, it is estimated the number of denominations numbered almost a thousand.  And, now, in the year 2013, there are thousands upon thousands, if not even tens of thousands of denominations!  Each denomination claims to be based on the Bible alone, and each claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit; yet, none of them have the exact same body of doctrine, or the same lines of authority, and many, many of them have doctrines that absolutely contradict one another.  Does the Holy Spirit lead people into contradiction?  Absolutely not!

The perspective of history teaches us that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has done nothing but divide the Body of Christ.  

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of history.  

Now, should you run into some Sola Scriptura folks, here are a few questions you might want to ask them.  First of all, ask them if the early Christians believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura? As I’ve shown above, they could not have believed in Sola Scriptura, at least not as modern Protestants believe in it, since the only Bible they had was the Old Testament. They had to rely upon the Church for the doctrines and practices.

Another question to ask is this: Has the doctrine of Sola Scriptura proven to be a unifying factor or a dividing factor within the Body of Christ?  Based on history, that’s a pretty easy question to answer.  

Finally, ask them who exactly it was that decided the disagreements among Christians in the early centuries as to which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture?  And don’t settle for a generic answer that mentions the “witness of the early Christians” or “the testimony of the early church.”  Ask them: “Which Christians?”  “Which church?” 

Make them be specific.  They cannot answer those questions unless they admit that it was the Bishops of the Catholic Church that decided such matters.  And once they admit that, well, as we say here in the South, it’s Katy barred the door. 

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

Well, let’s look and see.  First of all, it has to be admitted by all that there is no passage...none...in the Bible which explicitly states that the Bible is the “sole infallible authority” for Christians, or the “sole rule of faith” for Christians, or any such thing.  But, are there passages that implicitly state this?  Proponents of Sola Scriptura say that indeed there are such Scripture passages. So, let’s look at some of these “Sola Scriptura” verses:

                   
The Bereans

The first one I want to examine is Acts 17, verse 11.  This verse is talking about the Jews in a place called Berea, which Paul and Silas visited on one of their mission trips.  Acts 17:11 says, “Now these Jews [the Bereans] were more noble than those in Thessalonica, for they received the Word with all eagerness, examining the scriptures daily to see if these things were so.”  The King James Version of the Bible says that they “searched” the Scriptures daily.  

You know, I keep hearing about these Berean Jews from Acts 17, and every time I hear about them, someone is using them to “prove” Sola Scriptura...to prove that one should go by the Bible alone.  They argue that the example of the Bereans proves Sola Scriptura because the Bereans were searching Scripture to see if what Paul was saying was true. That’s it, that’s their entire “proof.”  Well, there are a few problems with this “proof” of theirs.  The first problem is that nowhere does this verse actually say the Bereans went by the Bible alone.  It doesn’t even imply it, as I’ll show in a moment.  In fact, it is well known that Jews, whether in Berea or elsewhere, did not go by the Bible alone...they did not practice Sola Scriptura...they believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition.  Which means Jesus, being a good Jew, didn’t believe in Sola Scriptura.  And, as I’ve already mentioned, neither did the early Christians. 

What was apparently going on here with the Bereans in Acts 17 was this: Paul was preaching to them about Jesus being the Messiah. And Paul, in his preaching, would quote Scripture verses - from the Old Testament - that he would say had their fulfillment in Jesus, or some such thing. Paul would say something along the lines of what he says elsewhere when he is quoting Scripture, “It has been testified somewhere...,” [put in references here] and the Bereans would then simply open up their Scriptures to verify what Paul was saying.  They were not searching the Scriptures to settle doctrinal disputes, they were searching the Scriptures to see if what Paul told them was actually in the Scriptures!

And simply searching the Scriptures doesn’t make one a believer in Sola Scriptura.  If I were to tell you that somewhere in Ezekiel it says that the righteous can fall away from their righteousness, which “proves” the doctrine of eternal security (to be discussed in a later chapter) is false, and you went searching the Scriptures to confirm what I said, would that necessarily mean that you believed in Sola Scriptura?  Of course not!  It would mean you weren’t familiar enough with the Bible to know if what I was saying was true or not, so you had to go look for yourself.  

The Bereans had to do the same, which strongly suggests they didn’t know their Scriptures well enough to know if what Paul was telling them was even in their Bibles or not!  They had to “search” the Scriptures to see if what Paul was telling them was even in the Bible!  Not a very good evidence that these folks believed in Sola Scriptura.  

Another thing: If this verse is a “proof” of Sola Scriptura then you have a little bit of a problem in that the Bereans were Jews, and the only Scriptures they had were the Old Testament Scriptures.  So, if Acts 17:11 “proves” Sola Scriptura, then it would be proving Sola “Old Testament” Scriptura.  It would be proving that the Old Testament alone is all we need as Christians in order to come to salvation in Christ.  But no Sola Scriptura believer would admit to that.

One other problem for Sola Scriptura enthusiasts in regard to this passage, a problem which is utterly devastating to their argument, is the fact that the Bereans obviously did not understand the true meaning of the Scriptures until Paul explained it to them.  Think about that.  One of the corollaries to a belief in Sola Scriptura is the belief in individual interpretation of Scripture.  That each individual, guided by the Holy Spirit, has the ability to read the Bible for themselves - without answering to any outside authority - in order to come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation.  

Yet, the example of the Bereans shows us that this obviously isn’t the case.  The Bereans needed Paul to explain the Scriptures to them.  The Bereans, left alone with the Scriptures - just me and my Bible - obviously had not come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation.  I mean, if they had, they wouldn’t have still been Jews, right?. No, they needed a guide - Paul - to help them correctly interpret Scripture.   Which means the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, with its corollary of individual interpretation of Scripture, obviously is not supported by this passage from Acts 17 about the Bereans.  In fact, the example of the Bereans actually testifies against a belief in Sola Scriptura.

                    
How Can I Unless Someone Guides Me? 

So, how about that?  The Bereans needed a guide to properly interpret Scripture.  
Do we see the need for a guide in order to properly understand Scripture elsewhere in the Bible?  Indeed we do.  In Acts, chapter 8, we have the story of the Ethiopian eunuch.  He was returning from Jerusalem, reading Isaiah, when Philip ran up to him and asked him, “Do you understand what you are reading?”  Did the Ethiopian say, “Hey, no problem, the Holy Spirit is guiding me...I understand everything?”  Or, did he say, “The Scriptures are so easy to grasp.  How could one not understand the very clear words of God?”  No!  The Ethiopian responded, “How can I unless someone guides me?”  So, again, the Bible is telling us that we need a guide to properly understand the Bible.

Along those same lines, in the Old Testament, we see in Nehemiah, chapter 8, verses 1-8, that Ezra, the priest, read “the book of the law of Moses” to all the people who could, as the Bible says, “hear with understanding.”  And it goes on to say that the people listened intently to the reading.  So, they read the book of the Law of Moses, to all the people who could hear with understanding, and the people listened attentively, and so they all understood without any help from anyone, right?  Right?!  Uhmm...I don’t think so.  In verse 7 it names a number of men, along with the Levites, who, after the book of the Law of Moses was read, “helped the people to understand.”  In verse 8, it says, “And they read from the book, from the law of God, clearly; and they gave the sense, so that the people understood the reading.”  The people needed a guide, or guides, to help them understand, to help them get the “sense” of the Scriptures. 

And, see, this is one of the problems with this whole doctrine of Sola Scriptura, so many Sola Scriptura adherents believe in the perspicuity, or clarity, of Scripture.  This basically means that they believe the Bible is clear enough that it can be understood by pretty much anyone, particularly on what they call the “essential” matters.  They believe that, through the enlightenment of the Holy Spirit, people need to search the Scripture and judge for themselves what it means.  There’s that “search the Scriptures,” idea from the Bereans that we just talked about.  

There’s a problem with this, though, in that the Bible itself tells us that the Scriptures are not necessarily clear, especially in “essential” matters.  2 Peter 3:16: “There are some things in them [Paul’s letters] hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other scriptures.”  Scripture tells us that there are some things in Scripture that are difficult to understand, and that these things that are hard to understand are important to our salvation.  They are not non-essential matters because, as it says, it is possible to twist these things to our own destruction. You can’t twist a “non-essential” matter to your own destruction, can you?  

What Peter was saying here in 2 Peter 3:16, is that there were apparently a number of Sola Scriptura folks out there reading the Scriptures on their own, not paying attention to what Peter or Paul or the other Church leaders were telling them, and these people were misinterpreting things in Paul’s letters, and other parts of the Scriptures as well, in such a way that it was leading to their damnation.  That should be a very scary and sobering passage for anyone who believes they can simply pick up the Bible and read it on their own to come to the knowledge of the truth necessary for salvation, without any help from any authority other than themselves.

Let’s look at another passage of Scripture that completely obliterates the doctrine of Sola Scriptura.  This is from Acts, chapter 15.  This passage reinforces for us that the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura.  This passage is about the Council of Jerusalem.  The very first church council. At the Council of Jerusalem, which is described in verses 6-29, of Acts 15, what do we see?  We see that a dispute arose in the early Church over whether or not the Gentile converts should be circumcised, and this was obviously a matter of great importance for one’s salvation - just see Galatians, chapter 5, verses 1-4, if you doubt it.  This was an essential, not a non-essential, matter that was being debated at the Council.  After all, why call a church council to debate something non-essential to one’s salvation.  That makes no sense whatsoever.  

Well, what did the early church do to solve the dispute?  How did they decide the matter?  Did they consult Scripture, as any good Sola Scriptura believer would do?  Did they say, “Here is the question before us, let us open up the Scriptures to see how the Word of God decides this matter?”  No! They called a council.  (Hmm... who else does that?)  The leaders of the Church, in a council, decided the first doctrinal dispute in the early Church.  The teaching of Sola Scriptura obviously did not exist in the early Church, because if it had, and they had indeed gone solely by Scripture to decide this dispute, what would have happened?  Well, they would have seen in Genesis, chapter 17, how God required circumcision and they would have come to a completely different conclusion than the one they came to.

2 Timothy 3:16-17  

Let’s look at another verse.  And this verse is one of, if not the main verse, that Sola Scriptura folks point to in order to make a scriptural case for their belief.  It is 2 Tim 3:16-17, which reads as follows: “All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work.”  First, as a Catholic, let me say, “Amen! I agree 100% with this passage.”  However, it nowhere says anything about the Bible being the sole rule of faith for the Christian or the sole infallible authority for the Christian in matters of faith and morals.

A couple of things to note about this passage: 1) It says scripture is “profitable”, it does not say scripture is “all sufficient”; in other words, it does not say that the Bible is the sole rule of faith for Christians; and, 2) Nowhere do we see the word “alone” in this passage, as in “scripture alone”.  

All this passage is saying, is that all of Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching and correction and so forth.  As a Catholic, I agree, but, this passage still doesn’t say Scripture is the sole rule of faith for Christians.  People try to force this scripture verse to say something that it doesn’t actually say.  

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

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

The other problem with this interpretation, is Scripture itself.  In James 1:3-4 it says this: “...for you know that testing of your faith produces steadfastness [patience].  And let steadfastness have its full effect, that you may be perfect and complete, lacking in nothing.”  So, we see here in James that steadfastness, or patience, makes the Christian, the man of God, “perfect and complete, lacking in nothing.” 

So, what do we have here?  Well, if we interpret this verse the same way Sola Scriptura defenders interpret 2 Tim 3:16-17, then we have a good case for arguing that patience “alone” is all that is needed for the man of God to be made perfect and complete, lacking in nothing.  Apparently he doesn’t even need Scripture, as long as he has patience.  The Bible says that with patience a Christian is “lacking in nothing.”  So, apparently it’s not Sola Scriptura, it’s Sola Patientia - patience alone.

Another big problem with 2 Tim 3:16-17, is that if you put it in context, which you can do by going back just one verse, to 2 Tim 3:15, you will see that Paul is actually talking about the Old Testament here.  In 2 Tim 3:15, Paul says to Timothy, “…and how from childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus.”  The sacred writings that Timothy has known from childhood?! Little, if any, of the New Testament had been written when Timothy was a child.  So, if one wants to interpret this passage as “proving” Sola Scriptura, then what they are actually “proving” is Sola “Old Testament” Scriptura, just as we saw in the case of the Bereans.   

So, we have seen, from Scripture, that the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura.  We have seen, from Scripture, that we need to have a guide to help us in reading and properly understanding Scripture.  We have seen, from Scripture, that there are some important things in Scripture that are difficult to understand and that, on our own, we can indeed twist the Scriptures to our own destruction...to our own damnation.  And, we have seen, from Scripture, that the passages often relied upon to prove the case for Sola Scriptura do not actually say what some people try to force them to say.  In fact, they say the exact opposite when taken in context.
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Sola Scriptura - The Perspective Provided by Scripture (continued)

Now, a few more Scripture verses that I wish to discuss which further damage the Sola Scriptura argument.  These are verses that show, very directly and very clearly, that the Catholic teaching on Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition - as both being necessary, as both being part of the deposit of faith, as both being the Word of God - is true.

Listen to the Word of God in regard to tradition: “So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter.”  That’s 2 Thessalonians 2:15.  Traditions taught by word of mouth, oral tradition, and traditions taught by letter - written tradition, also known as “Scripture.”  Authoritative traditions that the Thessalonians are told to stand firm in.  

2 Tim 2:2, "…and what you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also.”  Did Paul say, “What you have read in my writing pass on to others so that they may read it, too?”  NO!  What you heard from me, entrust to faithful men who will “write it down?”  No!  Who will teach others?  What we have here is an instance, in Scripture, of Paul commanding the passing on of authoritative oral tradition.  

1 Cor 11:2, “I commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain the traditions even as I have delivered them to you.”   The Corinthians are being commended by Paul because they maintain the traditions that he passed on to them.  Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition.

1 Thes 2:13, “And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God, which is at work in you believers.”  So, they received as the Word of God that which they heard, not simply that which they read in Scripture.  

And, in Acts 2:42, we read that the first Christians were “continuing steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine,” or the “Apostles’ teaching”.  And that’s what Sacred Tradition is - the Apostles’ doctrine, or the Apostles’ teaching, as given to them by our Lord Jesus Christ.  These traditions, these teachings, are considered, as we saw in 1 Thes 2:13, not the word of men...not the traditions of men...but the Word of God.  

For non-Catholic Christians, the word “tradition” is almost like a curse word.  They cringe when they hear that word because they have been taught that Catholics believe in the traditions of men.  And, as they rightly say, Jesus condemns the traditions of men in the Gospels.  But, Jesus doesn’t condemn all tradition.  Nowhere does Scripture say such a thing.  Jesus condemns the traditions of men…and, not even all traditions of men, but, specifically, those traditions of men which negate the Word of God. Traditions, in and of themselves, are not bad things.  It’s when they negate the Word of God that Jesus has a problem with them. 

And, as we clearly just saw in several places in the New Testament, traditions that come from the Apostles – because the Apostles were taught by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit – Apostolic traditions are not condemned in Scripture.  These traditions, these teachings, are considered, as we saw in 1 Thes 2:13, not the word of men, but the Word of God.

To wrap up this perspective on Sola Scriptura, as provided by Scripture itself, nowhere in Scripture do we see Sola Scriptura used as an operational principle.  Nowhere is anyone instructed to consult the Scriptures to solve a doctrinal dispute between Christians.  The one place I’ve mentioned where it is said someone went to the Scriptures, the case of the Bereans, was a case of verification - they were simply verifying that the verses Paul quoted were indeed in the Scriptures - it was not a case of using the Scriptures, and individual interpretation of the Scriptures, in order to solve a doctrinal dispute.  

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

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

And, in reality, the problem is even worse than that, because under a Sola Scriptura system, as I mentioned earlier, we can’t even be sure of what the Scriptures are in the first place.  So, it actually comes down to my fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that I think is Scripture, but can’t really be sure, vs. your fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding interpretation of a particular verse or verses of something that you think is Scripture, but can’t really be sure.  

Sola Scriptura fails the test of Scripture.

Okay, here are a couple of questions you could ask Sola Scriptura believers: 1) Are you infallible in your interpretations of Scripture?  If not, will you admit, then, that you could possibly be wrong when you disagree with the Catholic Church’s interpretation of the Bible?  Possibly?  2) Can you tell me, infallibly, that my beliefs, as a Catholic, are wrong? If not, will you admit that there is a possibility my beliefs are right?  Try those out, and see what happens.
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Again, as I mentioned above, I have been told, on two, maybe three, occasions, that the definition of Sola Scriptura that I gave above, and that I will use throughout this book, of Scripture being the sole rule of faith for the Christian, or the sole authority for the Christian in matters of faith and morals, is actually a definition of something called Solo Scriptura, not Sola Scriptura.  I have been told that the distinction between the two is very important, and that I am quite wrong, and quite ignorant, to confuse these two terms.

I want to discuss the supposed difference between the two one more time and give a few more arguments for why there is, essentially, no difference between Solo and Sola Scriptura.  

So, what’s the supposed difference between Sola and Sola Scriptura?  Solo Scriptura, according to these folks, is the belief that Scripture is the only authority, period, for the Christian on matters of faith and morals.   Sola Scriptura, however, according to these folks, is the belief that Scripture is the only infallible authority for the Christian when it comes to faith and morals.  So, according to these Sola Scriptura purists, there is authority within Christianity other than Scripture - the authority of the church, Church councils, tradition, the Ecumenical Creeds (Apostles Creed, Nicene Creed, Athanasian Creed, and Chalcedonian Creed), and so on - but since Scripture is the only infallible authority, that makes it the ultimate authority in Christianity, with all other authority being subordinate to the authority of Scripture.  

This definition of Sola Scriptura allows the folks who believe in it to get around, so they think, some of the arguments from Catholics against Sola Scriptura, like those I made earlier in the section about the perspective on Sola Scriptura provided by logic.  But, does it really?

There are problems with this distinction between Solo and Sola Scriptura that make it, in reality, a distinction without a difference.  First of all, why do I, as a Catholic, use the definition of Sola Scriptura that I gave above?  I use it because that is the definition that I have learned from...guess who?  Protestants.  The definition of Sola Scriptura that the vast majority of the Protestants I have talked with over the years - which is probably a couple of thousand or so - is that Scripture is the sole authority for Christians in all matters regarding faith and morals.  Period.  Forget about the church.  Forget about tradition.  Forget about anything else other than the Bible.  Oh, yes, there are other types of authority in Protestantism, for example, the pastor has the authority to buy a new stove for the church kitchen, or the deacons have the authority to hire a new pastor, and so on, but the only authority one need to consult on matters of faith and morals is the Bible, according to the vast majority of Protestants I have talked with.  

These few Protestants I’ve heard from who accuse me of using a faulty definition of Sola Scriptura readily admit that the definition I use is indeed the working definition for a majority of Protestants today.  They told me, though, that the vast majority of Protestants are wrong in what they believe about Sola Scriptura.  So I told them their problem, then, is with their fellow Protestants, and not with me.  I also asked them what authority they claim to have that they can tell me their definition of Sola Scriptura is the “real” definition of Sola Scriptura, since a whole lot of their fellow Protestants disagree with them.  After all, who within Protestantism, gets to define such things?  The response I received to that question was quite intriguing.  They told me that their definition of Sola Scriptura, versus what they describe as Solo Scriptura, is the “classical definition” as used by the “Reformers.”  

Oh, the definition of Sola Scriptura as used by the “Reformers.”  Do you see the problem here?  The Sola Scriptura purists can trace their definition of Sola Scriptura all the way back to the teaching of the “Reformers,” i.e., Martin Luther, John Calvin, Zwingli, and so forth.  It is the “classical Reformation” teaching on the matter.  I was never told it was the classical Thomist teaching on Sola Scriptura.  Or the classical Augustinian teaching on Sola Scriptura.  Or the classical Patristic teaching on Sola Scriptura. No, it was always the “classical Reformation” teaching on Sola Scriptura.  Which tells me that the Protestant teaching on Sola Scriptura that these purists hold to, can be traced back to the 1500's.  Go figure.

Another problem with this Solo vs. Sola Scriptura distinction, is that the folks who make this distinction actually argue with me as if Scripture is indeed the only authority on matters of faith and morals.  In other words, they may talk about other types of authority in Christianity besides Scripture, but when it comes down to arguing matters of doctrine with Catholics, what do they do?  They tell the Catholic that if it isn’t found in Scripture, then it can’t be an authentic Christian belief.  I have never, ever - EVER! - had a Protestant appeal to the authority of the Church, or to a Church Council, or to tradition, or to one of the Ecumenical Creeds to tell me I was wrong.  Never!  

I have never had anyone tell me that some Catholic belief is contrary to one of the Ecumenical Creeds, or to one of the Church Councils, or to tradition, or anything of the sort.  The one and only question I get is: “Where is that in the Bible?” And, should I appeal to Tradition, or to a Church Council, or to Church authority, I am always and forever told, “That’s not from the Bible, so I don’t have to accept it because it holds no authority.”  In other words, on the one hand, some folks try to make a distinction between Solo and Sola Scriptura, but when it comes down to it, they argue from a Solo Scriptura position - as they define it - that Scripture is the only authority in all matters pertaining to Christian doctrine and morals. So, they may say that Scripture is not the only authority in matters of doctrine and morals, but they certainly act as if it is indeed the only authority in matters of doctrine and morals.  At least, it’s the only authority they ever appeal to.

Finally, one last problem with this whole Solo vs. Sola Scriptura thing.  In one of the major articles I’ve seen arguing that this distinction between Solo and Sola Scriptura is a real and important distinction - an article written by a gentleman named Keith Mathison, who has a Master of Arts in Theological Studies from Reformed Theological Seminary - the author emphasized how Solo Scriptura, as opposed to Sola Scriptura, “...undermines the legitimate ecclesiastical authority established by Christ. It negates the duty to submit to those who rule over you, because it removes the possibility of an authoritative teaching office in the Church.”  

Uhmm...doesn’t that pretty much describe what Martin Luther did?  He undermined the “legitimate ecclesiastical authority established by Christ.”  And, he did not “submit to those who rule[d] over [him],” and he rejected the “authoritative teaching office of the Church.”  So, cannot one argue that Martin Luther was a believer in, and practitioner of, Solo Scriptura?  

I could go on for another few pages with more arguments on this matter, but I think what I’ve written so far will suffice to prove my point: The distinction between Solo vs. Sola Scriptura is a distinction without a difference.  Folks can argue all they want about some theoretical difference between the two, but when it comes down to it, there is no practical difference between the two, which is why the vast majority of Protestants hold to the definition of Sola Scriptura that I have given above, and which is why I will use that definition throughout this book.  

I keep wondering how it is any Protestant who holds to the ideals of the “Reformation,” can claim to believe that there is any authority other than Scripture, whether it be the authority of the Church or of tradition, when Martin Luther himself rejected and undermined that authority and did not adhere to his “duty to submit to those who rule over you?”  
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Sola Scriptura and the Four Strategies

What I am going to do here, and at the end of all the subsequent chapters, is show you how to apply the four strategies we learned about in the Introduction to specific topics you might be questioned about.  In this chapter, it will be questions asked regarding Sola Scriptura.  I'm going to give examples of answers you can give to these questions, or challenges, you receive:

 

1) The Ignorant Catholic

Protestant: Why do Catholics go by the traditions of men rather than the Word of God?  Don't you know that the Bible condemns the traditions of men?  Scripture tells us in 2 Timothy 3 that the Bible is all the man of God needs to be complete - why do you try to add to it?

 

Catholic response: Well, I'm going to have to be honest with you and tell you that I don't know the answers to your questions right now, but I am going to find out the answers and I'll get back to you on that.  By the way, could you do me a favor?  Could you give me the Bible verses that say what you've said here?  I'd like to look them up and read them.  Thanks!

 

2) How to Be Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive)

Protestant: Why do Catholics go by the traditions of men rather than the Word of God?  Don't you know that the Bible condemns the traditions of men?  Scripture tells us in 2 Timothy 3 that the Bible is all the man of God needs to be complete - why do you try to add to it?

 

Catholic response: Are you saying the Bible condemns all traditions of men?  For example, does it condemn altar calls?  Wednesday night church meetings?  Birthday parties? 

 

In 2 Timothy 3, does it say that scripture "alone" is all the man of God needs to be complete?  Is that word, "alone," in there? 

Is the Bible really all that the man of God needs to be complete?  What about faith?  What about love?  In James 1:4, it says that patience, or steadfastness, is needed for one to be complete.  Does one need patience to be complete, as the Bible says, or not?  And, if you do need patience to be complete, then are you possibly misinterpreting 2 Tim 3 as saying the Bible alone is all one needs to be complete?

Right before it says that "All scripture is inspired by God...that the man of God may be complete," it mentions the sacred writings that Timothy has known since his childhood.  Which scriptures is it talking about there? 

Do you believe the Gospel of Mark is inspired Scripture?  If so, where does the Bible say that?  And, if it's not in the Bible, wouldn't that then be a tradition of men that Mark is inspired Scripture?  

 

3) It's the Principle of the Thing!

Protestant: Why do Catholics go by the traditions of men rather than the Word of God?  Don't you know that the Bible condemns the traditions of men?  Scripture tells us in 2 Timothy 3 that the Bible is all the man of God needs to be complete - why do you try to add to it?

 

Catholic response: In 2 Thes 2:15, Paul tells the Thessalonians to "stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter."  Since nowhere does the Bible tell us that the Thessalonians ever had this order from Paul revoked, by Paul or by anyone else, and nowhere does the Bible tell us that all oral traditions were written down in the Bible, then it stands to reason that there were traditions that Christians were commanded to hold firm to, that were not ever written down in the Bible.  

Catholic Scriptural Principle: Not all authentic Christian beliefs and practices, or traditions, were necessarily written down in the Bible.  

 

Referring again to 2 Thes 2:15, since we call the letters which Paul wrote the Thessalonians - which contain some of the traditions they were told to hold fast to - the Word of God, then it only stands to reason that the oral traditions they were told to hold fast to, which Paul put on the same level as those written traditions, would also be the Word of God.  This is confirmed by the fact that Paul tells the Thessalonians, in his first letter to them, that what they "heard" from him was not the word of men, but the Word of God.  

Catholic Principle: Not all of the Word of God was written down in the pages of Scripture.  

In 2 Tim 2:2, Paul tells Timothy to "entrust to faithful men" what he has "heard" from Paul, so that these faithful men will be able to teach others also.  Four generations (Paul - Timothy - faithful men - others) of the oral transmission of the faith.  Paul does not tell Timothy to pass on the written Scripture so that others may read and interpret it for themselves, as individuals, so as to determine correct Christian doctrine and practice.   

Catholic Principle: The passing on of the Word of God through oral transmission, in addition to the written scriptures, was a standard Christian practice from the beginning of the Church.  

 

Conclusion: The Catholic belief in the Word of God being transmitted both through Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition is indeed supported by Sacred Scripture.  

 

4) But That's My Interpretation!

Protestant: Why do Catholics go by the traditions of men rather than the Word of God?  Don't you know that the Bible condemns the traditions of men?  Scripture tells us in 2 Timothy 3 that the Bible is all the man of God needs to be complete - why do you try to add to it?

 

Catholic response: I will be happy to continue talking to you about all of these things and to answer your questions, but before we go further, there is an issue that is fundamental to all of this that we need to get out on the table: I need to know if you are infallible in your interpretation of the Bible?   {Pause and wait for answer.}  

If the answer is, "No, I'm not infallible": Then, just so we're clear on this, everything you're telling me about what this or that passage of the Bible means, could be wrong, right?  I mean, since you're not infallible in your interpretation of the Bible, you could be wrong some of the time, or even all of the time, couldn't you?  So, essentially, the best you can do in this conversation, is to offer your fallible interpretation of the Bible vs. my fallible interpretation of the Bible, right?  And I know you'll say your fallible interpretation is better than my fallible interpretation, but you won't be able to be absolutely sure of that, will you...since you're not infallible?  

If the answer is, "Yes, I am infallible": You are infallible?!  Really?!  Well, then, could you provide me with some evidence that tells me you are indeed infallible?  Does the Bible mention your name as being infallible?  Have you received a vision from God telling you that you're infallible?  How do you know that you are infallible?  What would you say if I claimed to be infallible?  

 

Summary of the Strategies

These responses are obviously not all there is that could be said on this particular topic. There are many different questions you could ask under Strategy #2, and many different principles, under Strategy #3, from many different Scripture passages, that you could pull out of Scripture.  I simply offer these as a few examples just to get you started and to get you thinking.  However, these are examples that you will probably be able to use verbatim, or almost verbatim, in your dialogues and discussions with Protestants, as the questions the Protestants ask - whether they be Evangelical, Presbyterian, Church of Christ, Pentecostal, Baptist, Methodist, non-denominational, etc. - are pretty much all the same and will generally be fairly similar to the ones I've posed here.  

Regarding Strategies #1 and #4, however, you will see the same, or almost the same, verbiage regardless of the topic.  By the time we get a few chapters into this, and you come to the questions at the bottom of each chapter, you'll read: "The Ignorant Catholic," and you'll say to yourself, "I know, I know...I don't know but I will find out and get back to you."  In other words, the more you read these things, the more they are going to sink into your psyche and become 2nd nature to you.  Which is a good thing.
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Chapter 4 

Salvation - Sola Fide* (Salvation by Faith...Alone?) 
*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 
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The Second Pillar of Protestantism
In the last chapter we talked about Sola Scriptura, which I believe to be the one Protestant doctrine accepted universally throughout Protestantism.  Which is why I call it the first pillar of Protestantism.  In this chapter, I want to talk to you about the doctrine of Sola Fide - or Faith Alone.  Sola Fide, the belief that we are justified, or saved, by faith, and by faith alone - is the second pillar of Protestantism.  Sola Fide, the belief that faith alone saves us - that works play no role whatsoever in our salvation - is a belief held by the vast majority of Protestants - whether they call themselves Baptists, Evangelicals, Methodists, Lutheran, non-Denominational, and so on.  This is not, however, a universal belief in Protestantism, as there are some folks - like the Church of Christ and at least some of the Pentecostals I’ve come across - who do not hold to this doctrine.  

Now, what exactly does Sola Fide mean?  I have often heard the doctrine of Sola Fide expressed in this way: We are saved by God’s grace alone, through faith alone, in Christ alone.  It is God’s grace alone that saves us, but we have access to that grace only through faith alone...faith that Jesus Christ died on the cross for our sins and that it is His actions, and His alone, that play any role in our salvation.  No works that we do can ever play a role - any role - in our salvation.  

A person is said to be saved by faith alone when they make a profession of faith in Christ, either through a “sinner’s prayer” or by accepting Jesus Christ into their heart as their “personal Lord and Savior.”  Once that is done, then that person is “saved,” they have been “born again.”   

Protestants, however, do not view works as completely non-essential.  They tell you that if you truly have faith, you will do works.  Or, as Martin Luther basically said, “We are saved by faith alone, but faith is never alone.”  Sola Fide believers will often say that if a man does not have works to accompany his faith, then that shows he really doesn’t have faith.  Faith without works, they will claim, really isn’t faith.  Works are, in essence, a natural by-product of faith, but, the main point is, that for the believer in salvation by faith alone, works play no role whatsoever in a man’s justification, in his salvation, and one most definitely cannot merit an increase in justification through works, as Catholics believe, and which I’ll talk about later in this chapter.

So, I will examine this doctrine of Sola Fide in the same manner I examined the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, from three different perspectives – the perspective provided by logic, the perspective provided by history, and the perspective provided by scripture – and show that it fails the test in all three of these areas.  As I go through these different perspectives, I will be comparing and contrasting this Protestant doctrine of Sola Fide, with Catholic teaching on salvation.

 

Sola Fide: The Perspective Provided by Logic
Sola Fide believers say that there is nothing we can do to impact our salvation.  Jesus did all that needed to be done for us through His death on the cross.  I have heard over and over and over again that we can do nothing to “add” to Jesus’ finished work on the cross.  Folks will point to John 19:30, to make their case.  John 19:30 says, “When Jesus had received the vinegar, He said, ‘It is finished,’ and He bowed His head and gave up His spirit.”  Jesus’ last words...“It is finished.”  Sola Fide believers interpret those words to mean that Jesus was saying the work of salvation is finished.  “I have done all that can be done for your salvation,” Jesus is essentially saying, “Nothing else is needed.”  The work of salvation is done...it’s over... it’s completed...all that needs to be done, has been done...period.   

 

First, and I’ll cover this particular argument more in depth under the “Perspective Provided by Scripture,” to give those dying words of Jesus a “Sola Fide” interpretation, is just that...an interpretation.  A fallible, man-made interpretation.  And it’s a bad interpretation, as I will show in just a little bit.    

Second, I want to bring one of our Four Strategies into play here - the “How to Be Offensive (Aw-Fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive)” strategy.  Again, that strategy is nothing more than learning how to ask questions - questions that make folks stop and think about what it is they believe and why they believe it.  

So, here is a question you can ask someone who believes in the Protestant doctrine of Sola Fide:  If, on March 12th, 2015, I had never believed in Christ; I had never accepted Jesus into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior; I had never been born again...would I be “saved?”  The Sola Fide believer will say, “No, you would not be saved.”  Okay, then, as a follow-up you can ask: Well, if one day later, March 13th, 2015, I answered an altar call; I said a sinner’s prayer; I accepted Jesus into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior; I was born again...would I then be saved?  The Sola Fide believer will say, “Yes, you would be saved.”  

Well, now I’m a little confused.  I’m confused because I was unsaved on March 12th, 2015.  But I was “saved” on March 13th, 2015.  What was the difference between my being unsaved on March 12th and my being saved on March 13th?  Was it something I did on March 13, 2015 that saved me, or was it something that Jesus did on March 13, 2015, that saved me?  Did Jesus do something that day...that very day...that saved me, that He didn’t do for me the day before?  Was He crucified on the cross again for me?   

According to the doctrine of Sola Fide, Jesus’ work was finished two thousand years ago on the Cross.  “It is finished,” He said from the Cross.  So, it can’t be something Jesus did that caused me to be saved in 2015.  His work was done, complete, finito, over, accomplished - on the Cross - 2000 years ago.  Yet, also according to the doctrine of Sola Fide, there is nothing that I can do during my lifetime that counts towards my salvation.  So, it cannot be something that I did.  How then was I unsaved on March 12, 2015, and saved on March 13, 2015?  How?!  Was it something I did, or was it something Jesus did?

The correct answer, the Catholic answer, the scriptural answer, the logical answer, is both.  I was saved by both something Jesus did and by something that I did, but the logical dilemma for the folks who believe in Sola Fide, is that it can’t be both.  Sola Fide does not allow for anyone to do something, to do any work, that leads to one’s salvation.  

 “Wait a minute,” the Sola Fide folks will say, “Yes, Jesus’ work of salvation was finished on the Cross 2000 years ago, but that doesn’t mean you can claim you did some work today that saved you.  It is not by your work that you were saved today, it is by your faith that you were saved today.  You were saved by having faith, by believing in Jesus’ finished work of salvation for you on the Cross 2000 years ago.  So, it’s not some work that saved you, because believing is not a work.”   

Here is where the logic of Sola Fide has a problem.  We have to “do” something - I have to “do” something - profess belief; make an act of faith - in order to be saved.  But, they cannot call this something that we have to “do”...for our salvation...a “work.”  After all, that would be against their religion.  So, they’ll say that believing isn’t a work, it’s merely an act of faith in someone else’s work - in Jesus’ work.

Believing isn’t a work?  Do I not have to “confess” Jesus?  Do I not have to make an “act” of faith?  Do I not have to “accept” Jesus into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior?  Aren’t all of these things actions that have to take place in order for me to be saved?  What is a “work”?  A work is simply an action...an action that we do.  Believing is an action. It is something we do. Saying a sinner’s prayer is an action. It is something we do.  Accepting Jesus into our heart is an action.  It is something we do.  Confessing Jesus with our lips is an action.  It is something we do. So, believing is indeed a work...an action...it is something that we need to do in order to be saved. Jesus doesn’t do it for us and He will not force us to do it.  We do it by the grace of God, but we do it.  It is a work we do. And, as I’ll show in a few minutes, the Bible backs me up on this.

Here’s another way to illustrate the logical dilemma of Sola Fide: I often draw a big circle for folks on a piece of paper.  Just imagine this big circle.  I tell them that the circle represents the set of all people who were redeemed by Christ’s death on the cross.  In other words, the circle represents all of humanity, because Jesus died for all men...that all men might be saved.  1 Timothy 4:10 says that Jesus is the Savior of all men, especially those who believe.  Which means not that all men are definitely saved, but that all men can be saved.  And they can be saved because Jesus paid the price for all men’s sins - He has redeemed all of mankind.  All of humanity is redeemed by Jesus’ death on the Cross.  But, not all of humanity is saved.   

So, I next draw a smaller circle within the first circle.  Big circle...smaller circle inside the big circle.  I tell them that this second circle represents the subset of those who have not only been redeemed, but who have also been saved.  Which means that those outside of that second circle represent the redeemed and unsaved.  I then ask, “What is the difference between the two circles - between the redeemed and unsaved and the redeemed and saved - is it something Jesus did, or is it something that the saved persons did?    

Whenever I ask that question, I can almost hear the first thought that goes through their heads, I know they’re thinking, “It’s something the saved did.”  Because that’s the logical response.  I know they’re thinking that because they generally give me this really strange look as they try to think of a “correct” response.  They know they can’t say it’s something Jesus did, because they have just finished telling me that Jesus’ work was finished on the cross some two thousand years ago.  Besides, Jesus did the same thing for all men - He died on the Cross for their sins.  So, the difference between the redeemed and saved and the redeemed and unsaved cannot be something Jesus did, because He did the same thing for all men.

 

They also realize, however, that they cannot answer the question by saying it’s something the saved did, because they also just finished telling me that we can do nothing to “add to” Jesus’ finished work of salvation on the Cross.  We can do no work that affects our salvation.  Jesus did all that needs to be done.  Hmm... We’ve got a problem.  The difference between the redeemed and saved and the redeemed and unsaved can’t be what Jesus did, but it can’t be something the saved did, either.  Then what is it?  
Again, for the Catholic, the answer to the dilemma is obvious.  Both groups are redeemed.  Jesus has already died for both groups of people - the saved and the unsaved.  So the only possible difference between the redeemed and saved and the redeemed and unsaved, is something the saved “do”.  Now, they do it by the grace of God - which we have access to because of Jesus’ death on the Cross - but the saved do it and the unsaved don’t do it.  They confess their sins.  They ask for forgiveness.  They make an act of faith.  They say a sinner’s prayer.  They accept Jesus into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior.  

All of these are things that each individual believer does.  They are verbs...action verbs.  They are “acts” of faith.  They are “acts” of believing.  They involve our body, our mind, and our will.  We “confess” with our lips that Jesus is Lord.  We “accept” Him into our hearts as our personal Lord and Savior.  It is an act of the mind to understand that Jesus is Lord and Savior.  It is an act of the will to accept that understanding and have it give our lives meaning.  We “make” a commitment to Christ.  Actions!  Works!

This is the true irony of the doctrine of Sola Fide, the very act of having faith, the act of believing, is itself a work.  It is something we do.  We do it by the grace of God, but we indeed do it.  It is not forced upon us, it is a decision we make.  It is not done on our behalf without our involvement, but rather it is done through our cooperation with God’s grace.  As one of the saints said, “God created us without our consent, but He will not save us without our consent.”  

So, the doctrine of Sola Fide is a logical contradiction.  You cannot be saved by faith alone, when the act of having faith is a work in and of itself.  It is something the believer does that sets him apart from the unbeliever, because Jesus has died for both.  

Sola Fide fails the test of logic.
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The Perspective Provided by History
In the Introduction to his book, “An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine,” John Henry Cardinal Newman - a famous 19th century convert to the Catholic Church from Protestantism - wrote the following:

"To be deep in history is to cease to be Protestant.  And this utter incongruity between Protestantism and historical Christianity is a plain fact, whether [Christianity] be considered in its earlier or in its later centuries.”
In other words, the doctrine of Sola Fide, as well as all the other distinctively Protestant doctrines, is nowhere to be found in the writings of the early Christians.  Nowhere is it found in the records of the Church Councils.  Nowhere is it found in historical Christianity before the 1500's.  Christians did not believe it, they did not teach it, and they did not practice it.  

Think about this: The Catholic Church has battled against the followers of many and varied heresies  throughout its history - the Gnostics, Nicolaitians, Ebionites, Montanists, Arians, Donatists, Marcionites, Pelagians, Albigensians, and a whole host of others.  We have the writings of Christians throughout the centuries of the Church that tell us what errors these people believed and taught and how these errors were refuted by the Christian apologists of the time.  The first time, though, that we see the Church responding to the error of Sola Fide, is in the 1500's.

 

1) Why do Christian writers of the early and middle centuries of Christianity not mention the supposedly fundamental doctrine of salvation by “faith alone?”  
2) Can you reference any Christian writings before the year 1500 that talk of a belief in Sola Fide?  

What history is telling us, is that the doctrine of Sola Fide is only about five hundred-years old.  Yet, Christianity is almost two thousand-years old.

The doctrine of Sola Fide fails the test of history.

 

The Perspective Provided by Scripture
The doctrine of Sola Fide fails the tests of logic and of history.  Does it also fail the all-important test of Scripture?  Let’s see what the Bible says about this founding principle of Protestantism, this principle of being saved by faith, and faith alone.  

The first passage I want to turn to, is the first passage almost every single person who argues in favor of this doctrine turns to: Ephesians, chapter 2, verses 8 and 9.  Ephesians 2:8-9 says this, “For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God - not because of works, lest any man should boast.”  “See, it’s not because of works that we are saved, it is because of faith alone.  That proves the Catholic Church is wrong when it teaches a works salvation.”

I always teach people, that if you are ever shown a Bible verse or verses that supposedly “prove” the Catholic Church is wrong on any particular doctrine or dogma, there is one way to respond - you slam your hand down on that Bible and say, “AMEN!  I believe it!  I absolutely believe what that passage says.  As a Catholic, I believe every single verse of the Bible!  I don’t, however, necessarily agree with your fallible interpretation of that passage.”  Because that’s exactly what it is - a fallible interpretation, and a fallible interpretation that is wrong.

 

There is nothing at all, in spite of what many non-Catholic Christians believe, in these two verses - Ephesians, chapter 2, verses 8 and 9 - that is contrary to anything in the Catholic Faith.  Nothing!  Let’s look at them closely: “For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God - not because of works, lest any man should boast.”  Catholics, like Protestants, believe in salvation by God’s grace alone.  It is only by God’s grace that we can be saved.  It is only by God’s grace that we can have faith.  It is only by God’s grace that we can do works.  It is only by God’s grace that we can do anything at all...even breathe!  So, yes, it is by grace that we have been saved.  And, we agree, as Catholics, that it is also through faith that we have been saved.  Either our own faith, if we come to Christ after we reach the age of reason, or by our parents’ faith, if we are baptized as babies or infants.  So far, we’re good.  We are saved by grace through faith, just like it says in Ephesians 2:8-9.  We agree!  

Whoa...wait a minute, John...I thought Catholics believed works play a role in our salvation...in our justification.  Yes, Catholics believe works play a role in our salvation, but this is the thing, our works don’t count for diddly until after we’ve already been saved, or justified. So you can’t say that we believe our works will justify us, when our works aren’t worth a dime until after we’ve been justified...until after we’ve been saved through Baptism...until after we’ve been saved by grace through faith.  

Let me give you a couple of quotes from the Council of Trent - official dogmatic teaching of the Church - and then I’ll explain a bit more about what I’ve said.  Council of Trent: “We are therefore said to be justified by faith, because faith is the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and root of all justification, without which it is impossible to please God...we are therefore said to be justified gratuitously, because none of those things that precede justification, whether faith or works, merit the grace of justification.”  Here’s another quote from Trent: “If anyone shall say that man can be justified before God by his own works which are done either by his own natural powers, or through the teaching of the Law, and without divine grace through Christ Jesus: let him be anathema.”

So, the dogmatic teaching of the Catholic Church, as just stated from the Council of Trent, is that we are justified by grace, through faith, and not by our works, just as Ephesians 2:8-9 says.  So, in that regard, we are in 100% agreement with our Sola Fide brothers and sisters.  However, even though Catholics will have Ephesians 2, verses 8 and 9 brought up to them over and over and over again.  We almost never hear someone who believes in salvation by faith alone bring up Ephesians 2, verse 10.  I wonder why?  

Well, let’s read it and see.  Ephesians 2:10, “For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should...we should! ... walk in them.”  So, after Paul tells us in verses 8 and 9 that we are saved by God’s grace through faith, not of works, he then proceeds to tell us that God has prepared certain good works for us to do...that we SHOULD walk in them.  This is very interesting.  Ask this question of any Sola Fide believer: “As a Catholic, I agree we are saved by grace through faith, but, what if we don’t do these works that God has prepared for us and which God’s Word says we “should walk in them?”  What happens to us if we don’t do those works?”  “Are we still saved?”  Good question.   

Ephesians 2:10 tells us that God has prepared some works for us to do, in other words, it is God’s Will for us to do these works.  And, these works are undoubtedly different for each and every person, in accord with your talents and abilities.  So, it is God’s will for us to do these works, but, if we don’t do them.  Are we still saved?  If I believe in salvation by faith alone, I have to say, “Yes, you are still saved,” because works have no role whatsoever in my salvation.  The problem is, though, that the Bible tells us the answer is, “No, you are not saved.”  

In Matthew 7, verse 21, it says: “Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ will enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the will of my Father Who is in Heaven.”  So, if it is God’s will that you do these works that He has set aside for you, as it says in Ephesians 2:10; yet, you choose not to do those works, you choose not to do God’s will; are you still able to get into the Kingdom of Heaven?  The answer, quite plainly, is NO!  The very passage that Sola Fide believers go to first, almost every time, in order to “prove” their case and to “prove” the Catholic Church wrong, actually deals a devastating blow to the case for salvation by faith alone, especially when you view it in light of Matthew 7:21 and God’s will.  

But, you might ask, if Catholics believe that works do indeed play a role in our salvation, as I just explained with Ephesians 2:10 and Matthew 7:21, then how can I say, as the Council of Trent says, that we are not justified, or saved, by our works?  Am I not contradicting myself?  Not at all, and here’s why.  And what I’m going to talk about here, is actually the main sticking point, that I have found, for Protestants when it comes to Catholic theology on salvation and works.  So, pay close attention to this.
Let me re-read part of one of those quotes from Trent: “We are therefore said to be justified gratuitously, because none of those things that precede justification, whether faith or works, merit the grace of justification.”

Did you catch that one little word...merit?  That is the main sticking point.  Merit.  Catholics believe that our works can, and do, merit reward in the eyes of God.  That our works can, and do, merit not justification, but an increase in justification, from God.  
Catholics believe, as the Council of Trent teaches, that nothing we do before our justification...nothing we do before we are justified, or saved...can justify us.  Nothing.  No amount of works, not even faith.  We are justified, we are saved, “gratuitously” Trent says - solely by the grace of God.  We can see this most explicitly in the Catholic belief and practice of infant baptism.  The infant can do absolutely nothing that would affect his or her salvation - whether by doing a work or even by an act of faith.  Yet, through Baptism, we believe this infant is saved...saved by the grace of God alone.  

And, for Catholics, it is indeed through Baptism that we receive our justification...it is through Baptism that we are saved...as it says in 1 Peter 3:20-21.  So, we are justified gratuitously by God’s grace through Baptism - through our individual faith as adults, or through the faith of our parents, if we are baptized as infants.  
So, we have grace and we have faith, but how do works come into play?  Once we have been saved, once we have received our initial justification through Baptism, by grace through faith, we then have to set about doing those works that God has prepared for us beforehand, as Ephesians 2:10 tells us.  Now, these works do not justify us, since we are already justified, but they can increase our justification...they can make us holier, in other words.  Is there anyone here who thinks a person cannot increase in holiness?  And, we can indeed merit this increase in justification...this increase in holiness...by our works.  

Does Scripture support us in this?  Indeed it does.  2 Cor 3:18, “And we all…are being changed from one degree of glory to another…” So, we can increase in justification…in glory. But, do we merit anything in this increase in glory?  Hebrews 13:20-21, “Now may the God of peace…equip you with everything good that YOU may do His will [Matthew 7:21], working in YOU that which is pleasing in His sight…”  We can be said to “merit” because it is Christ Himself working in us and through us - we are members of His body.  Christ is crowning His own merits manifested in us.  Hebrews 10:35, “Therefore, do not throw away your confidence, which has a great reward.”   1 Cor 3:14, “If the work which any man has built on the foundation survives, he will receive a reward.”  

Why is the Bible talking about us receiving a reward, if we cannot merit anything?  You receive a reward for something you have done.  Now, there are those Sola Fide believers who say, “Well, yes, our works can merit, but it has nothing to do with salvation...it has nothing to do with being rewarded with Heaven...it only has to do with receiving a higher place in Heaven.  Oh really?!

Let’s look at some more Scripture verses and see if that’s true.  Matthew 5:3-10, from the Sermon on the Mount: “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven…Blessed are the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy…Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God…Blessed are those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake, for theirs is the Kingdom of Heaven.” Sounds like folks will be rewarded “with heaven” for being “poor in spirit,” being “merciful,” being “pure in heart,” and for being “persecuted,” or am I missing something here? They will be rewarded “with heaven” for how they live their lives.  At least, that’s what Jesus said.

Matthew 25:34-40, “Then the King will say to those at His right hand, ‘Come, O blessed of My Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world, for I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me drink…”  It seems pretty clear, from the Bible, that the people at the Lord’s right hand are going to “inherit” the Kingdom of Heaven because of their good works.  This doesn’t say anything about being rewarded “in heaven,” rather it is saying that they will be rewarded “with heaven.”  At least, that’s what Jesus said.

Matthew 19:16-17, “What good deed must I do, to have eternal life? ... [Jesus said] If you would enter life, keep the commandments.” This doesn’t say that after you enter Heaven you will be rewarded for keeping the commandments…unh, unh…Jesus says, very specifically and very clearly, “If you would ENTER life, keep the commandments.”  People will be rewarded “with heaven” for keeping the commandments.  At least, that’s what Jesus said.  

Imagine asking a Protestant minister who believes in Sola Fide the question, “What good deed must I do to have eternal life?”  Do you think that minister would ever answer you as Jesus answered the rich young man in Matthew?  No, he wouldn’t.
Matthew 19:29, “And every one who has left houses or brothers or sisters or father or mother or children or lands, for my name’s sake, will receive a hundredfold and inherit eternal life.” Again, as in the Sermon on the Mount, one “inherits” eternal life by doing the things mentioned here.  It does not say, “And every one who has left houses or brothers…will receive a reward in Heaven after they receive eternal life through faith alone.”

Matthew 25:21, the Parable of the Talents, “Well done, good and faithful servant; you have been faithful over a little, I will set you over much; enter into the joy of your master.”  What do we see here?  Do we see a servant who receives a reward for his labor after entering into his master’s joy, or do we see a servant who is able to enter into his master’s joy because of his labor?  It’s the latter.  We see a servant who enters into his master’s joy (Heaven) as a reward for his labors.  And he receives this reward because he did something with what his master had freely given him.  We can be sure this is the case because look what happens to the “wicked and slothful servant” who did nothing with what his master had given him.  Does this servant, who simply held on to what the master had given him - Sola Fide - enter into his master’s joy?  No!  But, according to the dogma of Sola Fide, that servant should have entered into his master’s joy based solely on what his master gave him.  That servant, should not have been required to do anything in order to enter into his master’s joy.  Yet, Jesus says otherwise.   

Romans 2:6-7, “For He will render to every man according to his works: to those who by patience in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, He will give eternal life.” The reward for “patience in well-doing,” is not some reward given after you get to Heaven.  Heaven itself…eternal life itself…is the reward.  At least, that’s what Paul says.

Colossians 3:23-24, “Whatever your task, work heartily, as serving the Lord and not men, knowing that from the Lord you will receive the inheritance as your reward.”  Every Christian knows that the “inheritance” referred to here is eternal life.  This passage directly states that if you do the work the Lord has given you to do, Ephesians 2:10, whatever that work may be, you will receive “the inheritance”…eternal life…as your reward. In other words, this passage completely destroys the belief in salvation by faith alone, that is, if you trust and believe the Word of God.

I could go on and on, as there are many other passages that speak of a reward for what we do.  But, the question that needs to be asked of a Sola Fide believer in regard to these passages is this: How can we receive a reward for our works, if our works do not merit anything? A reward is something given in return for something we do, is it not?  

To sum up what Catholics believe on this: We are justified, or saved, by God’s grace alone, when we are baptized.  
We are baptized through faith, but it is not our faith, nor any works we may have done, that merits the grace of justification for us.  It is a gratuitous gift of God - God’s grace that does that.  However, once we have been saved...once we have been justified...we have to then do good works.  The good works don’t save us, but if we don’t do these good works, we can, essentially, lose our salvation.  Plus, as I’ve shown from the Bible, we can merit an increase in our justification...an increase in our holiness...through our works.  

Now, I mentioned earlier in the chapter that I would show you a couple of things from Scripture - that the “Sola Fide” interpretation of Jesus’ last words was a bad interpretation, and that Scripture says that believing is a work.

When Jesus says, “It is finished,” many Sola Fide folks interpret that to mean that Jesus is saying the work of salvation is done...it’s over...nothing left to do.  Well, that’s a bad interpretation, and we can see that from 1st Corinthians 15:17, which says: “If Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins.”  So, if when Jesus said, “It is finished,” He was referring to everything that needed to be done for our salvation, then He apparently forgot that He also needed to be resurrected in order for us to be saved.  Which means the work of salvation wasn’t really “finished” when Jesus said, “It is finished.”  Which means the Protestant interpretation of Jesus’ words is a bad interpretation, unless you wish to believe that Jesus forgot He needed to be resurrected in order for us to be saved from our sins.  

For an interpretation of John 19:30 which fits perfectly with all of Scripture, Old Testament and New, I encourage you to acquire a talk by Dr. Scott Hahn, on CD or DVD, entitled, “The Fourth Cup.”  In this talk, Dr. Hahn explains John 19:30 in light of the Passover meal - Christ’s death on the cross being the fulfillment of the Passover meal.  This is an eye-opening, faith-inspiring talk from Dr. Hahn, and I can’t recommend it highly enough.  The Fourth Cup.

Is believing a work?  John 6:27-29, “‘Do not labor for the food which perishes, but for the food which endures to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give to you’...Then they said to Him, ‘What must we do, to be doing the works of God?’ Jesus answered them, ‘This is the work of God, that you believe in Him Whom He has sent.’”  Jesus tells His listeners that they should “labor” for the food which endures to eternal life.  If Sola Fide is true, why is He telling them to labor for anything in regard to eternal life?  Then, when they ask what they must “do” to be doing the works of God, what does Jesus say?  He says that believing in Him is the work of God that they must do.  Believing is a work, at least, according to Jesus Christ.  

Some will say, “Wait a minute, John, Jesus says that believing is a work of God, not a work of man.”  Leaving aside for a moment the question of whose work it is, it needs to be pointed out that the Word of God very clearly states that the act of believing is a work.  Which is the point I’m making.  Now, once we’ve made the point, using the Bible, that believing is indeed a work, then the question becomes, whose work is it?  Is it a work of God, a work of man, or a work of God and man?  Using the same logic we discussed earlier, a Sola Fide theological system says it has to be the work of God, since man can do no works that impact his eternal life.  That results, however, in the position that God believes for us...that He has faith for us.  If that were true, then we would have universal salvation because God wants all men to be saved (1 Tim 2:4), so He would obviously believe for all men.  Yet what Sola Fide adherent believes in universal salvation?  None.

It is indeed a work of God, but, as the context of John 6:27-29 clearly shows, it is a work that God does through man and with our cooperation.  Jesus tells the people to labor for the food that endures to eternal life.  The people obviously want to follow Jesus’ instructions, so they ask him what it is they have to do.  Did Jesus say, “Why do you ask what work you can do?  Do you not know that you can do no work to receive the food which endures to eternal life?”  No!  That would be a pretty ridiculous thing for Him to say right after He told them they needed to “labor” for that very food.  So, this “work of God” being spoken of here, believing in Jesus Christ, is a work that man does.  The act of believing is a work of man, but a work of man done by the grace of God.  God’s work through man; man’s work, by God.  Believing is a work.  At least, according to Jesus.

One last point I want to make, is that nowhere does the Bible say that faith without works really isn’t faith.  As I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, a lot of times a believer in salvation by faith alone will say that works are important, they just don’t have anything to do with your salvation, which I've just shown to be false.  They will go on to say something along the lines of, “Faith, without works, really isn’t faith.” Does the Bible say anything like that?  Absolutely not.  In fact, the Bible actually tells us the exact opposite.  James 2:17, “So faith, by itself, if it has no works, is dead.”  Does verse 17 say that faith without works really isn’t faith?  No!  It says that faith without works is “dead.”  In the King James Version (KJV), verse 17 states that faith, “being alone,” is dead.  The KJV states very plainly that faith alone is dead faith, it cannot save you.  

Then in James 2:26, it says this: “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead.”  This is a nifty little analogy that I love pointing out to anyone who says that faith without works really isn’t faith.  The analogy is that works are to faith, as the spirit is to the body.  Just as a body without a spirit is a dead body, so faith without works is a dead faith.  I always ask the question, “Are the bodies down at the morgue real bodies or not?”  Yes, they are real bodies, but they are real dead bodies.  Just so faith without works is indeed real faith, but it is real dead faith.  This verse makes abundantly clear, as both body and spirit are necessary for physical life, then, for the analogy to hold, both faith and works are necessary for spiritual life.  Just as the body alone does not give physical life, so faith alone does not give spiritual life.  This verse does not say, “Just as the body without the spirit is not really a body, so faith without works is not really faith.”

Faith without works, also known as Sola Fide, is indeed really faith, but it is dead faith.  Faith that cannot save, as Scripture plainly tells us.

Sola Fide fails the test of Scripture. 
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Sola Fide and the Four Strategies

1) The Ignorant Catholic

Protestant Argument
In Ephesians 2:8-9, the Bible says that we are saved by grace, through faith, and that works have nothing at all to do with our salvation.  But Catholics believe that they can work their way into Heaven.  Why do you believe what your church says rather than what the Word of God says?

 

Catholic Response
Wow.  That’s a good question.  And, I'm going to have to be honest with you and tell you that I don't know the answer to your question right now, but, I tell ya what I’m going to do...I’m going to do a little research and find out the answer, and I’ll get back to you on that once I do.  

 

2) How to Be Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive)

Protestant Argument
John 3:16 says that all those who believe in Jesus will be saved.  It doesn’t say anything about works or working your way into Heaven.  It is faith and faith alone that saves us.  Why does your church teach something that is so obviously contrary to the Bible?

 

Catholic Responses
Catholics believe that we have to have faith in order to be saved, but does John 3:16 say that believing alone is what saves us?  I mean, think about this: Do we need to love God in order to be saved? [Easy question, right? Ask that of a person who believes in salvation by faith alone - Sola Fide - and see what they say.  Think about it.  If we are indeed saved by faith alone - Sola Fide - then the correct answer is, “No, we don’t need to love God in order to be saved.”  Because if we need to love God in order to be saved, then we are not saved by faith “alone.”  It would be faith AND love that saves us. So, if we need to love God in order to be saved, then Sola Fide is false.  But, the other option they have is to say we can get into Heaven without loving God, or, without loving our neighbor.  Really?!  What Christian in their right mind would say you don’t have to love God or neighbor in order to be saved?  That doesn’t make any sense.  Either way they go, they’ve got a problem.]

If salvation by faith alone is the most central and most important Christian doctrine, then why does the phrase "faith alone" appear only once in all of Scripture, and that is to say that we are not justified, or saved, by "faith alone" (James 2:24)?  [Do you realize that?  The phrase “faith alone” appears in Scripture just once, and that is to say that we are NOT justified, or saved, by faith alone.  You will see some pretty fancy verbal and scriptural gymnastics as folks try to get around that one.  The Word of God says that we are not justified by faith alone; yet most Protestants believe that we are justified by faith alone.  Can you imagine what folks would say if there was a verse in the Bible that stated, very plainly and bluntly, the Eucharist is merely a symbol, but Catholics tried to say, “Oh, no, that doesn’t really mean what it says.”  I don’t think that would fly too well, but that is, essentially, what Sola Fide believers do.]
So, if we’re saved by faith alone, then do we have to forgive others in order to get into Heaven?  “No.  We should forgive others, but our salvation isn’t dependent upon that.”  But doesn’t Jesus tell us in Matthew 6:15 that if we don’t forgive others of their trespasses, then the Father won’t forgive us of our trespasses?  “Well, yeah, I guess so.  So what?”  Well, that means if we don’t forgive others of their sins against us, God won’t forgive us of our sins against Him.  Can we get into Heaven if our sins are NOT forgiven?  “No, but...”  So, we do have to forgive others of their sins in order to get into Heaven.  Since that's something we do, isn’t that a work?  

If salvation is the greatest thing we can achieve, which it is; and the only thing necessary for salvation is faith, according to you; then why does 1 Corinthians 13:13 say that love is greater than faith?  How can love be greater than faith, if it is faith alone that gets us the greatest thing we can ever hope to have - salvation?

 

3) It's the Principle of the Thing!

Protestant Argument
In Ephesians 2:8-9, the Bible says that we are saved by grace, through faith, and that works have nothing at all to do with our salvation.  But Catholics believe that they can work their way into Heaven.  Why do you believe what your church says rather than what the Word of God says?

 

Catholic responses
If you keep reading just one more verse, to Ephesians 2:10, you will see that we were created “for good works.”  Furthermore, it says that God has prepared certain good works for each of us, “that we SHOULD walk in them.”


Catholic Scriptural Principle: It is God’s will that we should do the good works which He has prepared for us to do.   

 

In Matthew 7:21, it says that not everyone who cries, “Lord, Lord,” will enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but only those who do the will of God the Father.


Catholic Scriptural Principle: If you don’t do the will of God, you don’t get into Heaven.

 

Conclusion: If you don’t do the will of God, by not doing the works that He has prepared for you that you should walk in them (Ephesians 2:10), then you will not get into Heaven (Matthew 7:21).  Therefore, salvation by faith alone is not true.    

4) But That's My Interpretation!
Protestant Argument
In Ephesians 2:8-9, the Bible says that we are saved by grace, through faith, and that works have nothing at all to do with our salvation.  But Catholics believe that they can work their way into Heaven.  Why do you believe what your church says rather than what the Word of God says?

 

Catholic response
I will be happy to continue talking to you about all of these things and to answer your questions, but before we go further, there is an issue that is fundamental to all of this that we need to get out on the table: I need to know if you are infallible in your interpretation of the Bible?   {Pause and wait for answer.}
 

If the answer is, "No, I'm not infallible": Then, just so we're clear on this, everything you're telling me about what this or that passage of the Bible means, could be wrong, right?  I mean, since you're not infallible in your interpretation of the Bible, you could be wrong some of the time, or even all of the time, couldn't you?  So, essentially, the best you can do in this conversation, is to offer your fallible interpretation of the Bible vs. my fallible interpretation of the Bible, right?  And I know you'll say your fallible interpretation is better than my fallible interpretation, but you won't be able to be absolutely sure of that, will you...since you're not infallible?
If the answer is, "Yes, I am infallible": You are infallible?!  Really?!  Well, then, could you provide me with some evidence that tells me you are indeed infallible?  Does the Bible mention your name as being infallible?  Have you received a vision from God telling you that you're infallible?  How do you know that you are infallible?  What would you say if I claimed to be infallible?  If you're infallible, why can't the Pope be infallible, as well?
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