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By Catholic apologist John Martignoni
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http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/31-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-24
Introduction

In this newsletter, I’m going to give you an exchange I had with Dr. Joe Mizzi (of www.justforcatholics.org), who, I am told, lives in Malta. Dr. Mizzi runs a website (justforcatholics.org) specifically designed to bring Catholics out of the Church. Someone told me about this website, so I checked it out and found it to be full of mischaracterizations and half-truths (if not outright lies) about the Catholic Church – surprise, surprise!

So, I sent Dr. Mizzi an email asking if he was at all interested in portraying the teachings of the Catholic Church in an accurate manner. My email starts it off…
Dear Dr. Mizzi,

A friend told me about your website and asked me to check it out. I’ve looked over a few things on it and found several problems with the information you have on your site.

You have a habit of setting up straw man arguments against the Church, and then knocking them down. The problem, as in any straw man argument, is that you are arguing against things that the Church doesn’t teach.
As a Christian, I would simply ask you if you have a responsibility to accurately represent what others believe, even if you disagree with those beliefs. If you answer, “yes,” then I would ask you if you are willing to change the information on your website about the Catholic Faith, when shown that your information about, and understanding of, particular Catholic teachings are incorrect.

Also, would you be willing to engage in an exchange of emails regarding the biblical nature of some of these same doctrines, and the lack of biblical support for some of the doctrines that you hold near and dear to your heart?

I look forward to hearing from you. God bless! John Martignoni


Strategy: 

Simply mentioning to him that his website misrepresents Catholic teaching and then asking him if he, as a Christian, has a responsibility to accurately represent what the Church teaches, even if he disagrees with it. It’s pretty hard for him not to respond to this and it’s impossible for him to say that he has no such responsibility to accurately portray Church teaching.


Hi John,
Thanks for writing.
Would you kindly substantiate your allegation — where exactly did I misrepresent the official Roman Catholic teaching? A single clear example will suffice, and I would be very grateful.
Sincerely, Joe 
Dear Joe, Gladly.

1) From your website: “The believer escapes the condemnation of hell not because he is sinless or because his sins are venial or light. He is saved from the eternal punishment he deserves because the blood of Jesus Christ keeps on cleansing him from all sin. Christians do not measure the weight of sin by penance, saying a few prayers, deeds of charity and attending church. The gravity of sin is measured by the price paid for our cleansing – the precious blood of Jesus! Therefore we avoid it like plague. We have been bought with a price and our heart’s desire is to glorify the God who loved us so much.”

The clear implication is that Catholics “measure the weight of sin by penance, saying a few prayers…” etc. This is a distortion of Catholic belief. You have a limited and very shallow understanding of Catholic teaching and you present your limited understanding as the gospel when it comes to Catholics. Also, you mention 1 John 5 on your website – about mortal vs. non-mortal sins – but then completely ignore the clear teaching of Scripture because some “expert” tells you to do so…why do you put more weight on the “expert” you quote than you do on the very clear words of Scripture?


2) From your website: “Nobody will ever be heard boasting that he succeeded to enter heaven because of his penances and sufferings.”

The clear implication is that Catholicism teaches that we will enter Heaven because of what we do. That is false. 


3) From your website: “Or perhaps, not knowing the grace of God, is the camel still struggling to pass through the tiny hole? The law, and your imperfect outward obedience to it, cannot achieve what God alone can do.”
The clear implication is that grace has nothing to do with Catholic belief on salvation, or that we have to obey the law perfectly in order to be saved. Both are false.


4) From your website: “Logically the implication is that His death was, by itself, not enough to pay the debt of my sins. I had to offer some sacrifice myself to be completely forgiven.”

Again, the clear implication is that Catholics rely on what we do to get us into Heaven, and Jesus plays a minor role if any. False. By the way, are you familiar with Col 1:24?


5) From your website: “So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end, that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS! Their good works fully satisfy the divine law. Their works merit eternal life.”
Again, you mis-characterize Catholic teaching. Our good works, in and of themselves, do not “fully satisfy the divine law.” Our works, in and of themselves, do not “merit eternal life.” Both characterizations of Catholic teaching are false. 

This was from a brief examination of just a few of the “answers” you have posted on your site. I assume that a more thorough and rigorous examination would reveal many more examples of the same.


Now, I have two questions for you:

1) Based on your belief that the individual has no role to play in his/her own salvation, then why isn’t everyone saved? If Jesus did all that needed to be done, and there is nothing anyone can do to impact their own salvation, then why isn’t everyone saved?

2) Is whether or not we have faith, God’s sole criteria for judging us worthy of salvation?

God bless! John Martignoni

Strategy: 

He asked for a single example, and I gave him five. I could have given many more. All through his website he mischaracterizes Catholic teaching…one wants to assume he is doing this out of ignorance, but… 

Anyway, I give him his examples, and then I ask a couple of questions, which are designed to cause him some problems in answering. The first one is just a question from logic…if the individual has no role to play in his/her salvation, if Jesus did all that needed to be done, then why isn’t everyone saved? And, the second question simply re-words his own belief in salvation by faith alone. He has to answer, “Yes,” to the question. The problem is, though, that every passage in the New Testament that talks about judgment, has man being judged by his works, his deeds, by what he has done, or by what he hasn’t done. In other words, the answer he has to give runs contrary to what Scripture says. So, he will have a hard time answering this question, if he bothers to try. 


John,
That’s weak! Frankly, I don’t think it’s worth the time to answer.
Perhaps YOU should be reading and observing your own religion to learn what Catholicism is all about!
This will be my last letter to you.
Sincerely, Joe

Joe,

How convenient for you (and how very Christian of you) to simply dismiss what I say with a contemptuous sneer. I did exactly as you asked – I showed you where you are misrepresenting the Catholic Faith on your website, and this is your response? I think the fact that you cannot respond even to what you consider “weak” arguments speaks volumes on the weakness of your position, not mine, and it also speaks volumes on your true intent.

I will be sharing your responses with the thousands of Catholics who read my newsletter, I’m sure they will be interested in your refusal to correspond in this matter.

You signed your email, “Sincerely.” It seems there is nothing sincere in what you are doing.

May God cause the scales to fall from your eyes. John Martignoni

Strategy: 
Gee, what a surprise! He doesn’t want to talk to me. I tried to goad him into another response by mentioning that I would be including his correspondence in this newsletter, but, to no avail. I sent him one other email, but he never responded. Again, folks, things like this should encourage you to study and learn more about your Faith. It’s like I always say, folks like Joe are effective only when they come across Catholics who don’t know their Faith. When they come across Catholics who can talk back, they look for the nearest exit. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/32-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-25
Well, it seems that my last newsletter sparked an international “incident,” of sorts. More on that below. 

It seems that a number of you folks, 30 or 40 or maybe even more, after reading last week’s newsletter – where I published an exchange between Dr. Joe Mizzi (of www.justforcatholics.org) and myself – emailed Dr. Mizzi and asked him why he wouldn’t respond to me and told him that you agree with me that his website misrepresents the Catholic Faith. That apparently got under his skin a bit and he felt the need to publish a response to my newsletter on his website (though he still hasn’t responded to me directly, and has now blocked my email address). 

So, what I thought I would do is respond here to what he posted on his website. Maybe some of you (or all of you) could forward this newsletter to him so as to make sure he sees it and has the opportunity to respond. If you’re interested in doing so, his email address is: justforcatholics@yahoo.com. Also, one of you suggested that I answer some of the things on his website in future editions of this newsletter and I thought that was a very good idea, so I intend to do just that. 

Below is the indirect response to my newsletter that he posted on his website. He is responding directly to an email he received from one Mr. Raymond Woodward, a non-Catholic subscriber to this newsletter with whom I have corresponded in the past, and who is not so patiently waiting for me to respond to his last email…which I will do in the near future…and also not so patiently waiting for me to publish all that he has written me in one or more of my future newsletters…which I will also do in the near future. 

If you’re interested, I’ll ask you to simply go to www.justforcatholics.org and read Mr. Woodward’s letter as opposed to my printing it all here. My only response, at this time, to what Mr. Woodward wrote, is that I have explained to him on more than one occasion that carrying on a correspondence with me can quite often mean long periods between responses, as I can be carrying on dozens of such conversations with non-Catholics at the same time, in addition to answering hundreds of emails that come in each week, in addition to my travels and the fact that I work 2 part-time jobs to help make ends meet and, oh yes, I have a wife and four young children. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Woodward chose to write what he did to Dr. Mizzi – I only hope that when our exchange is published in this newsletter, he will write a retraction to Dr. Mizzi and that Dr. Mizzi will post that on his website, as well. (Anyone want to give me odds on that happening?)

So, again, you can go to Dr. Mizzi’s website (www.justforcatholics.org) and read Mr. Woodward’s letter there. I have reprinted Dr. Mizzi’s entire response to him, which is an indirect response to me. My responses follow each of his paragraphs. This one is a bit long, so please bear with me.
Brother Raymond,

I was on duty at the neonatal intensive care yesterday. By midnight I was exhausted after spending many hours working to save the life of a newborn baby. Before getting to bed, I decided to check my email, and to my surprise there were about 20 or 30 letters in the inbox. I soon discovered about John Martignoni’s newsletter. I answered each and every one of them while trying hard not to be “overcome of evil, but [to] overcome evil with good.” Not easy, for some (not all) of those letters oozed with hatred and spite. I prayed and continue to pray for these people.


Helping to save the physical life of a newborn baby, or anyone else for that matter, is a wonderful thing, and Dr. Mizzi is to be commended for the successes of his profession, and his personal successes, in doing just that. However, helping to destroy the spiritual life of those who follow him into doctrinal error, is not a thing to be commended, but rather a thing to be lamented. But, we must keep in mind that he is not the enemy, and we must pray for him, as he prays for us. If anyone did send an email that “oozed with hatred and spite,” then they need to issue an apology to Dr. Mizzi. However, a few dozen of you forwarded to me the emails you sent him, and I saw nothing “oozing with hatred and spite.” 


It is interesting that John Martignoni was unable to demonstrate a single misrepresentation of the Catholic religion. For instance, he wrote: “From your website: ‘Nobody will ever be heard boasting that he succeeded to enter heaven because of his penances and sufferings.’ The clear implication is that Catholicism teaches that we will enter Heaven because of what we do. That is false.” Well, where is the proof from official Catholic sources that the ‘clear implication’ is false? He simply makes a bald assertion and nothing more.


This is interesting indeed! I did exactly what he asked me to do…well, I did more than he asked me to do. He asked me to give him one instance of where his website misrepresents Catholic teaching. I gave him five (I probably could have given hundreds!). Now, he comes back and says that I didn’t give any evidence, any “proof” to back up my examples. He says I made a “bald assertion” [how did he know I’m bald?], and nothing more. Isn’t that sweet?! He dismisses what I wrote him because I did exactly what he does on his website…he makes bald assertions without any proof whatsoever. If it’s okay for him to do, why isn’t it okay for me to do? What’s that word for folks who condemn in others that which they themselves do? 

Anyway, back to bald assertions…that’s all his website is. His website is nothing but his biased, anti-Catholic interpretation…his biased non-Catholic opinion…of what the Catholic Church teaches. I gave him my opinion, as a faithful Catholic, who is fairly well-educated in his Faith, of what the Church teaches. Why does his opinion on Catholic teaching hold more weight than mine? Why does his non-Catholic interpretation of Church teaching hold more weight than my Catholic interpretation? I wouldn’t dare say that my opinion of what his church teaches and believes holds more weight than his opinion…that would be nothing but the height of arrogance on my part


Now, I know he would probably respond that he has quotes from Catholic sources in many places on his website. Well, yes he does. However, he provides little to no context for those quotes, and he leaves out quotes that are quite pertinent to the topic at hand, yet do not fit in with what he is trying to make folks believe about the Catholic Faith…those go conveniently unmentioned. So, he takes these Catholic quotes with no context, and gives you his interpretation of them. Again, that’s all his website is, his biased interpretation of selected sentences or phrases from Catholic teaching (along with, of course, his fallible interpretations of Scripture).


Let me give just one example of this so that you can see what I’m saying (I wouldn’t want you to have to rely on my “bald assertions” – I still can’t figure out how he knew I’m bald). In one place on his site, can’t remember which section exactly, he asserts that the Catholic Church talks out of “both sides of its mouth.” And he quotes one Church document which says that Christ is our only “true priest,” and then he quotes another Church document which says that ordained priests can thus be said to be “true priests.” He then states that the Church is contradicting itself by saying Christ is the only true priest, but by saying elsewhere that the clergy can also be said to be ‘true priests”. You can see these statements yourself by going to paragraphs #1545 and #1564 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC). 


But, there’s a problem with Dr. Mizzi’s interpretation that these two statements represent a contradiction. He simply doesn’t understand, or refuses to accept, the Church’s full teaching on the priesthood. Christ is the only true priest. Amen! But, those that have been ordained as priests, have been given a particular share in His priesthood – as members of His Body. It is only because they are members of His Body that the ordained priest can be said to be a true priest. As members of His Body, they can rightly be said to be true priests, even though Christ is the only true priest. They are a part of Christ! Christ works in them and through them in their ministerial duties as priests. They act, as every Catholic knows, in persona Christi – in the person of Christ. As the CCC states in #1548, "It is the same priest, Christ Jesus, whose sacred person His minister truly represents.” It is Christ, acting through the priest, who is a member of Christ’s Body. Therefore, we are perfectly correct in saying that Christ is the only true priest, and that those ordained to the priesthood are also true priests.


Now, if Dr. Mizzi protests that that makes no sense, then I would say to him that he needs to first protest Scripture, for that is where the logic originates. Does not Scripture tell us that we have only one Father…God, the Father (Mt 23:9)? So, one true Father, God the Father. Yet, my son has me as his father. But, if my son only has one true father, God the Father, then I can’t be his true father, can I? Oh, yes I can. There is only one true Father, God the Father, but I share, as do all fathers, in God’s Fatherhood when I cooperate with God (and my wife) in bringing forth new life. So, I can rightly be called a true father, even though we have only one true Father…God, the Father…because He has allowed me to share in His Fatherhood. That’s biological fatherhood, but we can say the same about spiritual fatherhood, as well. Scripture tells us that Abraham is the “father” of the uncircumcised (Rom 4:11) - well, not in a biological sense he wasn’t. Must be talking about spiritual fatherhood. Stephen, the first Christian martyr, refers to the Jewish religious authorities as “fathers” (Acts 7:2). Again, spiritual fatherhood. How could these people all be fathers, if God is the only Father? Because they shared in God’s Fatherhood. 


Just so, 1 Cor 3:11 tells us that there is only one foundation, Jesus Christ. Yet, in Ephesians 2:19-20, Scripture refers to the Apostles and prophets as the foundation. But, wait a minute…if we only have one foundation, and it’s Jesus Christ, then how can the Apostles and prophets also be the foundation? Scripture, like the Catholic Church, must be contradicting itself, right!? Well, according to Dr. Mizzi’s line of reasoning, the Scripture is indeed contradicting itself…talking out of both sides of its mouth. But, Dr. Mizzi’s reasoning is flawed…his understanding of the subject limited. Again, the Apostles and prophets, as members of the Body of Christ, share in a special way in Christ’s role as Foundation. He is the only true Foundation, but they can be said to also be the true foundation…with Him, in Him, and through Him, as members of His Body. The same line of reasoning applies to Jesus as the only true priest, but the ordained priests are also true priests. 


Dr. Mizzi has the understanding of a man who is on the outside looking in. By his own admission, he left the Catholic Faith in his “early teens.” What kind of education can he claim to have had in the Catholic Faith by his early teen years? Yet, here he is, railing against that about which he does not understand. Again, his whole website does nothing but give one and all his opinion about Church teaching. An opinion based in bias born of ignorance. 


And, again, as this example shows, he is very selective about his “proofs,” – he gives no context to the Church teachings he quotes. He takes one sentence from CCC #1545 and one from CCC #1564 and says, “See, a contradiction!” Well, what about all the paragraphs before #1545 and after #1564? And, what about all the paragraphs in between? 


Also, he attempts to charge the Catholic Church with contradicting itself, but what about the contradictions in his own website? For example, he states that he believes there are Catholics who are saved. And, he challenges those Catholics, after they get saved, to then examine what they believe as Catholics in the light of Scripture and to toss away the unscriptural teachings of the Church. But, he also says somewhere else, that if you believe what the Church teaches, you can’t be saved. Talk about a contradiction! If you can’t be saved while believing what the Catholic Church teaches, then how can Catholics be saved? And how could they then examine the teachings of the Church in the light of Scripture once they’ve been saved, if they can’t be saved while believing those teachings? Makes no sense, whatsoever!


Would he deny that Catholics perform penance to make satisfaction for their sins? Or that by their suffering in purgatory they are cleansed from temporal punishment and venial sins before they enter heaven? Would he deny that Catholicism teaches that, at least in part, the faithful supposedly enter heaven because of what they do? Surely many of his readers will recognize who is speaking the truth.


I would deny these things as he interprets them, but not as the Church teaches them. Let me quote from the CCC, #1460, “The satisfaction that we make for our sins, however, is not so much ours, as though it were not done through Jesus Christ. We who can do nothing ourselves, as if just by ourselves, can do all things with the cooperation of ‘Him Who strengthens’ us. Thus man has nothing of which to boast, but all our boasting is in Christ…in Whom we make satisfaction by bringing forth ‘fruits that befit repentance.’ These fruits have their efficacy from Him, by Him they are offered to the Father, and through Him they are accepted by the Father” (emphasis mine). 


Do you think Dr. Mizzi would post that on his website as an official quote from Church teaching? I sincerely doubt it. It doesn’t fit with what he chooses to believe about Catholic teaching, so he ignores it. Dr. Mizzi believes, and teaches others to believe, that Catholics think we can make satisfaction for our sins apart from Christ. That is absolutely false, and he would know it was false if he bothered to pay attention. 


Furthermore, doesn’t he himself teach that, in part, the faithful enter Heaven because of what they do? Well, yes he does. He states the following in his reply: “Who says that we have ‘no role’ whatsoever – do we not insist that a person must personally believe in Christ for justification, albeit by God’s enabling grace?”


What is having faith? Isn’t it something we do? Isn’t it an act of the intellect and of the will? And, do we not have to have faith in order to get into Heaven? So, something we do is necessary for getting into Heaven. In other words, under his belief system, the faithful enter Heaven, in part, because of something they do. Yet, he castigates the Catholic Church for teaching the same thing that he believes. Now, he goes on to say that the only way you can have faith is by God’s grace, well, that’s exactly what Catholics say. Fill in the blank: In order to get to Heaven, it is necessary for a person to have _____, but it is only by God’s grace that one can have _____, therefore, it is only by God’s grace that one is saved. He fills in the blank with “faith,” we fill it in with “faith and works.” Why can it be one, but not the other? 


Or take his question, “Based on your belief that the individual has no role to play in his/her own salvation, then why isn’t everyone saved?” Wow! This is the same person who is accusing me of misrepresenting Catholicism — how about his crass caricature of the Protestant and Biblical doctrine of justification by faith alone?! (See, for instance, www.justforcatholics.org/a59.htm).


Actually, this is not a “crass caricature” of the “Protestant and [un]Biblical doctrine of justification by faith alone.” I have run into any number of Protestants who do not agree with Dr. Mizzi regarding his personal take on salvation by faith alone. They would disagree strongly with what he says about the role of works. I have even had one Protestant gentleman look me straight in the eye and tell me that love has nothing to do with salvation. He didn’t have to love anyone and he can still get to Heaven, as long as he has faith. Now, it might not be a proper characterization of how Dr. Mizzi understands the doctrine of salvation by faith alone, but I hope he will understand and will forgive me…how can I possibly know which Protestant believes exactly which variation about which doctrine? There are so many different “Protestant” interpretations out there.

Who says that we have “no role” whatsoever 

This is the crux of the problem here – Catholics believe that the works we do can have merit. He denies that. Well, what does the Bible say about this? Gal 6:8, “For he who sows to his own flesh will from the flesh reap corruption; but he who sows to the Spirit will from the Spirit reap eternal life.” Hmmm. That’s not possible according to Dr. Mizzi, is it? Something we do can cause us to reap eternal life, the Bible says. Isn’t that interesting? And look at 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…” Again, the Bible tells us that God will render unto us according to our works. And, that by patience in well-doing, He will give us eternal life. Dr. Mizzi says that isn’t the way it is. Who do you believe, Dr. Mizzi, or the Word of God?


Now, given that scriptural background, let’s look at what the Church teaches about how it is that our works can merit anything. All one has to do is turn to the Glossary in the back of the CCC to see the Church’s definition of merit: “The reward which God promises and gives to those who love Him and, by His grace, perform good works. One cannot ‘merit’ justification or eternal life, which are the free gift of God; the source of any merit we have before God is due to the grace of Christ in us.” Due to the grace of Christ in us. We can be said to “merit” because Christ is in us. 
We are members of His Body. As the CCC says under the section on “Merit”: “You are glorified in the assembly of your Holy Ones, for in crowning their merits you are crowning your own gifts,” which is a quote from St. Augustine. (Again, another quote from the CCC that you will never see on Dr. Mizzi’s website.) In other words, we can only be said to merit as Christ Himself works through us, by His grace. Christ is crowning His own gift with merit. And, this teaching of the Church fits very well with the very clear words of Scripture.


Again, Dr. Mizzi gives not the teaching of the Catholic Church, nor of the Bible, he gives a biased, uneducated characterization of Catholic teaching, and then proceeds to knock it down. We call that setting up a strawman, which is what he does throughout his website. 


John bases his question on a false premise, and then pretends to be an honest seeker. No, I will not waste time with people like him.


I am an honest seeker. I honestly seek to get him to understand that he is falsely representing Catholic teaching on his website, and that may not go well for him when he takes that final curtain call.


When this man first wrote to me, he gave me no hint who he was or what his intentions were.


I think you can read my first email to him and see that I was very clear in what my intentions were. He didn’t ask me for a biography. Would he have answered differently if he had known I have a newsletter with a few thousand subscribers? Which, I did tell him in my second email to him.


He said that I misrepresented the Catholic religion; I asked him to give me an example. He replied by listing several alleged misrepresentations without any substantiation form [sic] Catholic sources. 


Already discussed this above.


And, for good measure, he added two ‘trick’ questions. I suppose he will call that ‘strategy’ - flood someone with questions that require a tome to answer properly, and then when he does not answer, sing and shout the victory!


I “flooded” him with two questions? Trick questions? Why are they trick questions? Because he can’t answer them and be consistent with what the Bible teaches and with what he claims to believe? And, they wouldn’t require a “tome” to answer. All he had to do on the first one is give an account of what he believes regarding salvation by faith alone, and the second question I asked him was a plain yes or no question. Would have taken him two seconds to answer that one. I haven’t claimed victory, I just claimed that he did what most Protestants who spout off about the Catholic Church do when they run into an informed Catholic who talks back to them – they get outta Dodge. I don’t consider this a victory, I consider it a lesson. If he does not repent of the error of his ways, there is no victory here.


Many Catholic people who write to ‘Just for Catholics’ are sincerely interested in the gospel; for them I take the time to answer as best as I can. But others are not genuine. I have long learned to recognize people like them, of whom John is a prototype. I cannot waste time in futile debates. I informed him about that, and blocked his email address on the Microsoft Outlook. 


What he really means is that he will answer the misinformed Catholics who write to him and fall for his half-truths, mischaracterizations, and misrepresentations regarding the Catholic Faith. You can only be genuine in his eyes if you believe the gospel according to Joe.


Of course, John triumphantly interpreted my silence as weakness. But he should know better. In my ‘Terms and Conditions’ of the Q&A page, I state clearly: “Apart from the time restraints, I am not convinced that prolonged debates are useful and edifying; I have decided not to participate in them anymore.” That is the primary reason why I did not answer him! Perhaps he is honest enough to let his readers know.


Regarding his “Terms and Conditions,” I never saw them until I read his response to my newsletter. Even then, I had to look carefully for them and it took me a little bit to find them. Also, he said he will not engage in “prolonged” debate, but he didn’t engage in any debate! And, I wasn’t asking him a question for inclusion on his site, I was informing him that his site is rife with error. If he is truly a man of integrity, wouldn’t he want to make doggone sure that what he is teaching people is the genuine article? I would. 


May I ask your permission to publish your letter on my website? Perhaps John Martignoni may want to publish your correspondence in his next newsletter -Joe


I hope it is obvious to all that I am not one bit hesitant to publish anything that someone writes to me or about me. I wasn’t hesitant to give out Dr. Mizzi’s website. 
I’ll bet he had more Catholics visit his website this past week than in any number of other weeks combined. Will he publish my website address on his website? Of course not. Will he publish anything out of this newsletter on his website? Of course not. Well, he might, but it would undoubtedly be only a single line and he would take it out of context. Yet, I have published his full response, and I have told everyone where they can go to read Mr. Woodward’s correspondence about me to Dr. Mizzi. Who’s afraid of the big bad wolf?
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Introduction

Well, it seems you guys, through your emails, have gotten to Dr. Mizzi and caused him to have a change of heart in regard to corresponding with me, as we’ll see below. 

And just think, it was only a hundred or so of you that caused this turnabout. I hope everyone reading this will start to understand the power that you have when you unite your actions to those of others. Imagine if all 3600+ of you had written to Dr. Mizzi…he probably would have reconsidered his position several days earlier than he did. I hope to eventually correspond with a number of folks who are running anti-Catholic websites, in the hope of getting them to at least accurately represent the beliefs of Catholics, even if they wish to disagree with them. As I always say, “You have every right to disagree with what I believe and to take me to task for believing it, but disagree with what I really believe, and not some half-truth, misrepresentation, or outright lie.”

And, if you’re up to it, I believe emails from you guys can play a significant role in causing a change in people’s views and attitudes toward Catholics and the Catholic Faith. Look what just a hundred or so folks did! Now, obviously, Dr. Mizzi hasn’t changed his mind, but we now have the opportunity to put the Catholic view of the Catholic Faith on his website…for at least a month! We have the opportunity to plant the seeds of truth with folks who may have never heard the Catholic version of the Catholic Faith. That didn’t happen because of me…I got myself banned in just two emails. It happened because of you. Please keep that in mind as we go forward.

In this newsletter, I’m just going to share with all of you Dr. Mizzi’s debate proposal and a short answer to it. Also, I wanted to let you know that you can see his response to my last newsletter on his website (http://www.justforcatholics.org/martignoni.htm) – see the “Addendum.” Even though he has changed his mind and is now willing to correspond with me, there are some parts of this addendum that I am going to respond to, but I will do so at a future date. One of my part-time jobs is as the Finance Director for a local crisis pregnancy center, and we just had a two-night fundraiser which caused me to be up late the last two nights…counting donations and pledges and such…and I am just flat out tired. So I hope you don’t mind this being a newsletter that is scarce on meat. 


One thing, though, I wonder what Dr. Mizzi would say if I refused to respond to him and blocked his email address, and said the reason I was doing so was because his position was so weak it wasn’t worth my time…I wonder if he would accept that and respect it as a worthy reason? I dare say he wouldn’t. He might say something like, “How dare John do that…after all, he’s the one who started all of this!” He might even call me a coward, or a hypocrite or some such thing. 


Well, I hope he sees that, actually, he was the one who started all of this…with the materials and claims that he has on his website. And, if I were to refuse his challenge here, it would be akin to what he does whenever he refuses to discuss the materials on his website with those who challenge him on its veracity – and there have been several of you who have emailed to tell me that he blocked your email addresses in the past as well. Just as I have an obligation to accept his challenge, he has an obligation to accept their challenges.


That’s one reason why I don’t care what his terms and conditions say (see his Addendum), even if I thought they applied to what I was doing – which I don’t. What if I posted something on my website saying Dr. Mizzi is an adulterer and an alcoholic and worships Satan? Then I posted terms and conditions that said I find debate on these issues useless and if anyone disagrees with me I will simply block your email address. Would that be fair? I think not. 
Strategy

John,

Over a hundred of your readers wrote to me following your newsletters (issues 24 and 25), many of them asked me to debate you on the issues you raised. As you know, I had stopped doing debates, but I was persuaded to change my mind. However, what I do not want is an open-ended or unstructured debate.

May I suggest that we discuss the following two propositions (taken from your initial letter to me):

(1) From your website: ‘So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end, that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS! Their good works fully satisfy the divine law. Their works merit eternal life.’ Again, you mis-characterize Catholic teaching. Our good works, in and of themselves, do not ‘fully satisfy the divine law.’ Our works, in and of themselves, do not ‘merit eternal life.’ Both characterizations of Catholic teaching are false.


(2) Is whether or not we have faith, God’s sole criteria for judging us worthy of salvation?


I feel that these two propositions are a fair sample of your original list of allegations/questions. By limiting the number, we can discuss them in some detail. I propose the following title, format and conditions. Of course, I’m open to consider any modifications you may want to suggest.


Title:

DEBATE: Faith and Works in Justification
John Martignoni v Joe Mizzi


Format:

John’s Bio (max 50 words) and website address
Joe’s Bio (max 50 words) and website address


Round One
John proves allegation (1)
Joe answers question (2)


Round Two
John’s rebuttal
Joe’s rebuttal


Round Three
John’s conclusion
Joe’s conclusion


Conditions:

1. a maximum of 600 words for each person for each round.

2. the entire debate will be published on John’s and Joe’s website, including the title and a link on the homepage of each website (for at least 1 month after the debate is finished).

3. one week interval between each round (John’s and Joe’s contributions are posted simultaneously; let’s say on Saturday, until the entire debate is published).

If you agree, we can start from next week. A copy of this letter is being sent to your readers who were kind enough to write to me.

Sincerely, Joe Mizzi, Just for Catholics http://www.justforcatholics.org/ 
I accept Dr. Mizzi’s challenge with some minor modifications. We can’t start next week, as I will be traveling, so I will propose the week after, and I cannot guarantee an exact adherence to the timings of the postings. Postings to my website are done by someone other than me…who does not work for me…so I cannot guarantee someone’s else’s work. Hopefully, we can work it out so that we can meet the conditions as posted, but, again, I cannot guarantee an exact adherence regarding the timing of the initial postings.
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This is the first round of my email debate with Dr. Joe Mizzi. The terms of the debate are in Issue #26. In this round, I will follow-up on my claim that Dr. Mizzi has misrepresented Catholic teaching on salvation on his website, while he answers a question that I asked him. Both his and my comments will be posted on his website (www.justforcatholics.org) and my website (although I don’t know the exact timing of the posting on my site as it depends on the availability of the web guy I use…but it will be in the near future.)

To recap: Dr. Mizzi states the following on his website in regard to what Catholics teach on salvation: “So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end, that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS! Their good works fully satisfy the divine law. Their works merit eternal life.”
I emailed the following to him in regard to those statements: “Again, you mis-characterize Catholic teaching. Our good works, in and of themselves, do not ‘fully satisfy the divine law.’ Our works, in and of themselves, do not ‘merit eternal life.’ Both characterizations of Catholic teaching are false."

Round 1

To show that Dr. Mizzi has misrepresented Catholic teaching on salvation, I wish to start by quoting his website: 

“So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end [according to Catholic teaching], that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS!

I have read through the Council of Trent’s “Decree on Justification,” and nowhere do I find it saying what Dr. Mizzi claims it says. 
So, first I would ask him to give me the exact quotes that he uses to come to the conclusion he has stated on his website. Where does the Council of Trent say that men are accounted as having fully satisfied divine law by “THEIR GOOD WORKS!”?


Next, I will give the actual words of the Council of Trent regarding justification (as found in: “The Sources of Catholic Dogma,” by Denzinger):


“…so unless [men] were born again in Christ, they never would be justified, since in that new birth through the merit of His passion, the grace whereby they are made just, is bestowed upon them.” (Denzinger, p. 249)


“…man himself receiving that inspiration [of the Holy Spirit] does nothing at all inasmuch as he can indeed reject it, nor on the other hand can he, of his own free will, without the grace of God, move himself to justice before Him.” (Denzinger, p. 250)


“…the meritorious cause [of man’s justification] is His most beloved only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, who…merited justification for us by His most holy passion on the wood of the Cross, and made satisfaction for us to God the Father…” (Denzinger, p. 251)


“…no one can be just but he to whom the merits of the passion of our Lord Jesus Christ are communicated…” (Denzinger, p. 251)


“…we are therefore said to be justified by faith, because ‘faith is the beginning of human salvation,’ the foundation and root of all justification, ‘without which it is impossible to please God’ [Hebrews 11:6] and to come to the fellowship of His sons; and are, therefore, said to be justified gratuitously, because none of those things which precede justification, whether faith or works, merit the grace itself of justification; for, ‘if it is a grace, it is not now by reason of works…’” (Denzinger, p. 252)


“Canon 1: 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.” (Denzinger, p.258)


Again, Dr. Mizzi has misrepresented the Catholic Faith by giving visitors to his website the impression that the Church teaches that our works, in and of themselves, “merit eternal life.” That our works, in and of themselves, “fully satisfy divine law.” Yet, I have shown that the Council of Trent, which he claimed as the source for his misrepresentations, clearly teaches that we can do nothing pleasing to God in and of ourselves. That without the merits of Jesus’ death on the cross, we are lost.


Dr. Mizzi’s position on justification is actually very close to the Catholic position on justification. The difference is that he believes we cannot “merit” anything. But, instead of focusing on that aspect of our differences on his website, he has instead distorted the whole of Catholic teaching in this area by claiming Trent teaches we are saved by our good works…period! The quotes above show that he is indeed distorting Catholic teaching. 


End of Round 1 comments

The agreement was for 600 words per Round, and my word counter tells me I was right at 600. 
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Here is part of Round 2 of my debate with Dr. Joe Mizzi of Malta. His Round 1 comments will appear first (in italics), then my Round 2 response will follow. 

After I receive his Round 2 comments, I will send them off to be posted on the new “Debates” page at my website (www.biblechristiansociety.com). The full debate is also posted on his website (www.justforcatholics.org)

Next week should finish the debate up. I can’t say all that I want to say below, as I’m sure he can’t either, because we agreed to just 600 words (give or take a few)for each response. But, I will have some comments in a future newsletter.

Round 1 – Mizzi

Is whether or not we have faith, God’s sole criteria for judging us worthy of salvation? 

John, your question is designed to re-word my belief in ‘salvation by faith alone’, and you expect me to answer ‘yes’. I cannot! Your question reflects a serious misunderstanding of the Protestant doctrine of ‘faith alone’. You confuse the biblical doctrine of justification by faith with the eternal foe of the gospel – antinomianism. 

There are heretics (not least in evangelical circles) who say: ‘I believe in Jesus for salvation; I will go to heaven whether or not I do good works.’ Sadly they are deceived with a false gospel. It does not take some gross sin to keep someone out of heaven — it is enough to do nothing. Christ calls such a person ‘wicked and lazy’. The last words he will ever hear from the mouth of Christ are horrible: ‘Cast the unprofitable servant into the outer darkness. There will be weeping and gnashing of teeth’ (Matthew 25:14-30).

What then do we mean by ‘faith alone’? Simply this: ‘to him who does not work but believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness’ (Romans 4:5). God justifies him who ‘believes’ and ‘does not work’! That is what ‘alone’ implies. The sinner relies by faith in Christ for justification and not on account of his works. I turn to God and say, ‘Lord God, I am not worthy of salvation. I am a guilty; I deserve wrath and hell. Please do not judge me according to my sins. Have mercy on me. I have no confidence in myself; I do not present my merits. By faith I rely on Jesus Christ your Son. Cover me with his righteousness, cleanse me with his blood.’ ‘Faith alone’ is a complete and exclusive dependence on the Lord Jesus Christ for justification.

What is the place for good works in the Christian experience? Christians are eager to do good works because God has already declared us just. He freed us from sin; we now have the liberty to live for God who loved us so much!

In Ephesians 2:8-10, the Bible teaches that we are not saved because of our good deeds (‘not of works, lest anyone should boast’). But that is only half the story. The same passage also teaches that we are saved for a very specific purpose, namely, to do good works (‘created in Christ Jesus to do good works’). Works are not the cause, but rather the result (the purpose, the fruit) of salvation. Thus good works must always accompany true faith; if they are absent there is neither living faith nor salvation.

Believers will not stand before God to be decided whether he will be ‘justified’ (declared just) or ‘condemned’ (declared guilty). ‘Therefore having been justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ’ (Romans 5:1). ‘Having been justified’ – God has already declared every believer ‘justified’. We ‘shall not come into judgment’ (John 5:24).

So why should we stand before the judgment seat of Christ at all? Principally to be rewarded for our deeds. On that Day we will not be charged before a criminal court; rather it is our graduation day! ‘Behold, I am coming quickly, and My reward is with Me, to give to everyone according to his work’ (Revelation 22:12).

I am motivated by God’s love to do the works that please him that I may become more and more like his Son. I do not perform works to merit justification – for justification is God’s gratuitous gift, purchased for us with the infinite price of the blood of Jesus, and received by faith alone.

Round 2 – Martignoni

Well, I would never want to be so impertinent as to tell a man he doesn’t believe what he says he believes. So, if my question to Dr. Mizzi about the criteria for salvation is based on a misunderstanding of what Dr. Mizzi believes in regards to the doctrine of Sola Fide…salvation by faith alone…then I apologize. I give him his belief as he defines it. I challenge him to do the same towards Catholics. 


The problem is, though, that while Dr. Mizzi claims his interpretation of “salvation by faith alone” is THE accurate understanding of the doctrine, I deal with many Protestants who would disagree 100% with his assertion regarding the definition of “salvation by faith alone.” These people say that works have no role in salvation whatsoever. And, all of these folks point to the Bible as the sole source of their beliefs and claim to be guided by the Holy Spirit. 


So, I hope Dr. Mizzi will understand the nature of my confusion regarding his belief on the doctrine of Sola Fide. Now, he will undoubtedly claim that all Protestants (or anyone else for that matter) who disagree with him are, of course, wrong. Just as these other Protestants would tell me he is wrong. So, my question is, who do I, as a Catholic, turn to for a definitive ruling on the Protestant doctrine of Sola Fide, when different Protestants tell me different things, and they all point to the Bible as the source for their beliefs? 


Dr. Mizzi will not only use the Bible, though, he will also use history – which is a legitimate and logical thing to do. I believe Dr. Mizzi will claim that his understanding of this doctrine of Sola Fide represents the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification.” But, exactly where does one go to find out the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification?” And, who exactly is it that decided the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification?” There aren’t any Protestant councils one can point to for authentic Protestant teaching. No Protestant catechism. 


Could we say that the beliefs of Martin Luther and John Calvin represent the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification?” That would make sense, wouldn’t it? The beliefs on Justification of the two main founders of Protestantism would indeed represent the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification,” right?


But, that would present a problem to Dr. Mizzi. 
If the beliefs of Martin Luther and John Calvin can be said to represent the “historical Protestant doctrine on Justification,” then why does he believe in some historical Protestant doctrines, but not others? For example, both Martin Luther and John Calvin believed in the perpetual virginity of Mary, yet Dr. Mizzi does not. 


So, if the beliefs of Martin Luther and John Calvin can be said to represent historical Protestant doctrine, then Dr. Mizzi is, in a sense, talking out of both sides of his mouth. He believes historical Protestant doctrine in one area (because it fits with his beliefs), but he doesn’t believe historical Protestant doctrine in another area (because it doesn’t fit with his beliefs). 


So, Dr. Mizzi, please tell us how you know what historical Protestant doctrine is? Is it the teaching of Luther and Calvin? If it is, then why don’t you believe in the perpetual virginity of Mary, like they did? If it’s not, then what is it? 


Now, to close, at the end of Dr. Mizzi’s comments he stated: “I do not perform works to merit justification – for justification is God’s gratuitous gift…” As I pointed out in my first round comments, the Council of Trent states that very thing. Dr. Mizzi is perilously close to Catholic teaching. 
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Apparently some folks have gotten a little confused about the debate because of the way that I have published things in this newsletter. Please note that this debate has two separate threads: 

1) I justify my accusation that Joe is misrepresenting Catholic teaching on his website (My Round 1, his Round 2, and my Round 3); and 

2) Joe answers a question I asked him in one of my initial emails to him (his Round 1, my Round 2, and his Round 3).

For a clearer overall picture of the debate, go to the “Debates” page on my website (www.biblechristiansociety.com). I think that will help clear up any misunderstandings.

In this issue, I give my Round 3 rebuttal, in response to Joe’s Round 2 comments. This particular exchange has to do with his misrepresentation of Catholic beliefs on his website. Again, we are both limited to 600 words, so I am not able to say all that I want to say, but I hope I’ve said enough to get the point across.

And, all of this will be on his website for at least another month. (Anyone want to give me odds on how quickly it gets taken down after the month is up?) So, hopefully the folks who go to his website will read this debate and get at least a little bit more balanced view of Catholicism than they would have otherwise. 

Next week I will have Dr. Mizzi’s Round 3 comments, which will also be posted on my site, and a reply to those comments (which will not be posted on the “Debates” page, per our agreement). Then we will move on to exchanges with some other folks which are currently in-process.

Round 2 Mizzi – Rebuttal

John you have demonstrated that the Council of Trent “clearly teaches that we can do nothing pleasing to God in and of ourselves.” I fully agree. Catholicism opposes the Pelagian heresy that we can merit eternal life by our natural ability.

Now if I wrote that the Catholic Church teaches that we are saved by our works “in and of themselves”, or if I taught that “Trent teaches we are saved by our good works… period!”, then I would have indeed misrepresented the Catholic position. But I wrote nothing of the sort! Not even did I give the impression that Catholicism teaches salvation by works “in and of themselves”, as I will presently show by asking you to read my words in context.

I quote at length from my article to which you referred (emphasis added):
“In other words, Rome teaches that God helps man to do good works and hence to fully satisfy the Law. Only then is a person qualified to enter heaven. The Council of Trent elaborates this idea in chapter 16:

‘For, whereas Jesus Christ Himself continually infuses his virtue into the said justified, – as the head into the members, and the vine into the branches, – and this virtue always precedes and accompanies and follows their good works, which without it could not in any wise be pleasing and meritorious before God, – we must believe that nothing further is wanting to the justified, to prevent their being accounted to have, by those very works which have been done in God, fully satisfied the divine law according to the state of this life, and to have truly merited eternal life, to be obtained also in its (due) time, if so be, however, that they depart in grace…’

To be fair, we should acknowledge that a great emphasis is placed on Jesus Christ and the grace of God. Good works do not originate in man’s natural ability but can only be performed through Jesus Christ. Yet, it is also true that these works do not cease to be the good works of the Christian; personal works give him the right to heaven.

So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end, that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS! Their good works fully satisfy the divine law. Their works merit eternal life.”

John, did I really state or imply that Catholicism teaches salvation by works “in and of themselves”? Did I not clarify that good works are done by God’s help; that Catholicism emphasizes God’s grace; that the works are performed through Jesus Christ? Did I not specifically refuse the false idea that Catholicism teaches that our works originate in our natural ability?

John, your allegation is false. You have falsely accused me of the very thing that I took pains to refute!

Moreover my assertion on the Catholic teaching on justification (that personal good works satisfy divine law and merit eternal life) is correct; it is deduced from Trent chapter 16 quoted above. For notwithstanding the grace of God and the merits of Jesus Christ, ultimately, your personal works are in a very real sense your own. Canon 32 places a curse on your head if you deny that your good works are not your own good merits.

Lord willing, next week we’ll compare the Catholic doctrine with the evangelical message of justification by faith apart from our merits.

Round 3 Martignoni – Rebuttal

I disagree strongly when Joe says that his website does not even give the “impression” that Catholicism teaches salvation by works “in and of themselves.” I got that impression, as have others. 


One gets that impression because he states that we believe our “personal works” give us the “right” to Heaven. That is not even a wrong impression, that is a flat out MISREPRESENTATION. Where does the Council of Trent teach that? It doesn’t. So, Joe, please remove that FALSE STATEMENT from your site.


One also gets that impression when he states: “So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end…Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS.”  Why don’t you instead say: “Trent answers: JESUS’ DEATH ON THE CROSS (Decree on Justification – chapter 7), FAITH (chapter 8), BEING BORN AGAIN (chapter 3), AND GOOD WORKS (chapter 10)?” Why do you just say “GOOD WORKS” ALONE and LEAVE OUT all the rest? You say you’re not trying to create an impression of Catholic teaching as a “works alone” salvation? Then include the full answer from Trent.


We believe almost the same thing about faith and works with the following exception: Catholics believe good works do indeed merit an INCREASE in justification, AFTER we are justified; whereas, you do not. Why not focus on that? Why state it the way you have if your intent is not to mislead?


We can merit an increase in justification, because after we are justified gratuitously by God, we are then members of the Body of Christ. Before justification, we cannot merit anything. But, after justification, we can merit an increase. Does Christ merit? Of course He does. If the Head merits, does not the body also merit? Of course it does. It would be foolish to say that the Head merits but the hand or the foot does not. 


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? 


Heb. 13:16, “Do not neglect to do good…for such sacrifices are pleasing to God.” How can our sacrifices be “pleasing to God,” if we don’t merit anything? Shouldn’t it say that Jesus’ sacrifice is the only sacrifice pleasing to God?


Heb. 13:20-21, “Now may the God of peace…equip you with everything good that YOU may do His will, working in YOU that which is pleasing in His sight…” We can merit because it is Christ working through us. Christ is crowning His own merits manifested in us.


Heb. 10:35, “Therefore, do not throw away your confidence, which has a great reward.”
Matt 5:11-12, “Blessed are you when men revile you…Rejoice and be glad for your reward is great in heaven.”
1 Cor 3:14, “If the work which any man has built on the foundation survives, he will receive a reward.”

There are many other passages that speak of a reward for what we do. 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. 


Matt 25:14-30…the two good servants increase what their Master has given them, and they merit a reward for it. The bad servant does not, and he is cast into the outer darkness. 


As members of the Body of Christ, we can merit and do merit increases in grace, after our justification…just as the Church and the Bible teach. By producing good fruit (John 15:1-6) we, the branches, abide in Christ and merit, by Christ the vine working through us, increases in grace. Very biblical. Very Catholic.

In Conclusion

Again, Dr. Mizzi is, I believe, only kidding himself when he says his website doesn’t even give the “impression” that Catholics teach a “works alone” salvation. Why put “GOOD WORKS” in all caps as Trent’s answer to the question he asks regarding justification? And why leave out the fact that it’s good works and faith and baptism and grace and all because of Christ’s death on the cross? 


Will any of this have any impact on him? Well, we can only hope and pray that it does, but it may have an impact on someone who comes to his website looking for truth regarding the Catholic Faith. Maybe this debate can plant a seed or two. Plus, again, I hope it has shown the Catholics on this list that it is only misrepresentations of your Catholic Faith that can be assailed successfully, not the real thing.
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This is my response to Dr. Joe Mizzi’s Round 3 comments from our debate. This is not part of the “official” debate since we were each limited to 3 Rounds. For the whole debate, go to the “Debates” page on my website: http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/page/Debates. Remember that there are two related but separate threads to the debate. His Round 1 and 3 comments and my Round 2 comments discuss one thread, while my Round 1 and 3 and his Round 2 discuss another. Not how I would have organized things, but I simply agreed to what he proposed.


What I’ve done below is put his Round 3 comments (again, his reply to my Round 2) in italics, and I’ve interspersed my reply amidst his comments. To get the beginning of this particular thread of the debate, you can look at Issue #29, or go to the “Debates” page mentioned above.

Round 3 – Mizzi

John I accept your apology. Your misunderstanding of sola fide gives me great hope. You are not opposing the biblical gospel but the antinomian pseudo-gospel. In this fight, I am on your side. Moreover, I am hopeful that one day you will understand and receive the evangelical message for your salvation.

Response:

Dr. Mizzi either misses, or deliberately ignores, the point of my comments. I have not misunderstood the dogma of Sola Fide – salvation by faith alone – I simply stated that I have different Protestants giving me different definitions of exactly what that dogma is, and I accept that he believes it to mean something different than what most Protestants I deal with believe it means. But, the point is, if I get different definitions, from different Protestants, as to what Sola Fide means, then who do I, a Catholic, turn to for the “official” Protestant definition of this all-important Protestant dogma? What authority within Protestantism do I turn to for a true and precise definition of Sola Fide, when Protestants themselves disagree as to what Sola Fide means? Again, he either misses this point or he deliberately ignores it. I believe he deliberately ignored what I was saying because he has no response to it. 


He is almost right in saying that we are on the same side. The difference between us, as I mentioned in my Round 1 and Round 3 comments, is that he believes our works never “merit” anything. As Catholics, we believe our works can merit an increase in justification, an increase in holiness, once we’ve been born again…once we’ve become members of the Body of Christ. We, as members of the Body of Christ, can merit increases in what we have been given. We cannot, however, either through faith or works, merit the initial gift of salvation. Why he tries to portray the Catholic Church as teaching a “salvation by works” on his website, rather than focusing on the main point of our differences, is beyond me. 


Your rebuttal deviates from our subject, Justification, to the field of epistemology. Important as that is, we must keep to our topic. I will not attempt to give a full answer; suffice it to say that the historic Protestant doctrine is recorded in the historical confessions (Thirty-nine Articles; Belgic, Augsburg, 1689 Baptist, Westminster, etc.) Protestants do not agree on everything (do you?), but it is gloriously true that God granted us perfect agreement on the doctrine of justification by faith alone, as the Protestant confessions testify.

Response: 

I am not deviating from the subject. The subject here is the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith alone. He claims I have misrepresented that doctrine. My question to him is, how am I to know what that doctrine is, if different Protestants give me different definitions of it? Exactly what is the Protestant doctrine of Sola Fide? Who decided it? Is there a Protestant Catechism I can turn to for “official” Protestant belief? Is there a Protestant Council I can turn to for “official” Protestant belief? Not just on the dogma of sola fide, but on any Protestant teaching? 


His only answer to my questions is to refer to what could be called pseudo-councils for Protestants, when he mentions the Confessions (statements of faith) of various Protestant denominations: Thirty-nine Articles (Anglican – 1563); Belgic (Christian Reformed – 1561), Augsburg (Lutheran – 1530), 1689 Baptist (Baptist – 1689), Westminster (Methodist – 1646), etc. But, in so doing, he merely helps to make my case.


He states that we can find the “historic protestant doctrine” of Sola Fide in these various confessions of faith from these different early Protestant denominations. Yet, the “historic protestant doctrine” in these various confessions of faith, does not always agree. For example, the 3 confessions of faith from the 1500’s that are mentioned, by Dr. Mizzi, agree that Baptism is a sacrament, and that through Baptism a person is regenerated, in other words, they are born again through Baptism. Dr. Mizzi does not believe this. Why not? This is historic Protestant doctrine.


He apparently agrees with only certain “historic Protestant doctrines,” but not with others. Which goes to the point I was making in my Round 2 comments…if Protestants disagree as to what is and isn’t correct Protestant doctrine, who can I go to for an authoritative decision on the matter? Apparently, the answer is: Dr. Joe Mizzi of Malta. Dr. Mizzi has, in essence, installed himself as the Pope of Protestantism. He can authoritatively say that the Lutherans, the Anglicans, and the Reformed Christian Churches all got it right regarding the dogma of sola fide, but that they all got it wrong regarding the doctrine of Baptism. 


Apparently it is okay for Dr. Mizzi to believe in certain “historic Protestant doctrines,” while rejecting others, but God forbid if any other Protestants do that! If you don’t agree with Joe, you gotta go! 
Either Joe is the Protestant Pope – his decisions about faith and morals are binding on all – or he is a first class example of a cafeteria Protestant. He gets to choose, based on his own whim, which “historic Protestant doctrines” he will accept, and which he will reject. 


And please notice, both of the 17th century confessions of faith that Dr. Mizzi mentioned (Westminster and Baptist) disagree with the three 16th century confessions of faith mentioned by Dr. Mizzi (Augsburg, Belgic, and the 39 Articles), when it comes to Baptism. Hmmm…it seems “historic Protestant doctrine” changed in less than a hundred years, doesn’t it?!


Something else to note: Dr. Mizzi does not believe in Infant Baptism. Yet, all of the confessions of faith he cites, except the last one – the 1689 Baptist Confession – say that Infant Baptism is a good thing. Why doesn’t Dr. Mizzi accept the “historic Protestant doctrine” of Infant Baptism? And, by what authority did the Baptists change this “historic Protestant doctrine” in 1689? 


He tries to fluff over these differences by saying “Protestants do not agree on everything…but it is gloriously true that God granted us perfect agreement on the doctrine of justification by faith alone.” Wait just a minute! He cites 5 historic Protestant confessions of faith. These confessions are each giving us the basic beliefs of those denominations…not the extraneous parts of their beliefs, but the basics…the fundamentals…the really important stuff! And he basically says that they all got it wrong in some areas, but we know they got Sola Fide right because they all agree on that one. So, by his reasoning, if I were to ask a group of my 4-yr. old’s classmates what 5 + 5 equals, and they all said 6, then I could be certain that they had gotten that one right, even if they had disagreed on several other questions I had asked them? What a load of garbage that is! 


We have here a perfect example of the failed dogma of Sola Scriptura. Each of these 5 historic Protestant denominations, when setting forth the basic tenets of their faith, all of them going by the Scripture Alone, come up with something different. Each comes up with a different interpretation of Scripture. And we see a perfect example of how the later Protestant denominations started changing the beliefs of the earlier Protestant denominations. Well, if the Baptists could change “historic Protestant doctrine” in the 17th century, why couldn’t someone else change it in the 18th century? Well, they did. And, why couldn’t someone else change it in the 19th century? Well, they did. And, why couldn’t someone else change it in the 20th century? Well, they did. And that’s why you have tens of thousands of Protestant denominations and that is also why Joe’s appeal to “historic Protestant doctrine” doesn’t mean diddly. He only accepts those “historic Protestant doctrines” that agree with him. Why can’t anyone else reject “historic Protestant doctrines” that don’t agree with what they believe? Which gets back to my question…who do I, as a Catholic, go to in order to get an authoritative decision regarding Protestant doctrine when Protestants disagree among themselves? 


The answer: There is no authoritative source within Protestantism that I can turn to. Each individual is, essentially, their own Pope, their own pastor, their own theologian…as we can quite easily see in Joe’s case. 

Back to our subject. I must emphasize that sola fide is not:


Faith = Justification minus Works


That’s antinomianism, making works unnecessary or optional in the Christian experience. Heretical!


Sola fide includes works as a necessary aspect of God’s salvific purpose. Sola fide is:


Faith = Justification plus Works


Response:

Which, is actually, the antinomian position Dr. Mizzi claims to not believe. Look at his formula. Faith = Justification + Works. So, re-arranging the formula by putting faith and works on the same side of the equals sign, what do we get? Faith – Works = Justification. With all due respect, but Dr. Mizzi simply does not know what he is talking about. 


We believe that a person is justified by faith alone, apart from the merits of personal works, on account of the righteousness and blood of Jesus. We come to God empty-handed, without merits, and appeal for mercy and grace, asking God to give us what we do not deserve. By faith we rely on Jesus Christ alone for our justification, being convinced that his sacrifice on the cross is sufficient to cleanse us from all sin.


Now God’s purpose is not only our liberation from guilt and condemnation; he also determined that his people should be zealous for good works. The same faith that justifies, uniting us to Christ, also results in a godly and holy life. Good works follow justification – as one historic Protestant confession states: good works ‘do spring out necessarily of a true and lively faith insomuch that by them a lively faith may be as evidently known as a tree discerned by the fruit.


Yet we do not dream on relying on those works for our justification. For justification we believe in Christ – in Christ alone!


Response: 

Again, he misstates Catholic belief. Catholics do not “rely on” our works for our justification. We rely on God’s grace and on His mercy. However, as God makes very plain in the Scriptures, once we have been justified…once we have been saved…through Baptism – by God’s grace – we then have to continue to “abide” in Christ in order to be saved in the end. How do we abide in Christ? By taking the Eucharist (John 6:56), taking Christ’s very life – His body and blood – into our bodies and by producing good fruit (John 15:1-6) – which we can do when strengthened by the life of Christ, God’s grace, that we receive from the Eucharist.


Does the fruit we produce “merit” anything? Well, Scripture tells us in several places that God “rewards” our good works. What is a reward? My dictionary says it is “something given in return for service, merit, etc.” Hmmm. Now, when we do these good works, does God have to give us more grace? Does He have to reward us? No. He does so, again, out of His Goodness and His Mercy…which is all we can rely upon. We do not rely upon our good works. And, again, the only reason our good works can merit anything, is because after our initial justification, we have become members of the Body of Christ. To quote the Protestant Belgic Confession of Faith: “We do not deny that God rewards our good works, but it is through His grace that He crowns His gifts.” Amen! That’s what we believe. 


To sum it up, we are justified by God’s grace and God’s grace alone. However, in order to stay in a state of justification, to abide in Christ, we need to do the good works which God has prepared for us beforehand (Ephesians 2:10). However, the only way we can do these good works and merit an increase in grace, an increase in justification, is because as members of the Body of Christ, we receive grace to do so. It is Christ, the Head, working through us, the Body, to crown His gifts with grace. We, the Bride, have become one with the Bridegroom. But, we can truly be said to merit, because when united to Christ, as Bride to Bridegroom, we do not lose our individual identities. And Christ can only work through us with our permission and our cooperation. He will not force Himself upon us. But, again, it is only by God’s grace that we can cooperate with His grace. 


But, apparently Dr. Mizzi is either unable or unwilling to accept this. He continues to say that Catholics rely on their works for their justification. I accepted his definition of salvation by faith alone, I didn’t want to tell him what he believes; yet, he will not accept our definition of salvation by faith and works; rather, he insists on telling us what we believe.


How does this compare with the Catholic doctrine? Catholicism also has works as a necessary factor in the formula, but there is a fundamental difference. Catholicism teaches:


Faith plus Works = Justification


Response: 
Again, he simply makes up what he wants about the Catholic Faith, regardless of what the Church actually teaches, as is clearly evident in the quotes I cited from the Council of Trent in my Round 1 and 3 comments. 


God’s Grace Alone = Initial Justification + Faith and Works = Final Justification. It is by God’s Grace Alone that we are justified, and this is seen no more clearly than in Infant Baptism. The child can have neither faith nor works, yet, when he is baptized, God freely bestows justification upon him. So, Catholics actually view justification as more of a free gift than do any “faith alone” Protestants. 


Faith is important; Catholicism does not teach justification by works alone. Yet faith is insufficient to secure a right standing before God according to Catholic teaching. The merits of personal works performed throughout the Catholic’s life, must be added so that at the end he will be accounted to have fully satisfied the divine law and merited eternal life. I hope you can appreciate the difference between the Catholic and evangelical message.


Response: 
What he should have said is that Catholics believe faith “alone” is insufficient to secure a right standing before God. We don’t believe it because God never taught it. And, with all due respect, Dr. Mizzi doesn’t believe it either. What has he said throughout our debate? One cannot be saved if one does not have works. So, even though he tries to be clever and make up formulas like: Faith = Justification + Works, his formula makes no sense whatsoever. He says on the one hand that works are necessary for salvation, but his formula, when re-arranged, says Faith – Works = Justification. It’s what I always say: the more you get these folks talking, the more they’re going to contradict themselves.


Good works, like a kiss, could be the sign of opposite things. Good works are the Christian’s kiss of love and gratitude to the Saviour. But good works could also be a Judas kiss betraying the grace of Christ. For pretending to believe in Jesus, many religious people will not completely trust in him for justification, but work and toil to merit what God gives freely for Christ’s sake alone.


John I appeal to you, and to the readers of this debate, to examine your deepest motives. Do I trust completely in Jesus Christ alone for my justification? Is there concrete evidence in my life, good works, that my faith is real? And finally, am I doing works out of love for Christ, or for the purpose of meriting justification?


Response: 
Isn’t what he said here very interesting? “Is there concrete evidence in my life, good works, that my faith is real?” In other words, Protestants need to worry about whether or not there is sufficient evidence that their faith is real. How much evidence is enough? 1 good work? 5 good works? 10 good works? How many works do Protestants have to do to be sure that they have a “real” faith? How can they be sure that they’ve ever done enough works to evidence a “real” faith? Hmmm…I’d be a little worried if I were them…

*
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A few months back someone suggested that I re-visit Dr. Joe Mizzi’s website (justforcatholics.org) and respond to some of the lies that he has posted there about the Catholic faith. So, I thought this would be a good time to do just such a thing.

Below is a question and answer regarding venial sins from Dr. Mizzi’s website that you can click on from his home page. My responses to what he says are mingled in with his comments.

From Joe Mizzi’s website:

Venial Sins
QUESTION put to Joe Mizzi: Do you think that people who believe in purgatory might use this as an excuse to keep on sinning? I am no better than others, for I do sin. But the Holy Spirit is at me right away and I feel bad for the sin I’ve done and must ask God for forgiveness. Some sins could be quite enjoyable and if I believed in purgatory I would probably keep on sinning and have purgatory cleanse me when the time comes. I thank Jesus for showing me the way and the Holy Spirit for being my little voice.

Here we have a perfect example of the ignorance that pervades people’s views of Catholic teaching. Catholics do not believe we can sin as we please because we can have Purgatory to “cleanse [us] when the time comes.” Purgatory is for those who die in a state of grace but who have not yet been “made perfect” (Hebrews 12:23)…those who have not yet achieved the holiness necessary to see the Lord (Hebrews 12:14). It is for those who have sinned, repented, confessed their sin, and striven to do better. We are indeed cleansed, or purged, of our imperfections in Purgatory. But, if someone has presumed upon the Lord’s mercy and gone out and sinned as much as they pleased because they have Purgatory to fall back on…well, folks like that probably never made it to Purgatory in the first place. It just doesn’t work that way.


What’s more, Dr. Mizzi knows that this question misrepresents Catholic teaching on Purgatory. You can tell that by the fact that his answer doesn’t directly address the main point of this person’s question. So, what does this good “Christian” man do when he sees that someone has a misunderstanding regarding Catholic teaching on Purgatory? Does he clear up the confusion that is apparent in this person’s question? Does he quote from Catholic sources…like the Catechism…to give an accurate representation of Catholic teaching on Purgatory? Well, let’s see…

ANSWER of Joe Mizzi: A typical Catholic feels that he is not good enough to go directly to heaven, but he is not bad enough to go to hell either. I know that this is what I felt as a Catholic.
Who is Dr. Mizzi to speak of what the “typical Catholic feels”? He’s basing his assumption on what he felt as a Catholic. Well, two things: 1) He left the Catholic Church – the “typical Catholic” does not leave the Church; 2) He left the Faith as a teenager – how much had he actually studied the teachings of the Church as a teenager? How much did he actually know about Church teachings as a teenager? I’ll wager little to none. So, again, how can he claim to know anything about what the “typical Catholic feels”?

This results from two false doctrines, namely salvation by works and the downplaying of the seriousness of sin. Since a Catholic has to earn salvation by his works, and since he has to make up for his sins by prayers and religion, it is understandable that he never feels secure of heaven. Have I done enough? Would there be enough ‘good’ on one side of the scale to overcome the ‘bad’ on the other side?
Two points to make here: 

1) Catholics do not believe they have to “make up for [their] sins by prayers and religion.” We do not believe we have to “earn salvation by [our] works.” (For more on this, please see my debate with Dr. Mizzi on the “Debate” page of my website.) If a Catholic does believe such a thing, it is because he doesn’t know what his Church teaches. But, even if Joe has come across such a Catholic, you cannot take the beliefs of any individual Catholic and claim that is the teaching of the Catholic Church. To do such a thing is an act of intellectual dishonesty. All one needs to do is pick up a Catechism of the Catholic Church and read for themselves what the Church does or does not teach on any particular topic. The problem here is that Joe is taking what he believed as a misinformed, under-educated Catholic teen on his way out of the Church, and making that the official teaching of the Church. Again, that is an act of intellectual dishonesty.


2) Where, o where, does the Catholic Church downplay the seriousness of sin? Give me a passage from the Catechism, Joe, or from some encyclical or from the teachings of some Council of the Church to back up what you’re saying here. What’s going on is that Joe knows that the Catholic Church teaches that there is a distinction between sin…the distinction between mortal and venial sin…the distinction between sin that leads to death and sin that doesn’t lead to death (I’ll get into this a bit more below)…and in his mind, that means that we downplay the seriousness of sin – because we say that some sin is less serious than other sin. Again, this is in his mind that we downplay the seriousness of sin, it is not in the teachings of the Church. In fact, as I will show below, it is Joe’s belief of once saved always saved that not only downplays the seriousness of sin, but completely removes any consequence of sin. 

Thank God, we know that it is not by our merit that we are saved, but by the blood of Jesus Christ. Because of Him, we can be sure that our sins are forgiven and that we have eternal life.
Dr. Mizzi believes that Catholics cannot ever feel “secure of heaven.” This is because (according to him) we can never know if we’ve done enough works to “earn our salvation.” But, in the debate we had on justification, Joe stated that works are important and that one cannot get to heaven if he does no works…because not doing the works would show that one didn’t really have a “saving faith,” that one was never really saved. In other words, one does not merit with one’s works, but one has to do the works to “prove” they have a saving faith. 


So, my question is this: Joe, how many works does one have to do in order to know that they indeed have a saving faith? 1? 10? 100? If one does works for a year or two after they are “saved,” but then stops, does he have a saving faith or not? Was he really saved or not? How many works does it take for you to know for sure that you have a saving faith? How many works does it take for someone else to know that you have a saving faith? Fact is, folks, that Joe’s beliefs cannot make someone “secure of heaven” because one cannot ever know if one has done enough works to really know for sure that they have a saving faith. So, all of his talk about knowing he is saved and having “eternal security” is a joke. It is yet another instance of intellectual dishonesty. 

On the other hand, Catholic theology classifies sins into two categories – mortal and venial. Mortal is like killing somebody, or doing something really gross. Venial is like stealing an item form the supermarket, saying a dirty joke, etc. The venial sins are not that serious. You still go to heaven if you do them. You only have to make up for them by your good works, and other things down here, and suffer in purgatory on the other side.

This is a great deception. All sins are serious. The wages of sin is death! And the smallest of sins is still heinous and immense in the eyes of God because in essence every sin is a rebellion against the God of the Universe.
It is indeed a great deception, and he is the deceiver. How he can say this stuff with a straight face is beyond me! First of all, notice that a few paragraphs above, he states that Catholics “downplay the seriousness of sin.” What he is actually referring to is that, in his opinion, we downplay the seriousness of venial sins. But, that’s not what he stated, is it? He originally states it in such a way as to make one think Catholics downplay the seriousness of all sins. 

Secondly, to say that we teach that venial sins are “not that serious” is a gross distortion. His implication is that we teach serious sin (mortal) vs. non-serious sin (venial). That is incorrect. We teach that both types of sin are serious, but that venial sins are not as serious as mortal sins. Joe takes that division between venial sin and mortal sin to mean serious vs. not serious. We take the division to mean serious unto death vs. serious but not unto death. There is a big difference. 

“Venial Sin: Sin which does not destroy the divine life in the soul, as does mortal sin, though it diminishes and wounds it,” (Catechism of the Catholic Church). Tell me please, Joe, where you ever read in Church documents that diminishing and wounding the divine life in the soul is not a serious matter? All sin is an offense against God! As such, all sin is a serious matter. But, not all sin causes the death of the divine life within the soul. 


Joe, are you not aware of 1 John 5:16-17? “If any one see his brother committing what is not a mortal sin [a sin “unto death” in the King James Version], he will ask, and God will give him life for those whose sin is not mortal [unto death]. There is sin which is mortal [unto death]; I do not say that one is to pray for that. All wrongdoing is sin, but there is sin which is not mortal [unto death].” In the very plain words of Scripture, it tells us that there are two types of sin: sin unto death and sin not unto death. As Catholics, we call those two categories of sin mortal and venial sins. Call them whatever you like, but they are two separate categories of sin, with different levels of seriousness. One is more serious – mortal sin – because it leads to death (of the soul) and one is serious, but less so – venial – because it does not lead to death (of the soul). I don’t know how it can get any clearer than that. Again, he calls this teaching of the Church, which is found directly in the Bible, a “great deception.” He says all sin is serious. Well, as Catholics, we agree. Once again he misrepresents (deliberately?) Catholic teaching. And, to do so, he has to completely ignore the very plain verses found in the Word of God. 


The other thing that kills me about what he says here, is that he is railing against Catholic teaching as downplaying the seriousness of sin, yet his beliefs reject any consequences for sin. Catholics believe there is sin that leads unto death, just like the Bible says. Joe doesn’t. The only thing of any consequence in Joe’s theological system (such as it is), is whether or not one has faith in Jesus Christ. Sin is of no consequence – for the believer or the unbeliever. An unbeliever doesn’t go to Hell in Joe’s theology because he sins, he goes to Hell because he doesn’t believe. An unbeliever can live a perfect life, a life free from all sin, and if he has never heard of Jesus Christ, and thus never confessed a belief in Christ, he goes to Hell. And if a believer sins, he doesn’t go to Hell, because he’s a believer. So, in Joe’s theological system all sin is indeed the same – it is all irrelevant. That’s why he has to ignore passages like 1 John 5:16-17 about the different types of sin, and that’s why he has to ignore all the passages about the consequences of sin, because sin has no consequence in his belief system. Yet, he has the gall to talk about Catholics “downplaying” the seriousness of sin. Can you say…hypocrisy?


To restate this, Catholics believe that there is sin that can destroy the divine life within the soul – mortal sin. Joe doesn’t believe any sin can do that. Catholics believe that there is sin that can diminish and wound the divine life within the soul. Joe doesn’t believe any sin can do that. So, who is it that is “downplaying the seriousness of sin”? It’s not Catholics, it’s Joe and those who teach the false doctrine of eternal security. 

We will escape hell not because our sins are venial and small, but because we have a powerful and merciful Saviour. We know that our sins were not trivial; our Saviour had to die on the cross to free us from our sins!
Again, I believe Joe knows that the Catholic Church teaches that Jesus did indeed have to die on the cross to free us from our sins. Yet, he words things in such a way as to completely ignore, and thereby misrepresent (deliberately?) Catholic teaching on this matter. This is the same un-Christian tactic he uses throughout his website.
Knowing how ugly sin is, let us flee from it like the plague. Let us live godly lives for the sake of him who loved us so much to secure our salvation by his own blood.
Do you see what he says here? “Knowing how ugly sin is…let us live godly lives for the sake of him who loved us so much…” In other words, live godly lives for Christ, but if you don’t, don’t worry about it, because your sin has no consequence. It’s Bobby McFerrin theology: Don’t worry, be happy. 


Do you see how he talks out of both sides of his mouth here? On the one hand he says that all sin is “serious” and that the “wages of sin is death!” and that “the smallest of sins is still heinous and immense in the eyes of God” and that “every sin is a rebellion against the God of the Universe,” on the other hand he says that if you sin you are still saved…in other words, there are no consequences to your sin. How can the wages of sin be death yet you’re still saved no matter what kind of sin you commit and how often you commit it? How can the smallest of sins be heinous and immense in the eyes of God, yet not have any consequence for you? How can every sin be a rebellion against the God of the Universe, yet you can still be “secure of Heaven”? 


Joe’s false doctrines are an affront to God. His is indeed the great deception. The intellectual and scriptural bankruptcy that pervades the false teachings on his website is surpassed only by the hypocrisy that one finds there. Unfortunately, though, for him and for them, Joe is leading people astray from the one true Church of Christ. We need to keep him, and all those like him, in our prayers. 


One last word on this. As I’ve said before to Joe, the place of greatest difference in regard to our beliefs on justification, is that he believes our works cannot “merit” anything, whereas, as Catholics, we believe they do…if, we are united to the Body of Christ when we do these works. Joe’s beliefs, in essence, decapitate Jesus. I’ll explain what I mean by that.


If I take a History test and answer every question correctly, then I have merited a score of 100 on that test. Would anyone of you say, “Well, John’s head merited that score, but not John’s feet?” Or, “John’s head merited that score, but not his body?” Would anyone say such a ridiculous thing? 


Yet, that is exactly what Joe’s beliefs lead to. When we are baptized, we become members of the Body of Christ. As members of the Body of Christ, we have God’s grace…His very life…flowing in us and through us – like blood in the human body. If we perform some good work, or make some act of faith, as members of the Body of Christ, who can be said to merit something from this good work or this act of faith? Joe’s theology says that only Christ can be said to merit. In other words, the Head of the Body merits, but the Body does not merit. As in the example I gave above, does that make any sense whatsoever? In essence, Joe is decapitating Jesus. He is cutting the Head off from the Body. The Head merits, but not the Body. Well, Joe, are we one with Christ or not? Does Christ have an intact Body or not? 


Catholics don’t decapitate Jesus. We can be said to merit from our good works and from our acts of faith because we are members of the Body of Christ. Because it is the life of Christ, God’s grace, flowing in us and working through us for the greater good of the Body. Because as members of the Body we are one with Him. As husband and wife are one, so we, the members of His Body, the members of the Church, are one with Him. That is how we can be said to merit. Because you don’t separate the Head from the Body. If, however, we are ever cut off from the Body, or if we are never baptized into the Body, then our works mean absolutely nothing. Which means that to claim, as Joe does, that Catholics believe our works, in and of themselves, earn us salvation…is at best ignorance, and, at worst, a deliberate lie and distortion to mislead others.

In Conclusion

It is obvious, again, that Joe knows enough about the Catholic teaching on Purgatory to know that the questioner in this instance was suffering from a misunderstanding of Catholic teaching. Did Joe do anything to try and clear up the questioner’s misunderstandings? No, he does nothing of the sort. He simply ignores this person’s misunderstanding and goes on to spout his (Dr. Mizzi’s) own misrepresentations, half-truths, and outright lies regarding Purgatory and other Catholic teachings. 


The proper Christian response would be to first address the questioner’s misrepresentations of Catholic teachings before giving an answer – even if your answer contains its own set of misrepresentations. Dr. Mizzi, as a Christian, has an obligation to give someone an accurate rendering of what others teach…whether those others be Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, atheists, or Catholics. He is free to disagree with what someone believes, but, again, as a Christian, he is obligated to accurately represent those teachings he disagrees with. As I have said before, directly to him, he does not accurately represent Catholic teaching on his website. Because of my exchange with him and because of the exchanges that many others have had with him, it is difficult for me to ascribe his misrepresentations to mere ignorance. It almost seems that he deliberately distorts Catholic teaching because the arguments for his position are so weak, that he is left with no choice but to do so. His arguments against these distorted Catholic teachings can carry some weight, but his arguments against actual Catholic teaching fall woefully short.
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After the last newsletter in which I went after some of the garbage on Joe Mizzi’s “Just for Catholics” website, and a number of you forwarding that issue to our good Dr. Mizzi, he issued a response to my newsletter. So, I’d like to go ahead and respond to Dr. Mizzi’s “response.”

Issue 46 of John Martignoni’s Newsletter is a concentrated personal attack to discredit me. The purpose of my response is not so much to justify myself (God knows my heart!) but to defend the truth of the Gospel for the sake of John’s readers.


Actually, my newsletter is simply pointing out how Joe discredits himself. It points out how he continually misrepresents Catholic teaching, even after being told by any number of Catholics that his “interpretations” of Catholic teaching are wrong and misleading – just like his interpretations of Scripture are often wrong and misleading. If person A is told that he is misrepresenting person B’s beliefs, and is given evidence of such, yet person A persists in putting forth those same misrepresentations of person B’s beliefs, then person A has discredited himself. 

Joe says his response is to “defend the truth of the Gospel.” I have a question for Joe: By what authority do you claim to have the “truth of the Gospel?” Can you infallibly interpret the Bible? Yes or no? Why is your interpretation of the Gospel more valid than my interpretation, or anyone else’s interpretation, for that matter?


It would be impractical to give a comprehensive reply; suffice it if we consider some of the more important points.


In other words, he can’t answer some of the issues I address, so he ignores them. Just two examples: 

1) He can’t answer my question about how many works a Sola Fide believer has to do to “know” that he truly has a “saving” faith and not a mere “intellectual” faith; 

2) He can’t address the fact that he knows, if he has truly read the Catechism, that Catholics believe we can do nothing apart from Christ and that we believe Christ had to die on the cross for our sins; yet he continually misrepresents our beliefs in this area. 


1. Misrepresentation

I was accused of dishonestly misrepresenting Catholic teaching because I did not correct the person who wrote to me about purgatory. He had asked me: ‘Do you think that people who believe in purgatory might use this as an excuse to keep on sinning?’


Quite frankly, the answer to my inquirer’s question is ‘Yes’. Some Catholics I know do misuse the doctrine of purgatory (as well as the doctrine of venial sins) as an excuse for a lax moral life. That does not mean that the Roman Catholic Church teaches or encourages such behaviour! If I had said so, I would have been guilty of misrepresenting Catholic doctrine. But I said nothing of the sort. Even my inquirer seems to understand that such application is ‘an excuse’ for sinning.


Ironically, John commits this very same mistake. As Christians we believe that our sins are forgiven for the sake of Christ. John wrongly concludes that Christians suppose that sin has no consequences for us. John puts words in my mouth: ‘In other words, live godly lives for Christ, but if you don’t, don’t worry about it, because your sin has no consequence.’ How utterly slanderous!


To be sure there are self-deceived ‘Christians’ who use the blessed biblical truth to wallow in sin. Their condemnation is just. But for those who genuinely know the mercy of God, we avoid sin like the plague and endeavor to obey his commandments not because we are threatened with eternal damnation but because we love our Saviour (John 15:14). Moreover our Father also disciplines his children for their disobedience (Hebrews 12:5ff). Of course there are consequences for sin.


I think Joe is trying to use some misdirection here…a little theological sleight of hand. It is quite obvious from the question asked about belief in Purgatory (see Issue #46) that his “inquirer” has a warped understanding of what Purgatory is, and Joe just plays right into it. Why didn’t he say on his website what he says here? Why didn’t he say that the Catholic Church does not “teach or encourage such behaviour?” Did he say anything remotely like that to his “inquirer”? Absolutely not. He even goes so far as to accuse the Catholic Church of the “downplaying of the seriousness of sin.” Very directly implying that the Catholic Church does indeed “teach and encourage such behaviour!” That is why I say he is being intellectually dishonest.


Also, why didn’t he respond to his “inquirer” that any Catholic who knows the Church’s actual teaching on Purgatory would not use Purgatory as an “excuse” for sinning? Why didn’t he say something like, “I know of Catholics who abuse this doctrine, just like I know of Protestants who abuse the doctrine of sola fide to ‘wallow in their sin?’” Did you see anything like that in his answer? Of course not. Because, again, he is not interested in presenting the Catholic Faith as it is legitimately taught and believed, he is interested in presenting the cases, that he claims to know of, of Catholics who do not actually follow authentic Catholic doctrine, and then presenting these cases as resulting from following authentic Catholic doctrine. That is why I say he is intellectually dishonest. Do you see him taking the Protestant doctrine of Sola Fide to task because people use it, as he admits in his response to my newsletter, as an excuse to sin? No, but he takes the Catholic doctrine of Purgatory to task because he claims to know of people who abuse it as an excuse to sin. That is why I call him a hypocrite.


Again, if he wants to argue that Purgatory is not an authentic Christian teaching, that’s one thing. But, to take the supposed example of Catholics who do not follow authentic Catholic teaching, and then hold them up as the consequence of authentic Catholic teaching, is fraud. He is advancing an agenda, and, in his eyes, the means justify the end. Even if the means are intellectually dishonest.


Lastly, Joe says that my take on the doctrine of Sola Fide in regard to sin having no consequences is “utterly slanderous.” But, notice what he doesn’t do? He doesn’t give any of the consequences of sin under the dogma of sola fide. What happens to you, Joe, if you sin? Do you lose your salvation? Do you lose your house? Do you lose your Mercedes? Does your dog die? What happens? What are the consequences of sin? In the Bible, it says that adulterers, thieves, murderers, sodomites, etc. all go to Hell. Do they go to Hell in Sola Fide theology, Joe? I don’t think so.


Let the reader consider who is misrepresenting whom.


Amen to that!


2. Intellectual Dishonesty

I was also accused of intellectual dishonesty because I wrote that a Catholic ‘has to make up for his sins by prayers and religion.’ Not so, says John: Catholics do not believe they have to ‘make up for [their] sins by prayers and religion.’ He further advises us to pick up the Catechism of the Catholic Church to see for ourselves. Let’s do just that; let’s read the Catechism:


‘Raised up from sin, the sinner must still recover his full spiritual health by doing something more to make amends for the sin; he must ‘make satisfaction for’ or ‘expiate’ his sins. This satisfaction is also called ‘penance’.’ (Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraph 1459).


A Catholic must perform ‘penance’ (paragraph 1434 informs us that ‘fasting, prayer, and almsgiving’ are the three main forms) to ‘make amends’ and ‘make satisfaction’ for his sins. That is official Catholic teaching.


Well, let’s first put Joe’s comments in context, and then we’ll put the words of the Catechism in context. And let’s see if what Joe says here and what he says on his website don’t add up to intellectual dishonesty. 


First, let’s put Joe’s comments about Catholics having to “make up for [their] sins by prayer and religion” in context. Here is the full sentence those words were contained in: 


“Since a Catholic has to earn salvation by his works, and since he has to make up for his sins by prayers and religion, it is understandable that he never feels secure of heaven.”


The context of his quote is that Catholics have to “earn salvation” by our works. And, as always, do you see what Joe leaves out of the equation? He leaves Christ out of the equation. He always leaves Christ out of Catholic teaching on salvation. All over his website he leaves the very clear impression that Catholics, in and of themselves, by their own works and prayers, apart from Christ, have to save themselves. Nowhere, that I know of, does he even try to present the teachings of the Church as I gave them to him in our debate (see the “Debate” page on my website), and as are clearly presented in the teachings of the Council of Trent and the Catechism. Nowhere does he present the Catholic teaching that it is only as members of the Body of Christ that our works and our prayers and our “religion” are worth anything. Nowhere does he present the Catholic teaching that we, in and of ourselves, can do nothing to “earn” salvation. So, the context of Joe’s comments is, again, that Catholics, sans Christ, have to “make up” for their sins by prayers and religion. To which I say, “Not so.”


To bolster his argument, he points to a portion of paragraph 1459 of the Catechism. Here’s what the portion he quotes says:


‘Raised up from sin, the sinner must still recover his full spiritual health by doing something more to make amends for the sin; he must ‘make satisfaction for’ or ‘expiate’ his sins. This satisfaction is also called ‘penance’.’ (Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraph 1459).


Now, let’s look at the context of this quote from the Catechism. Here is the full context of paragraph 1459:


“Many sins wrong our neighbor. One must do what is possible in order to repair the harm (e.g. return stolen goods, restore the reputations of someone slandered, pay compensation for injuries). Simple justice requires as much. But sin also injures and weakens the sinner himself, as well as his relationships with God and neighbor. Absolution takes away sin, but it does not remedy all the disorders sin has caused.”


Let me stop right there. The context is that our penances will do something towards remedying the “disorders sin has caused.” The context is not that our penances cause our sins to be forgiven…that they “make up” for our sins. (Did Joe bother to quote the part from this paragraph that says “Absolution takes away sin?” Of course not.) Absolution takes away sin, but does not remedy the disorders sin has caused. In other words, Jesus Christ, through the ministry of the priest, takes away the Catholic’s sins by the power of His death and resurrection, but the consequences of sin still affect us. But, please note, as the Catechism states in paragraph 1851, “the sacrifice of Christ…becomes the source from which the forgiveness of our sins will pour forth inexhaustibly.” So it is the sacrifice of Christ which is the “source” for the forgiveness of our sins. Joe leads those who come to his website to believe, quite deliberately, that our own prayers and religion are the source for the forgiveness of our sins. 


Continuing with Paragraph 1459: “Raised up from sin, the sinner must still recover his full spiritual health by doing something more to make amends for the sin: he must ‘make satisfaction for’ or ‘expiate’ his sins. This satisfaction is also called ‘penance.’” 


So, the context of what Joe quoted is not that we “make up” for our sins by our “prayers and religion”…by our penances…but that we right the disorders that sin has caused in our lives and the lives of others by our penances…by our “prayers and religion.” In other words, our sins are not forgiven because of our actions, our sins have already been forgiven, by Jesus Christ because of Jesus Christ. Our penances help to right the wrongs, in essence, of our sins. Help us to repair the damage done by our sins. Help us to fight against sin in the future. Help to configure us to Christ. But, only as we are already members of His Body. Apart from Him, we can do nothing.


Now, let’s get some more context from Paragraph 1460: “The penance the confessor imposes must take into account the penitent’s personal situation and must seek his spiritual good…such penances help configure us to Christ, who alone expiated our sins once for all. They allow us to become co-heirs with the risen Christ, ‘provided we suffer with Him’ [Romans 8:17].”


Christ “alone” expiated our sins once for all. Do you think you will ever see that line on Joe’s website as being a part of Catholic teaching? Ain’t no way!


It goes on to say: “The satisfaction we make for our sins, however, is not so much ours as though it were not done through Jesus Christ. We who can do nothing ourselves, as if just by ourselves, can do all things with the cooperation of ‘Him who strengthens’ us [Phil 4:13]. Thus man has nothing of which to boast, but all our boasting is in Christ [1 Cor 1:31; 2 Cor 10:17; Gal 6:14]…in whom we make satisfaction by bringing forth ‘fruits that befit repentance’ [Luke 3:8].” These fruits have their efficacy from Him, by Him they are offered to the Father, and through Him they are accepted by the Father.” 


Which is exactly what I have said to Joe over and over again. We can do nothing “as if just by ourselves.” Catholics do not believe we can, of and by ourselves, say any prayers or do any work that has an impact on our salvation. We believe it is Christ alone, as clearly taught in the Catechism which Joe professes to have read from cover to cover, Who expiated our sins once for all. It’s right there in black and white. Yet, Joe refuses to acknowledge it and he refuses to mention it on his website.


Let the reader judge whether or not I correctly represented Catholicism on this matter, and who is being intellectually dishonest.


A big AMEN to that!!! 


3. Biblical Proof of Mortal/Venial Sins

John Martignoni quotes 1 John 5:16-17 as proof of the Catholic doctrine of ‘mortal’ and ‘venial’ sins. The Douay Bible renders the passage thus:

‘He that knoweth his brother to sin a sin which is not to death, let him ask, and life shall be given to him, who sinneth not to death. There is a sin unto death: for that I say not that any man ask. All iniquity is sin. And there is a sin unto death.’

John Martignoni assumes that ‘sin unto death’ is the ‘mortal sin’ of Catholic theology. But let me ask: If you see a fellow Catholic commit a mortal sin, would it be right to pray for him? Well of course it would be. But what does the apostle instruct in the case of ‘sin unto death’? ‘For that I say not that any man ask.’ In other words, Do not pray for the person who commits ‘sin unto death’.

By looking at the context, at least this fact is clear: the apostle is NOT referring to the concept of mortal sin.

This is recognized in a note in the Douay Bible: ‘It is hard to determine what St. John here calls a sin which is not to death, and a sin which is unto death. The difference cannot be the same as betwixt sins that are called venial and mortal…’ (http://www.drbo.org/chapter/69005.htm)

John Martignoni twists scripture to accommodate Catholic doctrine, and in so doing, he leads his readers astray.


I find it quite interesting that Joe goes to a “note” from the Douay-Rheims Bible (the old English version of the Latin Vulgate), to buttress his case in this situation. First point to make on this is that surely Joe knows that the notes in the Douay-Rheims are not doctrinal teachings but the theological opinions of the man writing the notes and that neither I, nor any other Catholic, is bound to this man’s opinion?! Secondly, once again, Joe only gives you part of the story. In that same note, the author recognizes that there is disagreement as to the meaning of this verse and that some do indeed believe St. John is referring to dying in a state of mortal sin. But the author says, “Whatever exposition [meaning] we follow on this verse…” In other words, he recognized himself that his opinion is not necessarily the final matter on this issue. 


Next, one has to ask why Joe went to the notes of the Douay-Rheims version of the Bible for his support. Does the Catechism of the Catholic Church not say anything about this matter? Well, it actually does. Paragraph 1854 says: “Sins are rightly evaluated according to their gravity. The distinction between mortal and venial sin, already evident in Scripture…” The distinction between mortal and venial sin that is already evident in Scripture…hmmm. Where is it already evident in Scripture? Well, paragraph 1854 tells us by citing guess which verses of the Bible? 1 John 5:16-17. Once again, Joe is trying to not let anyone know what the Catholic Church actually teaches.


Now, regarding Joe’s interpretation of this verse. It can’t be mortal sin vs. venial sin, because we should pray for those in mortal sin, shouldn’t we? Of course we should. So, in Joe’s opinion, that means it can’t be mortal sin referred to here. What he doesn’t give you, is a different interpretation of that same verse that shows up where? In that very same note from the Douay-Rheims bible that Joe quotes. Here’s what that note says: “Nor yet does St. John say that such a sin (sin unto death) is never remitted or cannot be remitted, but only has these words: “…for that I say not that any man ask” the remission; that is, though we must pray for all sinners whatsoever, yet men cannot pray for such sinners with such a confidence of obtaining always their petitions, as St. John said before, [in] verse 14.” 


In other words, by this interpretation, in verses 14-15, St. John says that we can have confidence that we have obtained the petitions that we ask of Him in prayer. However, if someone has committed a grave sin…a sin unto death…a mortal sin…in which they are obstinate, such as blaspheming the Holy Spirit, and refuse to repent…we cannot have the same confidence that a petition on behalf of this person will be granted. That is why he is saying in verse 16 “I do not say that one is to pray for that [sin unto death.]” We should always pray that the sinner repent from his sin, no matter what the sin is, but we cannot have the same confidence that our petition for the forgiveness of someone’s sins will be answered in situations of sin unto death, as we can have in other situations where the sin is not unto death. Why didn’t Joe mention that interpretation? He must have read it, right?


4. Logical Fallacy

Contrary to what John states, it is not true that Christians say that we do not merit anything. Perhaps he forgot that in our debate I had stated that we expect to be rewarded for our deeds. However, the crux of the matter is not whether we can merit rewards, but whether we can merit our justification.
John argues that by their good works and acts of faith, Catholics merit justification because they are members in the Body of Christ.

Here John commits a logical fallacy called ‘equivocation’. He mixes up the term ‘body’ which in Scripture is used with more than one meaning – the physical body of Jesus (Colossians 1:22) and his mystical body, the church (Colossians 1:24)
All Christians are member of the mystical body of Christ. But John fails to show from the Bible that we are justified by the good works of the members of Christ body.
On the contrary the Bible attributes the believers’ right relation with God to the bloody sacrifice of the physical body of Christ. ‘And you, who once were alienated and enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet now He has reconciled in the body of His flesh through death, to present you holy, and blameless, and above reproach in His sight.’
The mystical body is the fruit of the sacrifice of the body of Jesus’ flesh on the cross. Contrary to John Martignoni, the apostle Paul makes a clear distinction between the mystical body of Christ (‘the church’) and his physical body (‘the body of his flesh’).


Once again Joe falsely represents Catholic teaching. I do not argue that we, as Catholics, “merit justification because [we] are members of the Body of Christ.” I argue, as the Council of Trent states, that we can merit increases in justification. Our works, our “prayers and religion,” our penances do not merit anything unless we are already in a state of justification…unless we are already united to the Body of Christ. If we are not united to the Body of Christ, we are not in a state of justification. If we are not united to the Body of Christ…through the completely gratuitous gift of God we receive through Baptism…then our works mean nothing. So, how can Joe say we “merit salvation”…that we merit our justification… when we can’t merit anything if we’re not already justified?!


However, that is not to say works are not necessary since we are already justified. Our works are necessary for us to “abide” in Christ. As it says in John 15:1-6, if we don’t bear good fruit (through our works), we don’t abide in Christ. If we don’t abide in Christ, we are not saved. So, again, works do not “earn salvation,” but they are necessary to abide in Christ and thus be saved. Very biblical.


I was very surprised to see that he admitted that Christians can “merit.” In our debate he said that “Christians” (in other words, not Catholics) hope to receive rewards for their good works, but I don’t recall him saying that Christians can “merit” these rewards. Do you think he’ll ever post that on his website? Of course not. Please, Joe, do explain what you mean by Christians meriting from their good works? How does a Christian’s work “merit” anything, Joe? Does that mean you’ve “earned” your rewards? And, what are the rewards? Please elaborate on this…I think you’ve come one step closer to accepting Catholic teaching. 


Regarding his comments on the Body of Christ and “equivocation,” I couldn’t really make sense out of what he was saying, so I’m not even going to try. Besides, it’s getting on in the day and I’m late for dinner.


Conclusion

I wrote: A typical Catholic feels that he is not good enough to go directly to heaven, but he is not bad enough to go to hell either.
Apparently John rejects that statement because, he says, I cannot speak for the typical Catholic. But you are a typical Catholic. What do you think?


If you die right now (God forbid!), do you feel that:

(1) You will go directly to heaven?

(2) You will go to hell?


I suggest that you write to John Martignoni and ask him to carry out a simple survey among his Catholic readers. Tell him to ask those two questions and publish the responses of his website. Should be interesting.


Two questions for Joe on this: 

1) Who judges whether or not someone goes to Heaven or Hell, that person or God? 2) Who knows the mind of God?


Joe’s little salvation test here is not found anywhere in the Bible that I’m aware of. In fact, it is based on premises contrary to Scripture. Oh, and one more question: Should we trust our salvation to what we “feel”? That sounds pretty Mormonish to me.
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Introduction
Dr. Joe Mizzi, who will not correspond with me directly, issued a response to Issue #47 of this newsletter. So, I thought I would respond to what he had to say since some of you asked.

John has extraordinary insights into my motives – if I chose to concentrate on selected issues (for practical reasons and clarity), it is obvious that I ‘can’t answer’ the rest (‘In other words, he can’t answer some of the issues I address, so he ignores them’). The day does not grow old on this side of the world and I’m never late for dinner.

Well, actually, I don’t think it takes anything “extraordinary” to know Dr. Mizzi’s motives. He has proved himself time and again as not interested in accurately presenting what Catholics actually teach and believe…he is more than happy to present his biased Protestant version of Catholic teaching as authentic Catholic teaching…and then to make his arguments against this biased Protestant version of Catholic teaching. Hmmm. What could his motive for doing that be?


Regarding not answering my questions. He still hasn’t answered them. He talks all around a couple of the questions, but he doesn’t really answer them. Nor does he mount any specific counters to my arguments. He basically ignores what I say, repeats what he has already said, and says, “See, I have given you Joe’s gospel truth – believe me.” Some very important questions that he completely ignores:

1) By what authority do you claim to have the “truth of the Gospel?” 

2) Can you infallibly interpret the Bible? Yes or no? 

3) Why is your interpretation of the Gospel more valid than my interpretation, or anyone else’s interpretation, for that matter? 

Come on, Joe…answer the questions! Please?! 


Furthermore, if you read Issue #47, Joe refers to my charge that the belief in “eternal security” or “once saved, always saved,” leads to there being no consequence for sin, as being “utterly slanderous.” Yet, he fails to mention any consequence for sin. Joe, what are the consequences of sin in your theological system? 


Comments/Strategy: 
Folks, this is simply an excellent example of what I always say. If you ask questions, you will not get answers. You will get excuses for why they can’t answer. You will get called names. You will be told your questions are ridiculous. You will be ignored. You will have someone talk all around your question without answering it….but you won’t get a direct answer to your question. Why? Because they don’t have one! 


1. Mortal Sin
Let’s start with the ‘proof text’ for the doctrine of venial/mortal sins. Does First John 5 really teach the distinction between ‘mortal’ and ‘venial’ sins?

John begins with a Catholic dogma – then turns to the Bible for support. His prolonged argument leads to this conclusion: ‘We should always pray that the sinner repent from his sin, no matter what the sin is, but we cannot have the same confidence that our petition for the forgiveness of someone’s sins will be answered in situations of sin unto death, as we can have in other situations where the sin is not unto death’ (Emphasis mine). According to John Martignoni, we should always pray no matter what the sin is, even if it is sin unto death.

I invite the reader to go back to the Bible; ask yourself if the Apostle John tells us to pray for those who commit sin unto death.

‘If anyone sees his brother commit a sin that does not lead to death, he should pray and God will give him life. I refer to those whose sin does not lead to death. There is a sin that leads to death. I am not saying that he should pray about that. All wrongdoing is sin, and there is sin that does not lead to death’ (1 John 5:16, 17).

You need to make a crucial decision whether to follow John Martignoni and the Catechism of the Catholic Church or John the Apostle and the Holy Bible. 

What is the distinction between venial and mortal sin in Catholic teaching? Is it the distinction between serious sin and non-serious sin, as Joe Mizzi claims it to be on his website (Joe, that’s one of those distortions of Catholic teaching that we’ve been talking about), or is it the distinction between sin that is “unto death” and sin that is “not unto death”? In Catholic teaching, the difference between mortal sin and venial sin is simply that mortal sin “destroys charity in the heart of man,” in other words, it kills the life of God within a person’s soul, and venial sin, while it “allows charity to subsist,” nevertheless “offends and wounds it.” (Catechism, paragraph 1855.) 


Joe Mizzi claims that all sin is the same…that there isn’t such a thing as sin that is unto death and sin that is not unto death as Catholics teach. I merely pointed out that the Bible, in 1 John 5:16-17 states precisely that there are sins unto death (Catholics use the term “mortal” for these sins) and that there are sins not unto death (Catholics use the term “venial” for these sins). Plus, if you read his arguments on this point in Issue #47, and his arguments above, well – is it just me – or does he seem to have changed up his arguments a bit? He seems less than consistent here. Plus, also note, that he never bothers to admit that the Scripture states quite plainly that there are two different kinds of sin. He makes his interpretation of Scripture (which he claims to be the infallible “truth of the gospel”), and then proceeds to dismiss my statements because they disagree with his interpretation of the Bible…not because they disagree with the Bible itself. Very important point to remember: Joe dismisses my arguments because they disagree with his interpretation of the Bible. By what authority does he do that? By his own authority. 


If you wish to interpret this verse in a literalist manner, without looking at the context, as Joe is doing, you need to realize that John never prohibits a person for praying for someone in sin. He simply does not tell one that he has to do so in the case of “sin unto death.” Nowhere is there a prohibition against praying for anyone, is there, Joe? 


Now, I would ask: What exactly is a “sin unto death”, Joe? And, who is it that you will not pray for? You honestly believe John is telling people to categorically not pray for certain sinners, even though Scripture says to love your enemies and to pray for those who persecute you? Do you believe God really doesn’t want us to pray for certain people when Scripture tells us that God wants all men to be saved? Please, Joe, do give us your infallible interpretation of these two verses. 


Furthermore, I do not do as Joe says. I do not begin with a Catholic dogma and then turn to the Bible for support, at least, not for my sake or to try and “prove” this teaching. I am not a believer in sola scriptura. I begin with Church teaching, and then, for Joe’s sake, and for the sake of others like him who believe in the false dogma of Sola Scriptura, I show where the Bible very clearly says what the Church teaches…that there are two types of sin – mortal and non-mortal. Joe, does the Bible say there is mortal sin and non-mortal sin or not? Yes or no? If you just give me a one word answer on this, you won’t be late for dinner.


And, I am not asking anyone to take my word over the word of the Bible. I’m simply asking Joe to answer my questions and I’m asking by what authority Joe declares his interpretation of the Bible to be superior to my interpretation of the Bible? 


One last question on this issue of Purgatory: Joe, what does the Church, the Church of Matthew 16 and Matthew 18 and 1 Tim 3:15 teach on the subject of Purgatory? I know what you teach. What does the Church teach? 


2. How many Works?
Let me try to answer one of the questions that I ‘can’t answer’. John asks: ‘how many works a Sola Fide believer has to do to ‘know’ that he truly has a ‘saving’ faith and not a mere ‘intellectual’ faith?’

We are convinced that the Bible insists that we are saved by grace through faith, not of works. That’s what we mean by Sola Fide. But that is not all. To say that we are saved ‘not of works’ does not imply that there is no place whatsoever for works in the life of the saved. The Bible also insists that we are saved ‘unto good works’. In other words God saves sinners that they may do good works. If they don’t, it shows that they are not saved in the first place.

But ‘how many works?’ John insists. ‘How many works does one have to do in order to know that they indeed have a saving faith? 1? 10? 100?’

What a legalistic way of looking at the love relationship between God and his children! It is like asking me, ‘You claim that your good deeds to your wife shows your marriage commitment. But how many gifts, kisses, good deeds and sacrifices do you need to do to know that your marriage is for real? How many, 1? 10? 100?’

I’d say, there is no limit to the acts of love I ought to do to my wife; notwithstanding, they do really testify that our marriage is real!

The Bible describes the life of true believers: ‘But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, longsuffering, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control. Against such there is no law’ (Galatians 5:22, 23). Considering the infinite love of Christ manifest on the cross for us, there’s no limit to the good deeds we ought to do. Yet the godly deeds testify that our faith is genuine. As the apostle James say, ‘Show me your faith without your works, and I will show you my faith by my works’ (James 2:18). 

Again, Joe doesn’t answer the question. What does he say in response? He says I am using a “legalistic way” of looking at things. Yet, what does he do when talking about the Catholic Faith and the belief that works are a necessary part of salvation? He looks at it in a legalistic way. Here is a quote from him:


“Since a Catholic has to earn salvation by his works, and since he has to make up for his sins by prayers and religion, it is understandable that he never feels secure of heaven. Have I done enough? Would there be enough ‘good’ on one side of the scale to overcome the ‘bad’ on the other side?” 

He’s saying we can never be “secure of heaven” because we never know if we’ve done enough works. We never know if the good “side of the scale” outweighs the bad “side of the scale.” Can any Catholic tell me where the Church ever teaches such a thing? Joe, can you tell me where the Church teaches such a thing? No, you can’t, yet you present that as Catholic belief. Has anyone ever heard a priest say that we get to Heaven as long as we do 1001 good acts vs. 1000 bad acts? In other words, it’s okay for Joe Mizzi to look at Catholic teaching in a legalistic way, but it’s not okay for Catholics to look at his teaching in a legalistic way? Gee, that’s fair. 


But, the problem is, the Protestant teaching on these matters of salvation by faith alone and once saved always saved, are as legalistic as it gets. What do they say, “They are ‘forensically’ declared innocent by God of their sins.” What does that word “forensically” mean? It means as in a LEGAL proceeding. Protestants believe they are LEGALLY declared innocent, even though they aren’t really innocent. Jesus took the rap for them, they believe that, so God bangs His gavel and declares them innocent…in a LEGAL sense. And, every time they sin after that, God, again, LEGALLY declares them innocent. So, who is being legalistic here?


What’s more, he completely avoids the point I was making. And, in fact, he actually, albeit unwittingly, makes my point for me. What does he say above, “God saves sinners that they may do good works. If they don’t, it shows that they are not saved in the first place.” And, in Issue #47, he said this: “To be sure there are self-deceived ‘Christians’ who use the blessed biblical truth to wallow in sin.” 


Well, what is he saying with those two comments? You have to do works in order to know you’re saved. So, isn’t the question of “how many works” a logical one? What if a person does works for two years, and then they stop doing works? Are they still saved? Were they ever saved? What if a person does works for 10 years, 20 years, 30 years, and then stops? Are they still saved? Were they ever saved? Answer the questions, Joe! 


In other words, the question of how many works is most relevant indeed to Joe’s theology. And, it is quite obvious that one cannot know for sure that one is saved up until the moment of death in this theology. How can one be sure that one is really saved…how can one be sure that he has a saving faith, instead of just a dead, non-saving intellectual faith…before they die? I mean, how can one know that they will continue doing good works next year and the year after? Joe himself said that there are “self-deceived ‘Christians.’” What a revealing comment! Joe admits that there are folks out there who are deceiving themselves into thinking they are Christians, but they aren’t really Christians. And the reason they are deceiving themselves is because of Joe’s dogmas of Sola Fide and Once Saved Always Saved. Joe actually does say some meaningful things now and then. (By the way, don’t expect to see Joe taking these dogmas to task because of folks incorrectly interpreting them – as he sees it; yet, he is more than happy to take Catholic teachings to task when folks incorrectly interpret them.) Well, Joe, the obvious question is: How do you know you’re not one of those self-deceived “Christians”? You can’t be absolutely sure you’re not, can you? I mean, how many “self-deceived Christians” believe they are indeed self-deceived? None, right? So, how do you know you aren’t one of the self-deceived which you readily admit are out there?


Now, to use Joe’s marriage analogy against him. Joe, when you walked down the aisle with your bride, and you committed yourselves to each other before God and man, were you married or not? By Joe’s analogy, the only way you can know you truly were married is if you do “good works” for your spouse. If you don’t do good works for your spouse, then you weren’t really married, according to Joe’s analogy. Where does the Bible say or even imply such a thing, Joe? If you never do any good works for your spouse, were you not really married? What if you do good works for your spouse for two years and then end up hating her? Are you still married? Were you ever married? Do you not see the inherent problems with your theology, Joe? You cannot be secure that you are going to Heaven under your theological system. You can deceive yourself into thinking you are secure, but you really aren’t secure. And, how does divorce fit into this analogy, Joe? If someone divorces, was he ever married? Is he still married but he just thinks he isn’t? 


One last thing. Joe quotes from James 2:18. Do you think he would ever quote from James 2:24 or James 2:26? Don’t hold your breath on that one. 


3. Wilful Blindness
John’s reply is quite predictable. As he often does, his argument goes off on a tangent. He makes a big deal about things I have left out, or things I never said or should have said. He does so, of course, to consider the ‘context’, or so he says, but he uses this tactic to confuse the issue.

You know, in a strange sort of way, you kind of have to admire a man who admits that he views an attempt to put things in context as going “off on a tangent.” Of course context is tangential for Dr. Mizzi – he has demonstrated time and again that it is basically irrelevant to him. At least, when speaking about what Catholics write and say. And, once again, as we will see, he does not address my arguments. He merely repeats what he said before, and simply dismisses my arguments with a wave of his hand. 


I wrote that Catholics ‘make up’ for sins by prayer and religion. John cannot categorically deny that statement because the Catechism teaches the same thing in almost identical words (the sinner must ‘make amends for the sin; he must ‘make satisfaction for’ or ‘expiate’ his sins’).

This is where Joe really has a problem…where his predispositions really do not serve him well. Joe is predisposed to interpret the Catechism as he wants to believe it is, rather than trying to understand it as a Catholic understands it. He reads it with a literalist mind-set…in other words, he doesn’t care about the intent of the author, he just looks at the words and interprets them as he wants to, and then presents his interpretations as authentic Catholic teaching. Joe, please understand this: I do not categorically deny anything that the Catechism says. I categorically deny Joe Mizzi’s biased Protestant interpretation of what the Catechism says. 


So what does John do? He quotes the Catechism (1460) which states that Christ ‘alone expiated our sins once for all.’ The emphasis is on the ‘alone’!

That means that Joe Mizzi is misrepresenting Catholic teaching. Joe Mizzi says that Catholics must do penance to expiate their sins. But the Catholic Church teaches that Christ alone expiated our sins… right?

No, unfortunately there is a slight problem. It is not Joe Mizzi who says that Catholics must expiate their sins. The same Catechism that states that Christ alone expiated our sins also says that the sinner must expiate his sins (1459). That’s talking out of both sides of your mouth! What the Catholic Church gives with one hand, it quickly takes away with the other.

This is a perfect example of what I was just saying. Joe takes the words from the Catechism that says Catholics must do penance and expiate their sins and he interprets that as meaning that we basically take away our own sins by our penance and expiation. Furthermore, he acknowledges what we say, about how an individual Catholic must expiate his sins, but that it is Jesus Christ “alone” who expiated our sins, but then says, “See, they’re talking out of both sides of their mouths.” As if Catholics world-wide are just a bunch of blind dumb jackasses who just can’t think, because if we could think we would see the obvious duplicity right here in the Catechism! We just need someone like Dr. Joe Mizzi to open our eyes for us.


Joe interprets the Catechism as he sees it from his biased, and, may I add, bigoted, Protestant point of view. He cares not a whit about how a Catholic understands these things. As justified members of the Body of Christ, we become partakers of the divine nature (2 Peter 1:4). We are not just legally declared innocent (as Joe believes), we are actually made innocent by the grace of God. As such, we are one with Christ when we act in accord with His will. We have a share in His being. We act by, with, and through His grace. We are one with Him as a husband and wife are one. The two have become one. 


So, is it talking out of both sides of our mouth when we say that we must expiate our sins, but that Christ alone expiates sins? No, because we are members of Christ. Just so in the Bible, we are told that we have no other foundation than Christ (1 Cor 3:11). Yet, we are otherwise told that the apostles and prophets are the foundation (Ephesians 2:20; Rev 21:14). So, is Scripture speaking out of both sides of its mouth? It is if you use Joe Mizzi’s logic. Also, we are told we have only one Father (Mt 23:9), yet my dad was my father, too. I am the father of four. Is Dr. Mizzi a father? I’ll guess that he is. But, how is that so, since there is only one Father? And, Scripture itself mentions other fathers (in both the physical and spiritual sense). How can this be? Is Scripture talking out of both sides of its mouth? It is if you use Joe Mizzi’s logic. 


But, we know better, don’t we? As members of Christ’s Body, the apostles and prophets share in Jesus’ role as foundation in a special way. So, Jesus is the only foundation, but it is also proper to say the apostles and prophets serve as foundation. I, as do all fathers, share in God’s fatherhood in a special way. So, it is proper to say that there is one Father, but it is also proper to call me a father. Just so, we can expiate our sins, but it is Christ alone Who expiates our sins. How so? Because we expiate our sins only as members of His Body. Only through Him, with Him, and in Him can we do so. So, the Catechism does not show the Church to be talking out of both sides of its mouth, unless, of course, Joe wants to admit that God, through the Bible, is talking out of both sides of His mouth. 


But Joe, I can almost hear John cry: You are missing the point! As Catholics we believe that we can’t do anything apart from Christ. Why do you always leave that out?

Let me give you John’s exact words:
‘He always leaves Christ out of Catholic teaching on salvation. All over his website he leaves the very clear impression that Catholics, in and of themselves, by their own works and prayers, apart from Christ, have to save themselves. Nowhere, that I know of, does he even try to present the teachings of the Church as I gave them to him in our debate (see the ‘Debate’ page on my website), and as are clearly presented in the teachings of the Council of Trent and the Catechism.’

Do I really?! Do I really ‘always’ leave Christ out of the Catholic teaching on salvation? I will ask you the very same question that I had asked you in our debate: ‘John, did I really state or imply that Catholicism teaches salvation by works ‘in and of themselves’? Did I not clarify that good works are done by God’s help; that Catholicism emphasizes God’s grace; that the works are performed through Jesus Christ? Did I not specifically refuse the false idea that Catholicism teaches that our works originate in our natural ability?’

[I beseech the reader to read at least this part of the debate: http://www.justforcatholics.org/martignoni-mizzi.htm#2a]

John you did not listen then; you are not listening now. You are lying about me, John, and one day you will have to give account before God.

You’re throwing out the same allegation over and over again even though I have categorically refuted it. That is not a reasonable discussion. It’s like playing ping pong, and I have no time to waste. Enough have been written for the reader to make a reasonable judgment.

Yes, I believe enough has be written for the reader to make a reasonable judgment. Problem is, most of the time the reader won’t see most of what has been written on Joe’s website. Did you notice that Joe points to the debate he and I had in order to “prove” that he doesn’t misrepresent Catholic teaching. In other words, Joe is not pointing you to anything on his website that existed before his debate with me to prove his point, is he? No, he is pointing to our debate. A debate which you kind of have to look for on his site if you want to read it. So, in our debate he said certain things, and that is all well and good, but the rest of his website is exactly as I claim it to be…one big misrepresentation of Catholic beliefs and teachings.


For example: Joe declares here that he teaches that Catholicism “emphasizes” God’s grace. Well, let’s take a quote from his website and you be the judge: “Superficially, Roman Catholicism also teaches that justification comes from the grace of God. Sadly, what Rome gives with one hand, it takes away with the other. For grace is conceived as God’s help to perform good works, which ultimately merit eternal life.” Tell me, Joe, is that what you call “emphasizing” the importance of God’s grace in Catholic teaching?


He also says that he clarified that good works are done by God’s help and that they are performed through Jesus Christ. Another quote from Joe’s website: “Are you justified by the grace of God? If you’re relying on your good works, as Roman Catholicism teaches, then you are still a stranger to grace.” Where in this do you clarify that we teach good works by the grace of God performed by, through, and with Christ as members of His Body? Who is it that is talking out of both sides of his mouth?


Conclusion
John would not answer the question about heaven or hell. I will answer plainly. When my pilgrimage on earth is done, on that same day I will be with Christ my Savior. With all the redeemed, I will be saved from the wrath to come. I know that I have eternal life.
My desire and prayer for the Catholic readers of this letter is that you too may come to this conviction and joy. May God bless you.

Actually, I did answer the question. I answered the question as Jesus answered many questions put to Him…with a question. Actually, with two questions: 
1) Who decides who goes to Heaven and who goes to Hell? God. 
2) Who knows the mind of God? No one. Joe Mizzi, however, believes “Joe Mizzi” is the answer to both of those questions. He declares something that even the Apostle Paul did not have the audacity to do. He declares himself saved. As Paul says in 1 Cor 4:4-5, “I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby acquitted. It is the Lord who judges me [Are you reading this, Joe?]. Therefore do not pronounce judgment before the time, before the Lord comes, Who will bring to light the things now hidden in darkness and will disclose the purposes of the heart. Then every man will receive his commendation from God.” Joe has already judged himself, even though Paul says not to judge before “the time.” And, even though Paul says it is the Lord who judges, not us. So, I want ask the reader to consider that everything Joe Mizzi writes is coming from someone who deliberately and conspicuously goes against these words of Scripture.
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Dr. Joe Mizzi issued a response to what I said in Issue #50. He claims this will be his last, and I wish to respond to what he had to say. And, since he says that it will be his last response, then that means I get to have the last word on the matter. And, I do so enjoy getting in the last word.

First, for the background on this issue, you can go back and read Issue #50 (on the “Newsletter” page of the website: www.biblechristiansociety.com). Then read his response below so that you will be able to see very clearly how he, once again, does not really address any of my arguments. He simply repeats what he said and ignores what I said. Then, after each point of his response, I will make my comments. 

John, I read through Newsletter #50 with the hope that you would give some sort of explanation, if not a formal apology, for your slanderous accusation.


Instead you resorted to your usual strategy of rhetoric, digressions and fallacies. Here are a few examples: (1) Is it possible that you do not know the difference in meaning between ‘legalistic’ and ‘legal’ – and yet you confuse the two terms and go on to build an argument on sand. (2) Why do you ask me if my interpretation of the Bible is infallible since it seems that you already know the answer (‘he claims to be the infallible ‘truth of the gospel’’)? (3) You point out the obvious – a word like ‘father’ may be used with different meanings in different contexts – to cover the contradiction that Christ ‘alone’ expiates our sins and yet the faithful have to expiate their sins too. If expiation was made by the mystical body of Christ (which is not the case, as I had shown), the Catechism should say ‘Christ with the church’ rather than ‘Christ alone’. (4) Why did you insert the little word ‘only’ in the analogy of marriage and good works? Love to your spouse is the concrete evidence to the reality of marriage, but nobody will argue that it is the only evidence? With St James, I do not argue that good works are the only evidence of saving faith, but surely they are!


Joe, don’t you mean that I’m going off on a tangent by trying to put things in context, as you stated in your last response? Let’s go through Joe’s points one-by-one:


1) Legal: Established or authorized by law; Legalism: strict adherence to the law. So, yes, I do know the difference in meanings. My whole point was, and is, that your whole system of theology is based on the courtroom. It is much more focused on legalities than my system of theology is. You are forensically, or legally, declared innocent by a Judge in a court of law. Your judge is unable to ever rescind your sentence because, in a legal sense, He doesn’t see you in front of Him, rather, He sees the Innocent Lamb – legally speaking. In order to know that you have been legally declared innocent, you must perform good works. (Note: Joe previously says one must perform good works in order to know one is innocent, but he is saying something a bit different above.) 


2) Why is it so hard to answer the question about whether or not your interpretation of the Bible is infallible? My whole point is that while I suspect you admit that you are not infallible in interpreting the Bible (since you admit, below, to being fallible in general), you nevertheless act as if you are infallible when presenting your opinions about biblical interpretations, about the teachings of the Catholic Church, and about salvation. So, you may say that you are not infallible, yet you act as if you are. And, if you will admit that you’re biblical interpretations are fallible, then will you not also admit that your beliefs about salvation as you interpret them from your reading of the Bible, could indeed be wrong? 


3) In order to make your theology have even the appearance of some sort of consistency, you must divide the Body of Christ. How many bodies of Christ are there, Joe? You apparently know of at least two. In Catholic theology, there is one body of Christ. Anyone who is truly Christian is so because they are a member of that body of Christ. If I am a member of the Body of Christ, then, when Christ alone expiates sin, do not I, as a member of His Body, share in that expiation? This is why divorce is so readily accepted in Protestantism, because you are divorcing people from the Body of Christ in the very essence of your theological system. Does not Scripture, in Ephesians, say that Christ and the Church are one? How is it you separate the Head from the Body when Scripture does no such thing? 


4) Joe here is referring to the fact that in Issue #50 I stated, “By Joe’s analogy [between marriage and salvation], the only way you can know you truly were married is if you do ‘good works’ for your spouse.” I said that because the only way he has ever stated to me that one can know he is saved is by doing good works. He apparently is now stating that there are other ways to know one is saved, besides doing good works. Well, I apologize for my misrepresentation of his beliefs…but, again, it was done out of ignorance of those beliefs, because, again, this is the first time he’s ever mentioned such a thing. (I wish Joe would accord Catholics the same respect when it comes to his misrepresentation of their beliefs.) So, there are other ways to know that one is saved, besides doing good works, eh? Isn’t that interesting? What is this other “evidence” that one can know he is saved, Joe? A burning in your bosom along the lines of what the Mormons speak of? 


I read all that you had to say about me. In our formal debate you were supposed to prove that I misrepresented Catholic teaching – you failed; rather you exposed yourself as the one who misrepresented the historical Protestant teaching on sola fide.


And again, in your recent writings, your arguments fall short of proving that I misrepresent Catholic teaching. The closest you could get is show that sometimes I do not say all that the Catholic Church has to say on a particular subject. For instance you wrote: ‘What is the distinction between venial and mortal sin in Catholic teaching? Is it the distinction between serious sin and non-serious sin, as Joe Mizzi claims it to be on his website?’ That is not a misrepresentation, or distortion as you put it, of the Catholic position. The statement is perfectly true as far as it goes. In the answer to my inquirer, I did not say all that the Catholic Church has to say about venial/moral sins, but a comprehensive exposition was not required in the particular context. If you read the Catechism (1854-1864) you will discover that gravity is one important difference between venial/mortal sins, just as I wrote, but then the Catechism addresses other aspects, which you too, John, did not mention. Should we then say that you are misrepresenting the Catholic teaching because you were not comprehensive? 


I am not misrepresenting Catholic teaching by not being comprehensive, because my “partial” explanations do not lead one in a different direction than that of the “comprehensive” teaching. The same cannot be said for you. Your statement on Purgatory was indeed misleading. If someone came to your website with absolutely no knowledge of Catholic teaching, then by reading that statement, they would think: 1) The Catholic Church downplays the seriousness of sin – which is a false statement on its surface; 2) That the Catholic teaching on Purgatory allows one to commit sin freely knowing that he can make up for it in Purgatory – which again is false on its surface. You take the beliefs of Catholics that you claim misunderstand the Catholic teaching on Purgatory, and hold them up as an example for why Purgatory is a dangerous and misleading doctrine. Is that being honest and truthful? Why not take the beliefs of Protestants who you claim misunderstand the Protestant teaching on salvation by faith alone and hold them up as an example of why Sola Fide is a dangerous and misleading doctrine? You would never do so. As such, you are being hypocritical and duplicitous. 


Yes, there is a difference between the seriousness (gravity) of mortal sin and venial sin, as I stated in Issue #50, but, once again, the difference is not between serious and non-serious sin; the difference is in levels of seriousness. They are both serious. One, though, moreso than the other, at least, according to the Bible.


By the way, once again, as per your usual and customary way of doing things, you avoided answering my questions on this matter:

1) Does the Bible, in 1 John 5, mention that there are two types of sin with differing levels of seriousness? 

2) Yet, do you not believe that all sin is the same?

3) Also, please Joe, on your website, please let us know what 1 John 5:16-17 is talking about if all sin is the same, as you believe?

4) And, please let us know which kind of sinners you will not pray for? And, which kind of sinners God doesn’t want you to pray for? 


Folks, please notice that Joe never addresses any of these questions. He’s very quick to jump on Catholic teaching as being wrong, but he’s not so quick to let us know what he believes about this passage. Could it be because he doesn’t have a clue? Or, because whatever he says is going to contradict something he has already said? I do believe so. 


You had ample opportunity to ask forgiveness for your slanderous accusation that I always leave Christ out of Catholic teaching on salvation and that by their own works and prayers, apart from Christ, Catholics have to save themselves. As you know too well, in our debate I had conclusively demonstrated that your allegation is false.


Your current defense is yet another untruth: ‘Joe is not pointing you to anything on his website that existed before his debate with me to prove his point, is he?’ As a matter of fact, I am pointing to the same article on my website that had been published before the debate, which you had used to accuse me of misrepresentation, and from which I had quoted to prove the falsity of your accusation.


[See: http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/page/RoundOneMartignoni, the introductory statement of Round 1, where John quotes my article; and my defense http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/page/RoundTwoMizzi, Round 2 Mizzi – Rebuttal where I quote extensively from the same article.]


Well, in the comments of his that I published in Issue #50, Joe actually did point specifically to our debate. In fairness to Joe, though, the article he mentions from his website is quoted in that debate. However, I quote it to show precisely how he misrepresents Catholic teaching! And, his quote of that same article, is from the precise spot that I was specifically citing as a misrepresentation. In that article, he quotes from the Council of Trent, and then, in his summary of what he quoted, he completely ignores what it says and concludes that Catholics teach that we are saved by our “GOOD WORKS” [emphasis in the original].


Here is a quote from that article: “So then, what is required for a person to be justified at the end, that is, to be accounted to have fully satisfied divine law, and therefore to merit eternal life? Trent answers: THEIR GOOD WORKS! Their good works fully satisfy the divine law. Their works merit eternal life.” 

In other words, he quotes what Catholics say, and then tells you what it really means. So, in a legalistic sense, he can claim he states authentic Catholic teaching (actually, he doesn’t state it, his quote of the Council of Trent does), but then he gives his reader what that really means. And, what it really means, according to Joe, is diametrically opposed to what the Church actually teaches. 


How can you say, Joe, that you tell people the Catholic Church puts an emphasis on grace when you tell them that we teach we are saved by our “GOOD WORKS!?” How do you have the audacity to say that the Catholic Church talks out of both sides of its mouth?!


If you admitted a mistake (after all you make no claim to infallibility, just as I don’t!), you would have gained my respect even though we would continue to disagree on a hundred issues.


But alas, once again you have showed me what kind of person you are. John, you are not trustworthy. I see no point in going any further with you. I sincerely hope that you will repent of your sin and ask God to create in you a clean heart. I pray that this will not be held against you on that Day.


In other words, Joe, you don’t believe I have committed a sin unto death? Because, if I had committed a sin unto death, you wouldn’t pray for me, would you? Again, what is it that you believe to be a sin unto death? 


To John’s Readers

Undoubtedly many of you respect and admire John Martignoni. He loves and dedicates himself to the Catholic Church. But I think that John would not want you to follow him blindly. For like myself, John is also fallible; we all are liable to make mistakes.


In his writings John reasons with you and appeals to a higher authority than himself (the teaching authority of the Catholic Church and the Holy Scriptures) because he wants you to rest your faith on a sure foundation. But since he is fallible it is possible that sometimes he gives the wrong interpretation of the Bible and the teaching of the Catholic Church.


I don’t ask anyone to follow me. I don’t want anyone to follow me. Unlike Joe, who wants everyone to accept his own personal, private, fallible interpretation of the Bible as if it is an infallible interpretation of the Bible…as if his words are God’s own words…I merely ask one to accept the teachings of the Church founded by Jesus Christ. And, if anything I say ever contradicts anything that Church says, then it is out of ignorance and I will repudiate it the moment it is brought to my attention. 


Joe admits, at least verbally, that he is fallible. So, Joe, please answer this question on your website: Since you are fallible, does that mean that your interpretation of the Scriptures in regards to salvation could possibly be wrong? The answer has to be, “Yes,” but Joe will never admit that. So, again, he gives lip service to his fallibility, but he doesn’t act as if he is fallible. I, too, am fallible, which is why I rely not upon my own understanding – Scripture says only a fool relies upon his own understanding – but I rely upon the understanding of the Church founded by Jesus Christ. 


Therefore I encourage you to test all things; search the scriptures to find out whether the things you learn from John (and whoever else) are so. Ultimately the responsibility for what you know and believe rests squarely on your shoulders.


Let me give you a concrete example. In my first letter, I asked you to consider an important spiritual question: If you die right now (God forbid!), do you feel that: (1) You will go directly to heaven? (2) You will go to hell?


John argued that only God knows. He wrote: 1) Who decides who goes to Heaven and who goes to Hell? God. 2) Who knows the mind of God? No one. Joe Mizzi, however, believes ‘Joe Mizzi’ is the answer to both of those questions. He declares something that even the Apostle Paul did not have the audacity to do. He declares himself saved. As Paul says in 1 Cor 4:4-5, ‘I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby acquitted. It is the Lord who judges me [Are you reading this, Joe?]. Therefore do not pronounce judgment before the time, before the Lord comes, Who will bring to light the things now hidden in darkness and will disclose the purposes of the heart. Then every man will receive his commendation from God.’ Joe has already judged himself, even though Paul says not to judge before ‘the time.’ And, even though Paul says it is the Lord who judges, not us. So, I want ask the reader to consider that everything Joe Mizzi writes is coming from someone who deliberately and conspicuously goes against these words of Scripture.


What do you think of John’s argument? Is it biblically correct? Is it true that we cannot know whether we’re saved or not?


Let’s take 1 Cor 4:4-5 first. Was the apostle Paul expressing doubt about his salvation?


As always it is crucial to look at the context (at least please read 1 Cor 4:1-5). Paul is addressing the problem of divisions and factions in the Corinthian church. Some Corinthians exalted Paul, others Apollos and yet others glorified Cephas. 
But the apostle corrects them for their wrong attitude. Paul, Apollos and Cephas are but servants of Christ. The Corinthians were not competent to make a correct estimate of their teachers; in fact, Paul himself is unable to evaluate himself infallibly. Only when the Lord comes, in the Day of Judgment, will the worth of every servant be made manifest and then each one will be rewarded accordingly. ‘Then each one’s praise will come from God.’


We note that the issue is not whether Paul will be declared saved or lost on that Day (after all Paul is now already in heaven and he does not have to wait until the Second Coming to find out). It was not a question on whether Paul, Apollos or Cephas would be saved, but on the value of their ministry and the rewards they deserved. Hence this passage affords no proof that Paul was uncertain of his salvation; it deals with a different subject.


Yes, let’s discuss the context of 1 Cor 4:4-5. The context is one of judgment. God’s judgment. Joe states that this passage is simply speaking of how much reward one will get and how valuable one’s ministry is? Really? Then why does Paul say that he is not “thereby acquitted?” Doesn’t being acquitted have to do with a judgment of guilt or innocence vs. a judgment of how much one’s reward should be? And why does this passage talk about bringing to light the things hidden in darkness? Are good things, things that lead to rewards, “hidden in darkness?” 


And, let’s look at some other passages about Paul and his “assurance” of salvation: “Work out your salvation in fear and trembling,” (Phil 2:12). Well, that certainly is the language of absolute assurance, isn’t it? 


“That, IF POSSIBLE, I may attain the resurrection from the dead. NOT that I have ALREADY obtained this or am already perfect; but I press on to make it my own…I do NOT consider that I have made it my own; but one thing I do, forgetting what lies behind and straining forward to what lies ahead, I press on toward the goal for the prize of the upward call of God in Christ Jesus,” (Phil 3:10-14). Why is Paul “straining” and “press[ing] on” toward the goal, if he has already achieved the goal?


“Do you not know that in a race all the runners compete, but only one receives the prize? So run that you may obtain it…Well, I do not run aimlessly, I do not box as one beating the air, but I pommel my body and subdue it, LEST after preaching to others I myself should be DISQUALIFIED,” (1 Cor 9:24-27). Why is Paul worried about being “disqualified” from the race if he has already won the race? And why is he telling others to run so that they may obtain the prize if they have already obtained it?


Again, Joe expects us to view his interpretation as an infallible statement and to jump ship based on it. Now, again, he claims that he wants us to rely solely on Scripture, but, in actuality, he really wants us to rely solely on his flawed, biased, personal, fallible interpretation of Scripture. And, again, he never ever speaks to this point about the fallibility of his interpretations. Ever! Why? Because he can’t. Either he knows that what I’m saying is true and simply refuses to admit it because that would cast serious doubt on his arguments, or he is afraid to even think about this point because something deep down inside is telling him where the logic of it could lead. If there is even the remotest possibility that Joe is wrong, and that he is leading others astray, then, for the sake of his soul and the souls of those who follow him, he should shut down his website immediately and never teach anyone anything again. He should simply tell people: “You’ve got a Bible? Read it and decide for yourself.” To do anything other than that, is doing himself and others a grave injustice. 


Elsewhere the apostle Paul directly expressed his conviction on salvation. In Philippians 1:21-24, Paul said that for him ‘to die is gain’. But if Paul was uncertain whether he would go to heaven or hell, how could he say that? To go to hell is certainly not gain! Well, Paul himself explains why he considered it profitable to die. He desired to depart in order to ‘be with Christ’ which is far better than staying here on earth. Paul knew that after death, he would be with the Lord in heaven.


When Paul wrote Philippians, he was in jail. Why? Because of the Gospel. He was on his way to eventual death. Why? Because of the Gospel. If I knew I was on my way to martyrdom, I would have no trouble saying the same thing. In fact, I can pretty much say the same thing right now, grounded on my hope in Christ and my belief that I am not currently in a state of mortal sin. I cannot have “absolute” assurance, however, but then, neither did Paul. But, in the situation he found himself in, Paul could be as certain as anyone could be, without being God, as to their salvation. Again, if Paul had absolute certainty, why did he say later in that same letter that folks should “work out their salvation in fear and trembling?” And why did he say the other things that I quote above? One of the problems with this whole “absolute assurance” thing is that it completely negates any reason for hope. Hope is not necessary if we have absolute assurance. Yet, the Scriptures speak constantly of hope. The two are incompatible. Joe tends to take things as absolutes, as Paul’s statement here, when they are not necessarily absolutes. 


Now consider John’s argument: 1) Who decides who goes to Heaven and who goes to Hell? God. 2) Who knows the mind of God? No one.


No objections about the first statement: God decides the destiny of his creatures! However the answer to the second question is misleading. Rather than ‘No one’ we should answer ‘God’ knows the mind of God! 


Joe knows perfectly well that I am talking about human beings when I say “no one” knows the mind of God. Another example of him taking something as an absolute, when it was not meant as an absolute. He’s being pretty legalistic here. 


Not only so, it pleased God to reveal his mind to his people. The apostle Paul writes: ‘For who has known the mind of the LORD that he may instruct Him? But we have the mind of Christ’ (1 Cor 2:16). Christians have the mind of Christ! He does not tell us everything, of course, nor can we know everything. But he does tell us something about his purposes and his intentions for us, and whatever God declares about his people is ‘gospel truth’!


So, even though Scripture says no one knows the mind of God, Joe says, “Hey, all you have to do is read Scripture and you can know the mind of God.” Joe, should I believe you, or the Bible? 


We only need to ask whether God’s Word tells Christians that they are saved. Please read the following scriptures:


Even when we were dead in trespasses, made us alive together with Christ (by grace you have been saved) (Ephesians 2:5).


For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God. (Ephesians 2:8).


[God] has saved us and called us with a holy calling, not according to our works, but according to His own purpose and grace which was given to us in Christ Jesus before time began. (2 Timothy 1:9).


This is a specious argument. All Christians are saved, if they are truly members of the Body of Christ…truly Christian. I never said they aren’t. However, nowhere does the Bible say they cannot become unsaved…that they cannot be severed from the Body of Christ…cannot, in essence, become non-Christians. None of the verses Joe gives here says anything to the contrary. Let’s look at 1 Tim 5:8, “If anyone does not provide for his relatives, and especially for his own family, has disowned the faith and is worse than an unbeliever.” 


Okay, you’re a Christian, you’re saved, but then you decide to discontinue support of your relatives…what happens? Are you still saved? Not unless disowning the faith and being worse than an unbeliever means you’re saved. 


With grateful hearts, Christians confidently shout for joy: We are saved! We have eternal life, and we know it, because God has so declared about us! May the Lord richly bless you?


This is another example of how Joe needs to pay closer attention to Scripture. In Ezekiel 33:13, God tells the righteous that he “shall surely live.” So, God has told someone who is righteous that he “shall surely live.” So, that person has absolute assurance of salvation, right? After all, God told him he shall live. And not just live, but “surely” live. Who can get more assurance than that?! Well, in Joe Mizzi theology this guy has absolute assurance of his salvation, just like Joe does. Without a doubt, this person is going to Heaven, just like Joe is. But, look at the entire verse: “Though I say to the righteous that he shall surely live, yet if he trusts in his righteousness and commits iniquity, none of his righteous deeds shall be remembered; but in the iniquity that he has committed he shall die.” In other words, even though he is saved, if he presumes upon that salvation and commits sin, he will die in his iniquity…unsaved. 


One last thing on this. Please take note that Joe didn’t even begin to touch my question about how he knows that he hasn’t deceived himself into falsely thinking he is saved. He admits that there are folks out there who think they are Christians and who think they are saved, but they actually aren’t. Which begged the question: How then, Joe, do you know that you are not one of those self-deceived people? Who can assure you that you are not self-deceived in what you believe and in what you teach? No one can. Joe is his own authority. Joe claims not to be self-deceived. How can he know this with certainty? He can’t, because he could be self-deceived. Please, Joe, on your website, if you don’t answer any other question I’ve asked here, please answer this one: How can you know with absolute certainty that you are not self-deceived? 


Please pray for Joe Mizzi and all like him who teach this false and dangerous dogma of once saved always saved and pray for all those that are influenced by these false prophets…that they may come to know the fullness of the Truth. 
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Do you remember Joe Mizzi – the Maltese doctor I had a debate with on salvation and who continues to distort Catholic teaching on his website? Well, he sends occasional emails to some of you folk who then forward them to me. The last email he sent out had some folks asking me how I would respond. 
Well, instead of me responding, I’m going to show you how one of you responded to Dr. Mizzi. It’s an excellent example of what I teach folks to do. Ask questions. Stick to the basic issues.

Below is Dr. Mizzi’s email to us Catholics, then below that is the email exchange between Gary B. (“Apologetics for the Masses” reader) and Dr. Mizzi, with my comments interspersed.
Joe Mizzi’s Email:

The Futile Faith of Some Catholics
Do you fully rely by faith on the Lord Jesus for your salvation? I’m not asking you if you believe in Jesus in a vague and general way, but whether or not you trust him with all your heart to get you to heaven.

If you were brought up in the Catholic religion, you have been told at confession to make satisfaction for sins by doing penance, such as prayer and fasting. You were also taught to merit grace by doing good works.

You believe in Jesus, and yet, if you follow the official teaching of the Catholic Church, you don’t fully trust him with the salvation of your soul. The focus of your heart is shifted from Christ and his cross to self and your deeds. You must make satisfaction; you must merit grace; you must add works to your faith in Christ for your final justification.

My friend, I am constrained to forewarn you that such faith cannot justify you before God. I say it again, on the authority of the divine Word: if you attempt to add works to faith for justification, Christ is of no value to you. Listen carefully to what the Bible says:

“But to him who does not work but believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness” (Romans 4:5 NKJV).

And again, read the same scripture in a Catholic version:

“But when one does not work, yet believes in the one who justifies the ungodly, his faith is credited as righteousness.” (NAB).

Whose faith, according to the inspired Scripture, is credited as righteousness? Is it the faith of him that believes and works? Or of him who believes and does not work? Are you attempting to be justified by faith apart from works, or by faith and works combined?

The apostle is not excluding works as the fruit or purpose of salvation. Elsewhere he is adamant on the absolute necessity of works, godliness and love in the Christian life.

But in this context he is speaking on a different matter, on how God justifies the ungodly. He speaks of righteousness “accounted” or “credited” to the sinner that believes in Christ. Paul tells how the legal debt is crossed out and instead God writes “Righteous by Faith” on the believer’s account.

Paul will not allow us to miss the point. The Protestant motto “faith alone” is definitely feeble in comparison to the powerful apostolic statement: “him who does not work but believes”! The Bible does not merely say “faith alone” but it positively excludes works altogether for justification. Indeed the Spirit defines justifying faith by contrasting it to works. He rightly believes in God who makes no attempt to present his personal works for justification.

What about the person who both works and believes in Christ? Can he be justified also? As much as I wish to give a positive answer, I would be deceitful if I do. No, sadly, the person who attempts to be right with God by faith and the merits of his works will most certainly fail. There aren’t two ways to God; there aren’t two contradictory gospels – one that excludes works and the other that includes them. There is but one gospel: the justification of whoever does not work but believes.

Add one grain of works to your faith, and it is no longer the faith that justifies but a futile and demonic counterfeit.

Dear friend, are you justified by faith; are you at peace with God? Are you convinced that a fatal heart attack will usher you straight to the glory of heaven? If you are doubtful and uncertain, it is because you are not grasping the cross of Christ. You cannot 

Throw them away! Discard your works-merit in the rubbish bin where they belong. Come empty-handed to Christ and hold fast to him as your only defense before the God’s Law. If you do not work but believe on the Lord who justifies the ungodly, your faith will be accounted for righteousness. That’s a divine promise!

One Catholic’s Response – Gary B.:

Sorry, Joe. But I believe John Martignoni already won this debate with you.


Comments/Strategies: 

Gary is referring to the debate I had with Dr. Mizzi that you can read on the “Debate” page of our website (www.biblechristiansociety.com) and also to several issues of the newsletter (Issues #46-47, 50, and 52). In all of these places I explain how Joe, either through purposeful ignorance or outright dishonesty, continually misrepresents Catholic teaching on salvation (and many other things) and continually refuses to accept my explanations and the explanations of many other Catholics who write him in regards to what authentic Catholic teaching is, vs. his poor rendering of Catholic teaching. I continually compare what Joe says we teach with what we actually teach. Yet, he continues to pass off his counterfeit version of Catholicism as the real thing. But, Gary is going to very easily and very simply point out a real problem with Joe’s theology.


Dr. Mizzi’s Response:

This is not about John and me, but about you and Holy, Almighty God. What is your defence before him — would you appeal to Jesus, Mary, the Saints, your penances, your good works? Or would you hold on the Christ alone as you only right to heaven?
Please think about this matter. May God give you understanding.

One Catholic’s Response – Gary B.:

Who did Jesus die for? Just the Jews? Just for Gentiles? Just for Europeans? Who did Jesus come down to this earth to die for?


Comments/Strategies: 

This is what I call the setup question. 


Dr. Mizzi’s Response:

Jesus died for his sheep (who comes from the Jewish race and every nation of the world), but then not everyone is of his sheep, as the following scriptures prove:

“I am the good shepherd. The good shepherd lays down his life for the sheep. … but you do not believe because you are not my sheep” (John 10:11, 25, 26).

If you are not one of his sheep — if you don’t believe in him as you should — then his death is of no benefit to you. But if you belong to him, you are secure in the hands of your saviour:

“My sheep listen to my voice; I know them, and they follow me. I give them eternal life, and they shall never perish; no one can snatch them out of my hand.”

One Catholic’s Response – Gary B.:

Very good! So Jesus died for His sheep. Those that are His sheep, are they His sheep because of something they did or because of something Jesus did? By the same token, those that are not His sheep, are they not His sheep because of something they didn’t do or because of something Jesus didn’t do? Obviously, our act of faith is something we do. It is a “work” on our part.


Comments/Strategies: 

Beautiful! Joe actually answers incorrectly, because Jesus died for all men, not just for His sheep; however, not all men take advantage of the fact that Jesus paid the price for their sins and they end up dying in their sins rather than as members of the Body of Christ. But, it doesn’t really matter that Joe answered incorrectly, because no matter what he answered, Gary slammed the door on him. Read Gary’s response very carefully. Joe says that nothing we do matters. That Jesus did everything and that we do nothing in terms of our salvation. That we cannot rely upon our works. But, Gary shows Joe, with just a very simple question, that the very act of believing is, in and of itself, a work (which is actually what it says in Scripture – John 6:27-29). In other words, works, or at the very least one work, play an important role in salvation.


Gary’s question is about what separates the saved from the unsaved. Is it something Jesus did, or something the saved person did that the unsaved person didn’t do? Jesus did the same thing for everyone. 1 Tim 2:4 tells us that Jesus wants all men to be saved. So, if it was entirely up to Jesus, then all men would be saved, because that is God’s will for us – to be with Him in Heaven forever. That’s why He created each and every one of us. But, not all people are saved. Why? Because God gave us free will to turn away from Him. In other words, not all people DO what is necessary in order to be saved. People who are saved, are saved because of something they did that the unsaved didn’t do. Salvation by “faith alone”? Not happenin’ here, Dr. Mizzi.


Let me share one final note from Gary: “All this took place in one day, which was three days ago. I have yet to receive an answer to my last reply to him.”


And, he probably won’t hear back from him, at least, not until Dr. Mizzi hears that I wrote about all this in my newsletter.


Again, the basic lesson here is that believing in God is a work…it is something we do (by God’s grace, but we do it in cooperation with that grace)…and that there are works that we have to do, as adult Christians, in order to abide in Christ and be saved. However, as I say over and over in my exchanges with Dr. Mizzi, neither faith nor works justify (save) us, only God’s grace does that. But, we then have to have faith and works in order to abide in Christ and finish the race and receive the prize. (For more on the Catholic view of salvation, please read my debate with Dr. Mizzi or the above referenced newsletters. Also, Issue #56 on the “Process of Salvation” would be good to read for more on that topic, as well.)

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/80-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-71
Introduction
Below is Dr. Mizzi’s response in its entirety and then I repeat his response with my comments intermingled among his.

Response to John Martignoni newsletter – Issue #70
It is so sweet of John Martignoni and his disciple, Gary, to publish private correspondence without permission.

John’s criticism is like the common cold – recurrent but not a serious malady. The accusations he directs against me reflect his own problem (readers can judge for themselves who is misrepresenting whom in our online debate).

In newsletter #70, John misses the point of my letter, “The Futile Faith of Some Catholics”. Did I ever claim that we are completely passive in salvation? On the contrary I emphasized that we are justified by faith, rather than by the merits of personal works, as the Bible so clearly teaches (Romans 4:5). Our personal act of faith is not in dispute. Indeed I have also reiterated the absolute necessity of good works in the lives of the justified.

But John imagines that since we do something, salvation is ultimately hinges on ourselves rather than on God. He cannot see that God chose his people before his people choose Him; that faith itself, by which we are justified, is itself the gift of grace. Our sin-paralysed hands can never receive the gift of salvation unless first God’s restores our hands and heart. (In my response to Gary, which John did not publish, I wrote: “Read the Scripture and you’ll find the answer. Did Jesus say, “You are not my sheep because you do not believe” or did he say “You do not believe because you are not my sheep” As much as we would like to make our eternal destiny the choice of our so-called ‘free’ will; the plain truth is that our destiny is in the hands of him who is before us, and chose some to be his sheep and others not to. Our response follows his choice, not the other way around.)

John also confuses what the Bible clearly distinguishes. He says that “faith” is a “work”. He writes: “… the very act of believing is, in and of itself, a work (which is actually what it says in Scripture – John 6:27-29).”

John 6 offers no support to the Catholic concept of meritorious-works; on the contrary the Lord Jesus Christ directs his audience to that one work of God in us – believing in Jesus the Messiah – that renounces any claim to personal merit.

The distinction between faith and works is crystal clear in Ephesians 2:8, 9. “For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith—and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of God— not by works, so that no one can boast.”

If for the sake of argument we suppose that “faith” is a “work” as John would have us believe; we end up forcing Paul into an absurd contradiction: “saved, through work…not by works”! But the apostle Paul means no such thing; on the contrary he declares that we’re saved “through faith” and immediately clarifies his statement by excluding works as the means of salvation 

Dear reader, John says that faith cannot justify (save) us; the Bible says the very opposite. Are you saved by grace through faith and apart from your works?

It is so sweet of John Martignoni and his disciple, Gary, to publish private correspondence without permission.
If you get real still, in a quiet place, you can hear the melancholy notes of a violin, floating over the waves from Malta. Sorry, but Joe regularly sends his Church of the Maltese Doctor emails to my readers who have sent him emails in the past. He is well aware that they in turn share those emails with me. And, he is obviously well aware of what might happen with emails that I receive from folks. Joe, if you wish to have your correspondence with my readers remain just between you and them, make sure they have agreed to that condition before you send your email to them.


John’s criticism is like the common cold – recurrent but not a serious malady. The accusations he directs against me reflect his own problem (readers can judge for themselves who is misrepresenting whom in our online debate).

I suppose that, in some respects, I am like the common cold to Joe. In fact, I suppose, in the same sense, the Catholic Faith is like the common cold to him – in spite of all of his knowledge and learning and training – he is basically ignorant of it. 


In newsletter #70, John misses the point of my letter, “The Futile Faith of Some Catholics”. Did I ever claim that we are completely passive in salvation? On the contrary I emphasized that we are justified by faith, rather than by the merits of personal works, as the Bible so clearly teaches (Romans 4:5). Our personal act of faith is not in dispute. Indeed I have also reiterated the absolute necessity of good works in the lives of the justified.

I understand very well what Joe is saying in his letter. Joe refuses to understand what Catholics teach. He says that Catholics teach one is justified by the merits of their own personal works. I will hold up the example of infant baptism for Joe to respond to. We believe, as Martin Luther did, that an infant is justified (born again) through the Sacrament of Baptism. That infant cannot do a single work…that infant cannot make an act of faith. In other words, we believe that infant is justified by God’s grace, alone. Please tell me, Joe, how that fits in with your teaching that Catholics believe they are justified by the merits of their own personal works, when Catholics teach that babies, who cannot do any works, are justified through Baptism?


But John imagines that since we do something, salvation is ultimately hinges on ourselves rather than on God. He cannot see that God chose his people before his people choose Him; that faith itself, by which we are justified, is itself the gift of grace. Our sin-paralysed hands can never receive the gift of salvation unless first God’s restores our hands and heart. (In my response to Gary, which John did not publish, I wrote: “Read the Scripture and you’ll find the answer. Did Jesus say, “You are not my sheep because you do not believe” or did he say “You do not believe because you are not my sheep” As much as we would like to make our eternal destiny the choice of our so-called ‘free’ will; the plain truth is that our destiny is in the hands of him who is before us, and chose some to be his sheep and others not to. Our response follows his choice, not the other way around.)

First of all, notice that Joe doesn’t answer Gary’s question (as given in last week’s issue) directly. The question was basically: What is the difference between the saved and the unsaved, is it something the saved did and the unsaved didn’t do, or is it something that Jesus did or didn’t do? Notice, that Joe didn’t answer directly; however, Joe seems to be saying it is something Jesus did. In other words, Joe appears to be saying (although I bet he’ll try to wiggle out of it somehow) that Jesus basically created some people for Heaven and created others for Hell, and that no one really has a choice in the matter. That free will has no role in our salvation whatsoever.


In other words, Joe seems to be going the strict double predestination route here. To respond to what Joe says, I would first offer this quote from one of the saints – I think it was St. Augustine, but I’m not absolutely sure: “God, Who created us without our permission, will not save us without our permission.” Joe is taking an either-or position on this, as so many Protestants take on so many issues – when actually this is a both-and proposition. In other words, God doesn’t save us all by Himself. He needs our cooperation, because He has indeed given us free will. It is not either all God or all me – it is both God and me. 


God will not impose His will on us. This is very clear from Scripture. In Luke 7:30, we see that the Pharisees and lawyers rejected God’s will for themselves, because they were not baptized by John. If it was God’s will that they be baptized by John, yet they weren’t baptized by John, how can Joe say that we don’t have free will? How could they reject God’s purpose for them, if God’s will overrides our free will? Or, as Joe seems to be saying, if we have no free will? This verse doesn’t quite fit in with what Joe has said. 


Another Scripture verse that seems quite at odds with what Joe says above is 1 Tim 2:4, which states: “[God our Savior] desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth.” God wants all men to be saved…so saith God through Scripture. Yet Joe is saying that God “chose” only certain people to give His grace to…the grace that is necessary to be saved. In other words, 1 Tim 2:4 doesn’t seem to fit into Joe’s theology either. I mean, how is it that God can want all men to be saved, but then only gives certain men the grace necessary to be saved? Is that not a contradiction? Is it not rather the case that God does indeed give all men the grace necessary for salvation, since He is a just and merciful God and does indeed want all men to be saved, but that many men do not cooperate with that grace…reject that grace…and end up not being saved? 


John also confuses what the Bible clearly distinguishes. He says that “faith” is a “work”. He writes: “… the very act of believing is, in and of itself, a work (which is actually what it says in Scripture – John 6:27-29).”

John 6 offers no support to the Catholic concept of meritorious-works; on the contrary the Lord Jesus Christ directs his audience to that one work of God in us – believing in Jesus the Messiah – that renounces any claim to personal merit.

In John 6:27-29, Jesus first tells His listeners…this is a command from God, now…that they should “LABOR for the food which endures to eternal life.” First question: Is laboring an act of faith, or a work? Answer: it’s a work. Next in this passage, the people say, “What must WE DO to be doing the works of God?” Second question: Is this something the people are going to do, or is it something God is going to do? Answer: it is both-and, not either-or. It is a work of God, that God does through the people, but the people actively participate in this work. 

Next, Jesus says: “This is the work of God, that you believe in Him Whom He has sent.” Question: Is believing a work? Answer: Indeed it is…at least, according to the Bible. It is a work of God, but a work that God does through the people. Having faith…believing…is a work that each individual does, by God’s grace. They do it by the grace of God, but they indeed do it. They cooperate with God’s grace in their lives in order to have faith. Just as they cooperate with God’s grace in their lives to do any “work of God”…to do any of the works that God has “prepared” for us that “we should walk in them,” (Ephesians 2:10).


The distinction between faith and works is crystal clear in Ephesians 2:8, 9. “For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith—and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of God— not by works, so that no one can boast.”

I agree 100% with that verse of the Bible. I do not, however, agree with what Joe sadly thinks that verse means…in other words, I do not agree with Joe’s fallible interpretation of that verse. For more on this, see the “Debates” page on my website (www.biblechristiansociety.com) or see Issue #56 on the “Newsletter” page of the website.


If for the sake of argument we suppose that “faith” is a “work” as John would have us believe; we end up forcing Paul into an absurd contradiction: “saved, through work…not by works”! But the apostle Paul means no such thing; on the contrary he declares that we’re saved “through faith” and immediately clarifies his statement by excluding works as the means of salvation — “not of works”!

Hey, Joe, I’m just showing you what the Bible says. It very clearly says, as I just pointed out, that believing is a work of God, does it not? A work of God that we do with God. Do you agree that believing is a “work” of God, done through us, or not? Now, in your confused system of theology, admitting to that might force Paul into an “absurd contradiction,” but it does no such thing in my system of theology. We have been saved “through [a work of God] faith…not because of works, lest any man should boast.” That is perfectly consistent with Catholic belief. Again, it says saved “through” faith. If you believe that your faith, in and of itself, has saved you, then you don’t believe God’s grace has saved you. As Catholics, we believe we are initially justified by God’s grace through Baptism. We come to Baptism because of faith, but it is not the faith itself that justifies us…it is God’s grace alone that justifies us, by being born again of water and the Holy Spirit through Baptism. “Baptism…now saves you,” (1 Peter 3:21).


For what might be the 50th time, I will say again to the Pope of the Church of the Maltese Doctor: Catholics do not believe and do not teach that we are justified by our works. Again, I hold out the example of infant baptism. However, we believe that we do indeed “abide” in Christ by bearing good fruit, and that we must abide in Christ in order to be saved, as the Bible clearly tells us. But, just like the act of having faith, the act of working is by God’s grace…it is God working in us and through us for His good pleasure. 


Let’s look at John 15:1-6 to back this up. In these verses, we see that Jesus is the vine, and that we are the branches. Question #1 for Joe: Are the branches Christians? If so, are they saved? If they’re not Christians, how is it they are joined to Christ? 


Next, please keep in mind that branches of a vine become branches not because of anything they do, but completely and totally because of the vine. Now, what does it then say in this passage? It says that if the branches (“every branch of Mine”) do not bear good fruit, they are cut off from the vine, wither, and are thrown into the fire to be burned – a very clear reference to Hell. 2nd question for Joe, basically the same question Gary B. asked of him: What is the difference between the branches that bear good fruit and those that don’t – is it the vine, or is it the branches themselves? Notice that the passage says if the branches do not bear fruit, it doesn’t say that the vine will cause some branches to bear fruit and others not to bear fruit.


Joe’s theology has all kinds of problems with this passage, because it is obvious that one cannot be joined to the vine (Jesus Christ) if one is not Christian. Yet, the branches can’t be Christians in Joe’s theology, because some of them get cut off and thrown into the fire. Joe doesn’t believe that’s possible. Furthermore, it is obvious that the vine is the same to all the branches…Jesus is the same yesterday, today, and forever. Yet, some of the branches bear fruit and some don’t. This, again, does not fit with Joe’s theology. Is the vine different to one branch than it is to another? If, “yes,” then are you saying that Jesus purposefully denies His grace to some of the branches because He wants them to go to Hell? He wants them to be cut off, to wither, and to be burned? Again, how does that fit with 1 Tim 2:4?


So, Joe, how does the fact that there are folks who are branches of the vine at one point, and then at another point they aren’t branches of the vine, fit into your theology of once saved, always saved? Could you explain these verses in light of your belief in eternal security?


Folks, these verses from John 15:1-6, fit perfectly with the Catholic belief that we do not become branches of the vine (become justified) because of anything that we do (faith or works), but that we remain branches of the vine (abide in Christ) because of what we do (producing good fruit by faith and works – “faith working through love” – Gal 5:6), by the grace of God. God, the vine, working in us and through us.


And, Joe, while you’re explaining your take on John 15:1-6, could you also explain the parable of the Prodigal Son in light of your belief in once saved always saved? I mean, we see the father in the parable (Luke 15:11-32), who represents God the Father, saying of the prodigal son that he was dead and is now alive again. To be alive “again,” means that you must first be alive, then die, then be alive once more. Relating this to salvation, if one is alive, he is saved, right? And, if one is dead, he’s not saved, right? And, if once one is alive, he can never die, then it can never be said of the Christian that he is alive “again”, can it? At least, not in once saved always saved theology. But, here the prodigal son, representing all of us, is alive, then dead, then alive again. He is saved, unsaved, saved again. Could you please explain that, Joe? 


Dear reader, John says that faith cannot justify (save) us; the Bible says the very opposite. Are you saved by grace through faith and apart from your works?

Once again Joe tries to distort and mislead. We are saved – or justified – through faith…Amen! But, it is not faith in and of itself that justifies us…it is God’s grace that justifies us. Joe, do you dispute that? Question for Joe: How is it you are actually justified…does your faith justify you, or does God’s grace justify you? Does the fact that you have faith, automatically mean that God owes you His grace?

In Conclusion

Well, let’s see if the good doctor can explain John 15:1-6 and the parable of the Prodigal Son to us in clear, direct, and unambiguous once saved always saved language. Anyone want to give odds on that? And, what about that infant baptism thing and Catholic belief? How does that square with the falsehoods Joe is teaching about the Catholic Faith? I can’t wait to find out.

*
Sola Fide
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/128-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-86
Introduction

In Issue #84 (http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/126-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-84), I mentioned an “Opinion Poll” that Dr. Joe Mizzi, former Catholic turned anti-Catholic, had sent out to a number of you. This is what he asked:


According to the Bible, whose faith is accounted for righteousness? 
* He who does not work but believes 
* He who works and believes

The answer, from the Bible (Romans 4:4-5) is the former – he who does not work but believes has his faith accounted for righteousness. What Dr. Mizzi was trying to do, was to “prove,” by focusing on one particular verse of the Bible, without any context, that the Catholic belief that works are indeed part of the process of salvation is at odds with what the Bible says. “See,” Dr. Mizzi would say, “the Bible teaches that those who do not work will have their faith reckoned as righteousness, but you Catholics believe that it is your works that are reckoned as righteousness. So, the Catholic Faith is contrary to the Bible.” 


And, I guess he succeeds in what he was trying to do if we overlook the fact that, in context, Romans 4 is referring to works of the law under the Old Testament; and if we overlook the fact that he has misrepresented the Catholic teaching regarding works and salvation (AGAIN!); and if we overlook the fact that the Bible tells us time and time and time again about the role of works in salvation. So, yes, if we overlook all those things…Joe succeeds in what he set out to do. 


In response to Dr. Mizzi’s “Opinion Poll,” I put out my own “Opinion Poll” that many of you sent to Dr. Mizzi, in which, using Joe’s own methodology, I “proved” that the Bible is at odds with Joe’s belief of salvation by faith alone. The questions I asked were:


1) According to the Bible, God renders eternal life to every man according to what? 

a) His works 

b) His faith alone 


2) According to the Bible, a man is justified by? 

a) Works 

b) Faith alone 


The answer to each of these questions is (a) – see Romans 2:6-7 and James 2:24. 

Below is Dr. Joe Mizzi’s response to my Opinion Poll. His response appears first in its entirety, and then I repeat it with my comments interspersed amongst his.

Dear friends,

Thanks for sending the two questions as suggested by John Martignoni. When understood in the context of Romans 2:6-8 and James 2:24, the answer to both is (a). I should add that these scriptures are in perfect agreement with the historic Protestant teaching on salvation, just in case John did not tell you.


Unfortunately John did not discuss Paul’s statement in Romans 4. Romans 4:5 is one of the most glorious expressions on gratuitous justification anywhere in Scripture. Ask John to dedicate a few newsletters to expound, proclaim and celebrate the glorious truth that “to him who does not work but believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness.”


This issue is not Joe Mizzi and his dishonesty. The crucial question is how people like you and me, sinners by nature and practice, can be accounted righteous by God.


[The following is from a related email Dr. Mizzi sent to a subscriber:]


Domenic, forget about civilization for a moment 

I answer: have you ever been taught by that church, that to him who does not work but believes in God, such faith will be accounted as righteousness.


Dear friends,

Thanks for sending the two questions as suggested by John Martignoni. When understood in the context of Romans 2:6-8 and James 2:24, the answer to both is (a).


In other words, Joe realized he was trapped by his own methodology, and had to admit that the Bible teaches, in more than one place, that works have a role to play in salvation and that we are not saved by “faith alone,” as he believes. He tries to backtrack by claiming that “in context,” these passages support the “historical Protestant teaching,” but, in context, they do nothing of the sort, as I will show in a moment by asking Joe one simple question.


The difference between the Catholic and Dr. Joe Mizzi, is that the Catholic does not “trump” one verse of the Bible with another verse of the Bible, but looks at all of them as an integrated whole. Joe, peering through some very thick scales, refuses to admit what the Bible clearly teaches about works playing a role in one’s salvation. 


I should add that these scriptures are in perfect agreement with the historic Protestant teaching on salvation, just in case John did not tell you.


You know what, I’ll bet that’s why Martin Luther referred to the Book of James as an “epistle of straw” – because it supports “historic Protestant teaching!” Oh, wait…there was no such thing as “historic Protestant teaching” when Martin Luther was alive. Sorry, my mistake!


And, just in case Dr. Mizzi didn’t tell you, Romans 4:4 is in perfect agreement with historic Catholic teaching, which did exist when Martin Luther was alive. You know, I notice that Dr. Mizzi is always mentioning and appealing to “historic Protestant teaching.” Yet, he seems to be somewhat of a Cafeteria Protestant when it comes to “historic Protestant teaching.” For example, he believes in the historic Protestant teaching regarding Sola Scriptura (Scripture Alone) and Sola Fide (Salvation by Faith Alone), but he denies “historic Protestant teaching” regarding several other matters – contraception, the perpetual virginity of Mary, and infant Baptism to name a few examples of historic Protestant teachings that he disagrees with. 


Protestant teaching, across all denominations, for 400 hundred years, stated that contraception was morally evil…was repugnant in the eyes of God…yet Dr. Mizzi says it’s okay. Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli all believed in Mary’s perpetual virginity, yet Dr. Mizzi does not. Many of the first Protestants believed that infant baptism was acceptable…and that Baptism was regenerative (in other words, that one was born again through Baptism)…and the list of those who taught that included Martin Luther and, I believe, John Calvin as well (although I’m not absolutely sure about Calvin). Yet, Dr. Mizzi disagrees with Martin Luther and many other of the original Protestants on these matters regarding Baptism. So, Dr. Mizzi needs to answer the question of why it is that he agrees with some historic Protestant teachings but not with other historic Protestant teachings. How is it he appeals to “historic Protestant teaching” on some doctrines, but denies it on others? Is that not being a bit hypocritical?

Unfortunately John did not discuss Paul’s statement in Romans 4. Romans 4:5 is one of the most glorious expressions on gratuitous justification anywhere in Scripture. Ask John to dedicate a few newsletters to expound, proclaim and celebrate the glorious truth that “to him who does not work but believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness.”


Unfortunately, Dr. Joe did not discuss the Catholic Church’s teaching that one is justified gratuitously by God’s grace alone (see Council of Trent and Catechism of the Catholic Church). He keeps claiming the Catholic Church teaches that one is justified by works, when it does nothing of the sort. Dr. Mizzi, read my caps:


THE CATHOLIC CHURCH TEACHES THAT ONE IS JUSTIFIED BY GOD’S GRACE ALONE! HOWEVER, IF AFTER BEING JUSTIFIED BY GOD’S GRACE, ONE DOES NOT DO THE WILL OF GOD (MATT 7:21), ONE DOES NOT PRODUCE GOOD FRUIT (JOHN 15:1-6), ONE DOES NOT KEEP THE COMMANDMENTS (MATT 19:17), ONE DOES NOT DENY HIMSELF AND PICK UP HIS CROSS DAILY (LUKE 9:23), ONE DOES NOT CARE FOR HIS FAMILY (1 TIM 5:8), ONE DOES NOT EAT THE FLESH AND DRINK THE BLOOD OF THE SON OF MAN (JOHN 6:51-58), ONE DOES NOT LABOR FOR THE FOOD WHICH ENDURES TO ETERNAL LIFE (JOHN 6:27), ONE DOES NOT FORGIVE THE SINS OF OTHERS (MATT 6:14-15), ONE DOES NOT FEED THE HUNGRY AND CLOTHE THE NAKED (MATT 25:31-46), ONE DOES NOT PROVIDE A RETURN ON THE TALENTS GIVEN TO ONE BY THE MASTER (MATT 25:14-30), ONE DOES NOT LOVE HIS BROTHER (1 JOHN 2:9-11), THEN ONE CAN LOSE THEIR SALVATION! IT’S IN THE BIBLE, JOE!!! 


Joe, I have dedicated newsletters to the “glorious fact” that it is he who does not work whose faith is reckoned as righteousness. Most of those newsletters were addressed to you. Please re-read the debate we had. Your problem is, Joe, you do not accept what I tell you, and show you, is authentic Catholic teaching on this matter. You want so badly to believe that Catholics have it wrong that you have to ignore authentic Catholic teaching and make up your own doctrines which you then claim we believe. 


By the way, Dr. Mizzi, have you dedicated any space on your website to the “glorious fact” that God 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?” (Rom 2:6-7) Or to the “glorious fact” that a “man is justified by works and not by faith alone?” (James 2:24). 


This issue is not Joe Mizzi and his dishonesty. The crucial question is how people like you and me, sinners by nature and practice, can be accounted righteous by God.


Actually, it is, in part, about Joe Mizzi and his dishonesty. I have tried to give Dr. Mizzi the benefit of the doubt over and over again. I have tried to believe that his misrepresentation of Catholic teaching is simply due to ignorance. I thought, “He’s not stupid, he is a doctor, after all, so he must just be ignorant of Catholic teaching.” But, when it is pointed out to him over and over and over again, by myself and by other Catholics – and even by non-Catholic ministers who subscribe to this newsletter – that he consistently misrepresents Catholic teaching, yet he refuses to alter his claims, then I really have no option but to believe that he is being dishonest…that he is purposely trying to mislead people. If there is another option for why he consistently misrepresents Catholic teaching, then I am open to hearing him tell me what it is. Again, even non-Catholics…non-Catholic ministers! …have told him that he is misrepresenting Catholic teaching – but he continues to do so.


I will show, beyond a shadow of a doubt – for any thoughtful and rational person operating without a preconceived animus against the Catholic Church – that Catholics do not believe one is justified by works. As my proof, I hold up the practice of infant baptism…again, a practice which Martin Luther himself believed to be doctrinally correct. An infant can do no works, whatsoever, in order to be justified. Yet, we believe that an infant is indeed justified, by God’s grace alone, through baptism. God, acting on His own, in a completely gratuitous manner, pours His saving grace out upon the infant…entering into covenant with the infant, filling the infant with the Holy Spirit, and making the infant a member of the Body of Christ…all without any work done by the infant. Given that belief, how then can Catholics be accused, by any honest man, of believing one is saved by their works? What work did the infant do in order to be justified? Case closed.


Domenic, forget about civilization for a moment — think about your soul. So you want to be justified by grace and by works. You’re contradicting yourself. If it is by grace, it cannot be by works, otherwise grace is no longer grace. 

This paragraph from Joe, and the next, were from another email that Joe sent to one of my readers, but which was on the same topic so I thought I would include them here and make a few comments. Again, Joe misrepresents Catholic teaching…we are not justified by our works. But, notice what Joe is saying…he is saying that one cannot be justified by grace and by works…that would be a contradiction. If it is by grace, he says, it cannot be by works. We can here, once again, use Joe’s own words against him. Joe believes in salvation by faith alone. Well, let’s substitute “faith” for “works” in Joe’s statement. “If it is by grace, it cannot be by [faith], otherwise grace is no longer grace.” Which is it, Joe, is it grace or faith that justifies us. If it is one’s faith that justifies, then what need of God’s grace? 


In other words, Dr. Joe Mizzi, instead of making cogent, logical, rational, and scriptural arguments, tries to win the day by cheap linguistic tricks like the one above and like his “Opinion Poll.” That is because his arguments amount to little more than, “Well, that’s the historical Protestant position,” or “Well, that’s how I, Joe Mizzi, interpret Scripture so I declare it to be so,” or “Well, that’s how I, Joe Mizzi, interpret Catholic teaching, so I declare it to be wrong.” 


We are justified by God’s grace…alone! Nothing we do, before the grace of initial justification…whether faith or works…merits justification, as the Council of Trent clearly teaches for anyone who is intellectually honest in reading Trent’s teachings. Once we have received the grace of initial justification, however, we then have to do the will of God and all the other things that the Bible mentions – several of which I note above – and all of which require both faith and works – in order to remain in a state of justification. If we lose our faith…if we do not do the works we are empowered by God’s grace to do…if we commit mortal sin…we can indeed lose our justification. The Bible is very clear on this. So, in this respect, faith and works are both necessary for our salvation and both are by God’s grace. We are not, for the last time, justified by our works. Using the analogy from John 15:1-6, we become branches of the vine through nothing we ourselves have done, but we remain branches by producing good fruit…by the grace of God. 


I answer: have you ever been taught by that church, that to him who does not work but believes in God, such faith will be accounted as righteousness.


If you’re talking about the Catholic Church, then I answer, “YES,” we have been taught that by the Church, and we have been taught it in the context of all of Scripture. 


One final comment: The example of Dr. Joe Mizzi ought to make all of you Catholics reading this very confident to go out there and share your faith with others. Dr. Mizzi, as I’ve previously stated, is obviously a very smart man – after all, he’s a medical doctor. Yet, this very smart man, cannot answer the simplest of arguments made by the Catholic Faith. He is reduced to linguistic trickery, taking single verses of the Bible out of context, and misrepresenting Catholic teaching in order to champion his beliefs. That is how weak, in relation to the Bible, to logic, and to common sense his arguments are. So, if this very smart man is reduced to such a level in his attacks on your faith, it must mean the arguments your faith makes are pretty doggone solid. 


Now, I’ve dealt with this issue of Sola Fide with Dr. Mizzi on several occasions, and he is obstinate in his refusal to acknowledge authentic Catholic teaching regarding salvation, so I will not take up this topic with him again. I’m not done with Dr. Mizzi, however. Next week I’m going to deal with Dr. Mizzi’s response to my last newsletter on Sola Scriptura and show you, once again, the weakness of the arguments for this man-made doctrine from the Protestant position – historical or otherwise. Dr. Mizzi, in his response, has to pretty much ignore all of my arguments in making his counter – he doesn’t even touch the arguments from logic and history, and his response to my argument from Scripture is, well, to be quite blunt – pathetic. 


Finally, I said above that I would show that the context of James 2:24 does not support Dr. Mizzi’s belief regarding Sola Fide. I’m going to ask him a question that I can almost guarantee he will not answer. I say that because I have asked this question of dozens upon dozens of Protestants, and I have yet to have anyone even try to offer a response. You need to have this memorized, because it will confound most, if not all, of the folks you talk with. Here it is:


Chapter 2 of James, including James 2:24, is summarized in the final verse of James 2 – James 2:26: “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead.” 


The analogy is this: faith = the body; works = the spirit. The Bible says both body and spirit are necessary for life – for physical life. So, for the analogy to hold true, then faith and works are both necessary for life – for spiritual life. 


So, my question to Joe: How do you interpret James 2:26 in light of your belief that only faith is necessary for life? What does James 2:26 mean?
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Introduction
At least one of you sent Issue #85, which was my 3-part argument against the Protestant doctrine of Sola Scriptura, to Dr. Joe Mizzi, an anti-Catholic apologist from the island nation of Malta, who has been featured several times in past newsletters. 

Joe sent a response to that subscriber which was then forwarded on to me. So, below is Joe’s response to my argument against Sola Scriptura. As usual, I print his response in its entirety, and then I reprint it with my comments intermingled amongst his.

As you will see, Joe’s response is not really much of a response. The example of Dr. Joe Mizzi ought to give all you folks who are not too sure about your abilities to go out there and evangelize, a great deal of confidence. 

Dr. Joe is obviously a very smart man, but he’s a very smart man who cannot come up with anything remotely resembling a cogent argument against any Catholic teaching. Why not? Because, as I always say, if you stick with Church teaching, you have not only Scripture on your side, but logic and common sense as well. That’s a tough combination for anyone to tackle. 

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

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

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

Response from Joe Mizzi:

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


What then is the “ultimate rule”? The Holy Spirit moved holy men to write down the divine message in gospels, epistles and other forms of literature. The New Testament, being part of the Holy Scriptures is “God-breathed.” 
We do not merely possess a written record of the apostolic message; we have the God-inspired record 

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


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

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


Comments/Strategies: 

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


And, not only does he ignore the arguments from logic and history, but what does he do with the arguments from Scripture? He makes up his own definitions about what tradition is in Scripture and what it is in Catholic teaching and he then declares the Catholic meaning that he has invented to be at odds with the Scripture meaning that he has invented, and then pretty much dismisses the Catholic meaning (as he has defined it) out of hand. Very nice. Great way to always win an argument – define what the other guy means in such a way that it conflicts with what you declare to be the true meaning, and then authoritatively and infallibly pronounce the other guy wrong. “I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, declare Scripture to mean one thing when it mentions ‘tradition,’ but that Catholics mean something entirely different when they say ‘tradition,’ and therefore, I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, declare Catholic teaching false…so sayeth I, Dr. Joe Mizzi, authentic and infallible interpreter of Scripture.”


This man is the embodiment of everything that is wrong with anti-Catholic polemics. He won’t deal with the arguments presented to him, often ignoring them altogether; he will not directly answer questions asked of him; he can “validly” use a particular tactic or line of argumentation, but suddenly that same tactic or line of argumentation is invalid when used against him; he takes it upon himself to define what his opponents mean when they use particular words or phrases; and he sticks to his self-fabricated definitions even after being shown that they misrepresent his opponent’s position. As an example of this, I’ll ask Dr. Mizzi some questions at the end of this newsletter regarding Sola Scriptura – very easy questions – and what do you want to bet that he won’t answer a single one of them? Any takers?


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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

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


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


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


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


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

And, nowhere do we see anything that implies Paul expects this passing on of oral tradition to end with these “others.” Nowhere does Paul say the passing on of oral tradition is to end now that the Thessalonians have received his letters. Nowhere does Paul say the passing on of oral tradition is to end once the Bible is written. 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


And we also need to note Dr. Mizzi’s sleight of hand here…his little bit of misdirection. Notice what he says: “The central question is this: Are church traditions necessarily identical to apostolic traditions? Is the pastor or bishop in your church as authoritative as an apostle? Are his sermons and writings “God-breathed” – the very Word of God?


What he is implying here, is that Catholics teach that all “church traditions” are “identical to apostolic traditions” and that the “pastor or bishop” is as “authoritative as an apostle” and that their “sermons and writings” are on a par with Sacred Scripture. Yet, nowhere does the Catholic Church teach such things. Once again, Dr. Joe Mizzi is putting words in the Church’s mouth. 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Okay, Joe, here are my questions for you:


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

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

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

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

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

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

Very easy questions to answer…let’s see if he answers any of them. (Of course, I need one or more of you to email him this issue.) 
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Introduction
I just wanted to follow up on what I said in last week’s newsletter about Joe Mizzi not responding to questions or arguments that are put before him, rather he simply ignores them. I put several questions at the end of the last issue, and I pretty much guaranteed you that Dr. Mizzi would not answer them. And, lo and behold…he didn’t surprise me. 

Somehow I can’t imagine the Apostle Paul ignoring questions asked of him, can you? The rabbis were very adept at asking difficult questions…just look at some of the stuff they threw at Jesus…and would have questioned Paul extensively every time he went into a synagogue – which was the first place he went to when he came to a new town. If he had ignored their questions in the same way that Joe Mizzi ignores the questions that Catholics put to him, I doubt he would have converted a single Jew, ever! If he wouldn’t, or couldn’t, answer their questions, they would have known he was a fraud, and he would have been! Anyone who touts a religious belief that cannot stand under the weight of even simple questioning, does not tout a religious belief that is of God. This is one of the problems with Islam – questions about Islam are oftentimes answered with threats, rather than real answers. Why do so many Islamic leaders, lay and religious, fear the questioning of their beliefs? Why does Joe Mizzi not answer questions about his beliefs?

Joe Mizzi claims that his mission is to convert Catholics, but I ask you, Joe, how can you claim that you are interested in our salvation, when you won’t answer our questions?! Or is it that you can’t answer our questions?

So, below are the questions that were sent to Dr. Mizzi by a reader of this newsletter, and then we have Dr. Mizzi’s answer, such as it is, and below that are my comments. 

Questions from Last Newsletter for Joe Mizzi

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

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


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

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

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

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

Dr. Mizzi’s Response:

Hi there, thanks for your series of questions…if you want to reach the conclusion that we, evangelicals, are fallible …well, we admit that from the very beginning. We are fallible, and only by the grace of God do we believe a single truth or do a single good deed. What about you?
My Response to Dr. Mizzi:

Dr. Joe Mizzi, did exactly as I said he would – he avoided answering simple and direct questions put to him about his beliefs. He avoided answering the arguments that are a direct response to his arguments. By his inability to answer even simple yes or no questions, he shows the weakness not just of his reasoning, but of his beliefs. Any belief that cannot stand up to the scrutiny of simple logic, is not a belief that is of God. 


He read the questions put to him, but chose to only partially answer one of them – question #2. Why is that the only one he answers? Because that’s the only one he can answer in such a way as to obfuscate what he is really saying. It’s the only one he can answer in such a way as to hopefully give him a means of escape from the inescapable logic of the questions. 


Notice how he seems to answer Question #2, but he doesn’t really answer it. He tries to deftly avoid the main thrust of the question about his infallibility. He admits that he is fallible, but he words it in such a way as to avoid admitting that his interpretations of Scripture are fallible. Joe is basically saying that yes, he’s fallible, but his interpretations of Scripture are infallible. 


There is a logical inconsistency here that he simply will not admit to. He cannot know the truth if his knowledge of the truth depends on his fallible interpretation of the Bible. A fallible interpretation could, by definition, be wrong. Since his interpretation could be wrong, his belief about what is and is not truth could be wrong. But, he can’t admit to this and at the same time claim Catholics are absolutely wrong in what they believe. He can’t know we are absolutely wrong in what we believe, if his belief is based on his fallible interpretation of the Bible; which, since it’s fallible, is subject to error. 


Do you see the games Dr. Mizzi has to play in order to avoid the questions he is asked? Stop playing games, Joe, and just answer the questions.


Question for Dr. Mizzi: Since you admit that you are fallible, will you admit that your interpretations of Scripture are fallible? In other words, that your interpretations of Scripture could be wrong? Yes or no? 


Now, he didn’t even touch the other five questions. Why not? Because the answers thoroughly refute and discredit his arguments. 


If he answers, “Yes,” to #1, then it completely contradicts his argument that one must actually hear the Apostle himself teach, in order to consider those Apostolic teachings the “Word of God.” In Joe’s attempted refutation of my arguments against Sola Scriptura, he argued that “Sacred Tradition” – the oral transmission of the teachings of the Apostles from one generation to the next – is impossible because for something to be considered “oral tradition” it has to be heard directly from the mouth of an Apostle. And, succeeding generations didn’t hear it directly from the mouth of an Apostle – because the Apostles were dead – therefore, oral tradition that is passed on after the death of the Apostles cannot be considered Apostolic teaching. 


But, if he admits that the Holy Spirit could indeed have enabled the bishops to faithfully and accurately pass along Apostolic teaching by “word of mouth,” then he has demolished the foundation for his argument – that something has to be heard directly from the mouth of an Apostle in order to be considered an Apostolic tradition. 


Yet, if he answers, “No,” to Question #1, he denies the power of the Holy Spirit. Hmmm…whatever shall he do? I know…Joe, don’t answer the question!!!!


We’ve already discussed his predicament in relation to Question #2, so let’s look at Question #3. Is the canon of the Bible infallible? In other words, are we absolutely certain that all of the books that are supposed to be in the Bible, and only the books that are supposed to be in the Bible, are actually in the Bible? 


Well, if he answers, “Yes,” then he has a problem with Question #4 – by what authority do you believe the canon of the Bible to be infallible, the Bible or tradition? It has to be one or the other. There is no third option. But, Joe knows it can’t be the Bible, because he knows the Bible nowhere contains a list of the books that are supposed to be in the Bible. It’s not found in Mark, in Galatians, in Malachi…it’s not in the Bible. Which means, Joe knows the canon of the Bible is infallible only by tradition. But, that would have to be oral tradition – the same oral tradition that Joe doesn’t believe in. 


Yet, if he answers, “No,” to Question #3, then he’s put himself in the position of saying that we can’t be sure we have the right books in the Bible. Which means we can’t be sure about the inerrancy and inspiration of any of the books of the Bible. Hmmm…whatever shall he do? I know…Joe, don’t answer the question!!!!


On to Question 5, Joe confronts yet another problem. If he answers, “Yes,” the Bible does indeed say that the Letter of James is “God-breathed” – that it is inspired of the Holy Spirit – then he would have to tell us where the Bible says that. Which, he of course knows, he wouldn’t be able to do. Because the Bible nowhere says that about the Letter of James. And, since he can’t point to the Bible as the source of his belief that James is indeed the inspired Word of God, then he is only left with the question: Then what is the source of your belief that the Letter of James is the inspired Word of God? Which, back to the analysis of Questions 3 and 4, would mean that his only other option for knowing that the Letter of James is the inspired Word of God would be…tradition. But, he doesn’t believe in tradition. It’s contrary to Scripture he says.


Yet, if he answers, “No,” and admits that the Bible nowhere tells us that the Letter of James is the inspired Word of God, then under his Sola Scriptura theology, what option is he left with if we take away the option of appealing to Scripture? Nothing! He’s left with nothing. Hmmm…whatever shall he do? I know…Joe, don’t answer the question!!!!


Lastly, Joe is faced with one more insurmountable difficulty (at least, for his theology) in Question #6. If Joe says, “Yes,” then he has totally demolished the underpinnings of his dogmatic declarations regarding the truthfulness of Sola Scriptura – that the Bible alone is all we need to come to a sure knowledge of the truth. 


Joe has freely admitted, in his attempted refutation of my arguments on Sola Scriptura, that Bible-only Christians could misinterpret the Scriptures in regards to traditions. He freely admitted, although I don’t think he realized it at the time, that Bible-only Christians, guided by the Holy Spirit, could practice traditions that they thought were in the Bible, only to have those traditions later “amended” by the interpretations of other Bible-only Christians; who were subject to having their “amended” interpretations “amended” even further by future generations of Bible-only Christians; who would, of course, have their amendments of amended Bible-only traditions subject to further amending by future generations of Bible-only Christians; and on and on forever. No one could be sure they had ever really gotten it right. 


Joe, admitting that this is the case, is then faced with the very logical question: If they can make mistakes in “small” matters – such as non-doctrinal traditions – when it comes to their interpretations of the Bible; how can they be trusted to accurately interpret the serious and weightier doctrinal matters? Doesn’t Jesus say if you can’t be trusted in small matters, then you most certainly cannot be trusted in larger matters? If I can’t trust the interpretations of Bible-only folks in small matters, how can I trust them in larger matters? Joe really put his foot in it when he admitted that Bible-only interpretations are subject to being “amended.” 


Yet, if Joe says, “No,” that Bible-only Christians cannot make mistakes when interpreting the Bible regarding doctrinal matters, then he has to reconcile that with his admission that Bible-only Christians are fallible, as well as reconcile that with his admission that they do indeed make mistakes in interpreting the Bible when it comes to tradition. Where is the passage of the Bible that states: “While the Holy Spirit may lead one into a mistake when interpreting Scripture in regards to tradition, He will never lead anyone into a mistake when it comes to interpreting Scripture in regards to doctrine?” If the Holy Spirit is truly guiding you, you won’t make any mistakes – on tradition or doctrine – when it comes to interpreting the Bible. Where does the Bible say to watch out for mistaken interpretations regarding tradition, but not to worry about mistaken interpretations regarding doctrine? 


Joe knows those scriptural passages do not exist. Hmmm…whatever shall he do? I know…Joe, don’t answer the question!!!!


So, I would love to have everyone send Dr. Mizzi these questions, and keep sending them until he answers them. They are:

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

2) Are you infallible in your interpretations of Scripture? Was Martin Luther infallible in his? Or John Calvin? Yes, or no? (Note: this question concerns not your personal infallibility, but the infallibility of your scriptural interpretations.)

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


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

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

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


Now, Joe gets upset when I publish his private email address in my newsletter. He doesn’t want it out there on the internet where spammers could pick it up, he says. Yet, this is the email address from which he sends out his lies about Catholic teaching. Well, Joe, I got news for you. Your email address will remain on my website until such time as you answer the six questions that have been put before you. 


Joe, this is the task set before you. If you truly care about the salvation of Catholics, and about not wanting your email published on my website, then answer questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 with simple yes or no answers. Answer question 4 with either: “the Bible” or “oral tradition” or something else that you might come up with, and I assume that answer would be the same for the first half of question 5.


If, after answering the questions, you wish to add explanation below your answers, then by all means feel free to do so. But, again, until I get the yes-no answers to those questions, I will hold your email address hostage on my website.


One last thing: Joe asked a question and, unlike Joe, I am not afraid of directly answering his questions. He said: “We are fallible, and only by the grace of God do we believe a single truth or do a single good deed. What about you?”


I answer, yes, I am fallible. However, I have a guide who can, by the grace of God, with the authority given to him by Jesus Christ, through the Apostles, infallibly decide on matters of faith and morals – which would include all matters related to Scripture. Do you, Joe, have such a guide? Do you have a guide who can infallibly decide on disputes over Scripture? A guide who can infallibly decide such things as what books should and should not be in Scripture? Do you have such a guide, Dr. Mizzi?
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A few of you wrote to say, “Let my Joe Mizzi go!” I understand the sentiment; however, I believe this particular exchange has the potential to prove very instructional for dealing with any Sola Scriptura apologist you may come across. Joe can be frustrating, but then again so can anyone else you discuss Sola Scriptura with, because Joe’s arguments are the same as those of the folks you’ll be coming across. I’m not doing this because I believe Joe will have his eyes all of a sudden opened if I just respond “one more time” – I do not labor under any such an illusion. I’m doing it to show the bankruptcy of the arguments on Joe’s side and to give you something that you can duplicate in your discussions with Sola Scriptura adherents. You can take the very same yes-no questions I’m asking and ask them of folks you dialogue with. The ones I asked in the last issue will be followed up by more in this issue. And, the ones in this issue will play off of Joe’s last responses, and they will serve to further tighten the theological noose around his neck.

As I’ve mentioned, Joe Mizzi is a very intelligent man, but his answers to my questions make little to no sense. Why is that? Because his position is untenable…it is indefensible. His only hope is to turn to illogical, convoluted rhetoric in the hope of throwing me, or any of you, off the track. This is the same sort of thing you will encounter when discussing this topic with others. Now, that’s not to say that folks will, in a deliberate and calculated manner, try to throw you off track – not necessarily so. It’s just that most Sola Scriptura adherents have never been presented with the illogic of this Protestant dogma and they simply repeat what they have been taught. They do not have recourse to a reasoned, logical, scripturally-supported response, because one does not exist. I want to hammer that point home, so that you can hammer that point home. So, I am going to do one more Joe Mizzi newsletter. After this one, I’ll probably get started on my “Protestant-friendly” talk on Sola Fide and possibly banish Joe from my newsletter forever.

Introduction
Dr. Mizzi responded to the questions I asked in my last newsletter. But, before he did, he first accused me of “blackmail” and of being “insolent.” Well, I take great exception to that. I did not blackmail him. I was simply holding his email hostage. Doesn’t he know the difference between blackmail and hostage-taking? 

I had told him that I would leave his personal email address (the address, by the way, which he uses to email all of his anti-Catholic bilge to Catholics whose emails he has collected) in the newsletter that is posted on my website until he answered my questions. He doesn’t want me to do that because he only wants his Catholic “targets” to use that email address – he doesn’t want spammers to possibly pick it off my website. But, again, that’s not blackmail – it’s hostage taking. I took his email hostage until he met my demands. Well, he met my demands, so I released the hostage. Why, I would never stoop so low as to blackmail someone.

Now, regarding the charge of insolence, may I remind Dr. Mizzi of one of his original emails to me? After I had sent him an email pointing out some misrepresentations of Catholic belief on his website, this is what he said:


John, that’s weak! Frankly, I don’t think it’s worth the time to answer. 
Perhaps YOU should be reading and observing your own religion to learn what Catholicism is all about! 
This will be my last letter to you. Sincerely, Joe 


I think that might qualify as being insolent. Plus, I have never condemned anyone to Hell the way Dr. Mizzi condemns Catholics to Hell. That, too, just might be considered insolent. 


All I did was tell Joe not to answer my questions, because no matter how he answered, he would be in trouble. All I said was, “Joe, don’t answer the questions!!!!” Is that insolent? I was just trying to be helpful.


Now, Joe, to his credit (somewhat), attempted to answer the questions, and indeed got himself in trouble, as I will demonstrate below. But, that’s what happens when you ignore sound advice.


Anyway, below are the questions and his answers. My response to each of his answers is immediately below his answer. Then, at the end, I will ask him some more yes-no questions, and once again take his email hostage until he responds. 

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


Yes. But they could have also mixed the apostolic teaching with much error, just as God’s people of old did before to the teaching of the Prophets. “Could” implies possibility not certainty! Could God have created a 3-legged creature on Pluto? Yes. Did he? I don’t know for sure, but I’m pretty sure he didn’t. 

Thank you, Dr. Joe Mizzi! Joe admits that his protest against the Catholic belief regarding the passing on of Apostolic teaching through oral tradition, is built on a less than solid foundation. Let’s recap, shall we?! Joe believes that Catholic teaching on Tradition – Apostolic teaching that was passed from one generation to the next by “word of mouth” – is in error because he believes that we cannot trust either individual Christians, or the leaders of the Church…which is the Body of Christ…to accurately and faithfully transmit Apostolic teaching by “word of mouth.” 


Yet, he admits very clearly (although he tries to quickly cover up his admission) that the Holy Spirit could indeed have enabled the Bishops of the Church – the successors of the Apostles – to faithfully and accurately pass along the traditions Paul taught them by “word of mouth.” What is the implication for Joe? Well, quite clearly, Joe has admitted that his beliefs could be wrong and Catholic beliefs could be right. He will, however, deny this when I word it this way in a yes-no question to him – which I will do at the end of the newsletter. Joe is, as I will show, still talking out of both sides of his mouth. On the one hand, he admits that it is “possible” that the Holy Spirit could have enabled the Bishops to pass on Apostolic teaching via oral tradition, and he also admits that his interpretations of Scripture are not infallible, but when I ask him directly if it is then “possible” that Catholic belief in the matter of Sacred Tradition is true, what do you think he will say? He will say, “No.” 


Why do I say that he will refuse to admit this possibility, even though he has already in essence admitted it by answering “yes” to question #1? Because look what he does after he says, “Yes,” in answer to my question: he immediately shifts the focus to his opinion that Apostolic teaching could not have been passed on orally from one generation to the next without being free from error. And it is indeed his opinion – not one single verse of Scripture from the Sola Scriptura apologist to back up his statement regarding Tradition. Rather than quoting Scripture, he goes off on some tangent about God having created a 3-legged creature on Pluto. And he poses the question, could God have done that? He answers, “Yes. Did he? I don’t know for sure, but I’m pretty sure he didn’t.” Do you see how Joe is trying to muddy the waters to throw you off the track here? I ask a question about Apostolic teaching, and I get an answer about a 3-legged creature on Pluto. The irrelevance of his answer is surpassed only by its absurdity. 


But, notice very closely what he did, and did not, say. He did say that he is quite sure that God didn’t create a 3-legged creature on Pluto, but he did not say that he is “quite sure” the Holy Spirit did not enable the successors of the Apostles to faithfully and accurately pass on Apostolic teaching by “word of mouth.” Why didn’t he say that? Because he knows that my next question would be: Joe, since all your beliefs about Christianity supposedly come from the Bible, where in the Bible does it say Apostolic teaching was not passed on by “word of mouth” from one generation to the next? To which I suppose he would have to respond by talking about 4-eyed creatures on Venus. 


Let’s look at Joe’s situation. Right now, the best possible way that his position can be characterized vis-a-vis the Catholic position is this: It is admitted, by Joe Mizzi, that it is indeed possible the Holy Spirit enabled the successors of the Apostles to faithfully and accurately pass on Apostolic teaching via “word of mouth” from one generation to the next; it is Joe Mizzi’s opinion; however – not the teaching of Scripture – that this did not happen. 

In other words, Joe, having implicitly acknowledged that Catholic teaching on this matter could possibly be right, is basing his opposition to Catholic teaching on Sacred Tradition on nothing more than his opinion. He wants you and me to trust our eternal salvation to his OPINION. Yet, at the same time, he claims to go only by the Bible…he claims to get all of his beliefs solely from the Bible! I think that might be a little bit of a contradiction.


And it is indeed nothing more than Joe Mizzi’s opinion that causes him to rail against Catholic teaching on the matter of oral tradition. Do you think that if the Bible anywhere stated that Apostolic teaching was not passed on from generation to generation “by word of mouth,” that Joe would have admitted this possibility? Of course not. For example, if I asked Joe: Is it possible that Jesus did not rise from the dead, what do you think he would have said? He would have said, “No! Absolutely not! No, no, a thousand times no!!!” 


Yet, when asked if it is possible that the Holy Spirit enabled the Apostles’ successors to faithfully and accurately pass on Apostolic teaching from generation to generation “by word of mouth,” how does he answer? “Yes, it’s possible.” The only conclusion one can draw from this, is that Joe Mizzi is not going by the Bible for this particular belief – if he was getting this belief from the Bible, then he would not have admitted to this possibility. The question, therefore, for Joe Mizzi is: Why? Why do you not believe Apostolic teaching was passed on from one generation to the next “by word of mouth”? Does the Bible say that? No, in fact, it doesn’t, or Joe never would have admitted to this possibility. So, Joe Mizzi bases his opinion on what? On Protestant tradition that has been passed on “by word of mouth” for some 400 years or so. Joe doesn’t believe in 2000-year old Catholic tradition…why? Because of 400-yr. old Protestant tradition. Irony of ironies. Or, rather, hypocrisy of hypocrisies. 


What does the Bible say about the passing on of Apostolic teaching “by word of mouth”? Does it say not to do it? Does it say it shouldn’t happen? No! In fact, I mentioned at least one Bible verse, 2 Tim 2:2 (which Joe conveniently never mentions) that commands the passing on of oral tradition. The Bible teaches very directly, very plainly, the passing on of oral tradition, yet Joe Mizzi doesn’t believe in it. Who goes by the Bible and who doesn’t? 


And, does the Bible tell us anything about whether or not oral tradition can faithfully and accurately, without error, be passed on from one generation to the next? Yes, it does. As I mentioned in the last newsletter, the oral traditions about the Creation, Adam and Eve, the Garden of Eden, etc. were indeed faithfully and accurately passed down, for thousands of years, before they ever got written down by Moses. So, we have an example, from Scripture, of oral tradition being faithfully and accurately passed down – without error. How does Joe Mizzi respond to that? He doesn’t and he won’t. 


Furthermore, we have the Bible telling us that the gates of Hades will not prevail against the church founded by Christ (Matt 16:16-18). Doesn’t that imply some sort of divine guidance for the Church? And, in 1 John 4:6, we see that we can discern the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error, how? By picking up the Bible and reading it? No! By listening to John and the other leaders of the Church. All of these verses point to the Church, through the Apostles and their successors, the bishops, as having the ability to pass on Apostolic teaching to succeeding generations by “word of mouth” with the protection of the Holy Spirit and the promise of Christ that the gates of Hades will not prevail against His church. Joe Mizzi is swimming against the scriptural tide with his belief that this “word of mouth” teaching had to be filled with error.


Also, in addition to the Bible, simple logic tells you that the folks who heard Paul and Peter and the other Apostles teach, would indeed pass along their teachings orally to their children, their friends, their in-laws, and on and on. They didn’t wait for a complete New Testament to appear before they went out and evangelized family, friends, and neighbors. They taught others what they themselves had been taught – orally. And, if there was a question about the accuracy and reliability of their teaching, who did they turn to for affirmation and correction? The leaders of the Church – the bishops – who had been ordained by the Apostles and those who succeeded the Apostles. 


2) Are you infallible in your interpretations of Scripture? Was Martin Luther infallible in his? Or John Calvin? Yes, or no? (Note: this question concerns not your personal infallibility, but the infallibility of your scriptural interpretations.)

No, no, no, and so will any sensible Christian, and especially Christian teachers, say. We are not infallible. We can all make mistakes in our understanding and explanation of the Bible.


Thanks again, Joe! As mentioned above, Joe is admitting to the possibility that he “can” make mistakes in his understanding and explanation of the Bible. In other words, he could be wrong and Catholics could indeed be right in the areas we disagree on. Now, the question remains, though, will he admit that he not just “can” make mistakes, but that he “has” indeed made mistakes in his interpretation, understanding, and explanation of the Bible? I’m going to ask him. 


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


If by “infallible” you mean “correct”, yes, I am convinced that the Bible contains the correct and exact number of inspired books.


Comments/Strategies 
See Question 4.

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


By what authority? By God’s authority who’s character and purposes are revealed in the Holy Scriptures. In his wise providence, God has so directed his people (fallible and imperfect as they are) to recognize his Word. The Good Shepherd promised that his sheep would hear his voice, and that they will not be misled by the voice of a stranger – and that is exactly what happened, and what continues to happen today. “My sheep hear my voice!”


Historically God gave the inspired Scriptures to Israel and the early church. God’s people then passed on the sacred writings to future generations, and they were received as such by believers, to this very day. The canon is not a doctrine to be deduced from the Bible. The Christians in the early centuries simply collected the canonical books on the basis of the internal and external evidence that they are indeed Holy Scripture.


Did the church receive the canon on the presumed authority of some “infallible” declaration of an ecumenical council or pope? No, and neither did the Jews for centuries, nor did Catholics for 15 long centuries, nor do Christians to this very day.


How then could we be certain? We can be certain because we rely ultimately on God who alone is infallible, and who in his all-wise providence uses very fallible and weak instruments to fulfill his eternal purposes.


Is this rich, or what?! Let’s re-visit Dr. Mizzi’s answer to question #1 in which he said the following about the early generations of Christians: “But they could have also mixed the apostolic teaching with much error, just as God’s people of old did before to the teaching of the Prophets.” In other words, he doesn’t believe the early Christians could have faithfully and accurately passed on Apostolic teaching “by word of mouth.” Now, what does he say about the early Christians in his answer to question #4? “God’s people then passed on the sacred writings to future generations, and they were received as such by believers.” In other words, he doesn’t believe they could have mixed the written Apostolic teaching with error – they could not, for example, have passed on a letter purportedly written by Paul but not actually written by him. They could not, for example, pass on a false gospel. They could not, for example, have added a word or two here or there to the original writings. No, these Christians were able to faithfully and accurately, and with certainty, pass on Apostolic teaching “by letter,” but they were totally unreliable, according to Dr. Mizzi, when it came to passing on Apostolic teaching “by word of mouth.” This man is living on the other side of the looking glass.


So, Joe believes the early Christians can faithfully and accurately pass on the teachings they receive “by letter,” but he does not believe they can faithfully and accurately pass on the teachings they receive “by word of mouth.” Well, the problem for Joe is, they received “by word of mouth” that the canon they were passing on was indeed apostolic in origin. It was passed on “by word of mouth”…oral tradition…that 1 and 2 Corinthians were indeed authentic letters of Paul. It was passed on “by word of mouth”…oral tradition…that Matthew and John were indeed authentic writings of Matthew and John. It was passed on, “by word of mouth”…oral tradition…that the writing of Mark represented the oral traditions of Peter; and it was passed on, “by word of mouth”…oral tradition…that the Luke who wrote the Gospel that bears his name was indeed the companion of Paul and was indeed inspired by the Holy Spirit. 


All of these things were passed on by “word of mouth.” Yet, Dr. Mizzi claims that cannot be so. He claims error would have crept in to this oral tradition. By his reasoning, the canon of Scripture must be suspect because the likelihood of the early Christians being able to faithfully and accurately pass along the canon of Scripture by “word of mouth” is as likely as God having created a 3-legged creature on Pluto! And, according to Dr. Mizzi’s own words, “I’m pretty sure He didn’t.” So, Dr. Mizzi is “pretty sure” that it didn’t happen, when answering one question about the passing on of oral tradition; but then when answering another question about oral tradition…the passing on of the canon of Scripture…he is certain it happened “because we rely ultimately on God who alone is infallible.” 


This is what the adherents of Sola Scriptura are ultimately left with…an indefensible, illogical, self-contradicting, scripturally-challenged position. The passing on of the canon was done “by word of mouth.” If we can be “certain” that it was passed along faithfully and accurately because of “God who alone is infallible,” then why can other oral traditions not also be passed along faithfully and accurately because of “God who alone is infallible”? Well, they can be, and they were. Dr. Mizzi has proven himself, once again, to be a hypocrite. He says one thing cannot be when it comes to Catholic belief, but he says that very same thing is “certain” when it comes to his belief. 


Furthermore, Dr. Mizzi says, “God has so directed his people (fallible and imperfect as they are) to recognize his Word.” So, God’s people cannot pass along oral Apostolic teachings because they are fallible and imperfect, but they can recognize “his Word” even though they are fallible and imperfect. One contradiction after another. Joe Mizzi believes that fallible and imperfect people can recognize God’s Word when it’s passed along “by letter,” but they cannot recognize God’s Word when it’s passed along “by word of mouth.” Yet, Scripture very plainly tells us that God’s people can indeed recognize God’s Word in what they have “heard” (1 Thessalonians 2:13). Joe Mizzi’s beliefs are directly contrary to the written Word of God. 


Another contradiction in Joe’s answer: When asked by what authority does he believe the canon of Scripture to be infallible, or correct, how does he respond? “By God’s authority who’s character and purposes are revealed in the Holy Scriptures. Yet, in the very next paragraph, what does he say? “The canon is not a doctrine to be deduced from the Bible.” He believes the canon is correct because of the Scriptures, yet he states the canon is not a doctrine to be deduced from the Scriptures. If hypocrisy and self-contradiction and illogic were crimes, they would have taken Joe out and hung him by now. 


One more thing that is contradictory in what Joe says. Quote: “The canon is not a doctrine to be deduced from the Bible.” From whence does it come then, if not from Scripture? From oral tradition? But, Joe doesn’t believe in oral tradition. Joe is admitting one cannot know the canon from the Scripture. In other words, he implicitly admits that the teaching of Sola Scriptura, cannot be true. We know the canon from oral tradition. Oral tradition that was indeed confirmed by the Church. 


Do you see what lengths Dr. Mizzi has to go to in order to avoid the self-contradiction that is inherent in Sola Scriptura? The verbal gymnastics he has to engage in to avoid the illogic that is inherent in Sola Scriptura? The hypocrisy that he has to yield to in order to say oral tradition has to be false when it comes to the teachings of the Catholic Church, but it has to be true when it comes to the teachings of the Church of Mizzi? 


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


The church does not determine the canonicity of a particular book on an inspired contents page! If you doubt the inspiration of James, as some early Christians did in the first centuries, and even Luther in the 16th, I would seek to convince you on the basis of the internal and external evidence, just as the church did in the formation of the canon. Notwithstanding his doubts, Luther included the Epistle of James in his translation of the Bible and gave it to the German people in their native language; something the Roman Church failed to do until after the Reformation.


Let’s start with Joe’s last sentence first. His claim that the “Roman Church” did not give the German people the Bible in their native language until after the “Reformation,” (so-called). This is absolutely and utterly false. Let me quote to you from the original Preface to the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible: “…yet for all that the godly-learned were not content to have the Scriptures in the Language which themselves understood, Greek and Latin…but also for the behoof and edifying of the unlearned which hungered and thirsted after righteousness, and had souls to be saved as well as they, they provided Translations into the vulgar for their Countrymen, insomuch that most nations under heaven did shortly after their conversion, hear Christ speaking unto them in their mother tongue, not by the voice of their Minister only, but also by the written word translated.” 


In other words, the folks who translated the KJV, a Protestant Bible, admit that “most nations” had translations of the Bible in their mother tongue shortly after their conversion. So much for the myth, that Joe obviously adheres to, that the Catholic Church kept the Bible out of the common tongue of the people. The Preface goes on to specifically mention translations of Scripture in Egyptian, Indian, English, French, Dutch, Syrian, Persian, Ethiopian, Arabic, Slavonian, Saxon, Gothic, and more. German is not specifically mentioned, but “Gothic” is a Germanic language. So, in the 4th century, the Bible was translated into Gothic, which was a Germanic language. There were, in fact, several editions of the Bible in German before Luther was even born. For example, Charlemagne commissioned German language translations in the early 9th century. There was the Augsburger Bible of 1350, the Wenzel Bible of 1389, and the Mentel Bible – the first German language Bible to come off the printing press – in 1466. And there were some 27 editions of the Bible in German before Martin Luther ever came up with his translation. Dr. Mizzi appears to be dreadfully ignorant on this matter. It makes one wonder what else in regards to history and the Catholic Church he is ignorant of?! Much, I’m afraid.


Next, his comment that the Church does not determine the canonicity of a book based upon an “inspired contents page,” is just more of his misdirection and obfuscation. No, the Church does not determine the canonicity of a book based upon an inspired contents page – no one ever said they did. The Church determined the canon of Scripture based on Tradition…Tradition that had been passed down orally from the beginning of the Church. And, that canon was set at the Council of Rome in 382 A.D. 


Now, onto his claim that one can determine the canonicity of a book of Scripture “on the basis of the internal and external evidence.” My first question: Is this a scriptural teaching, or another of Dr. Joe Mizzi’s non-scriptural opinions? It is, quite obviously, the latter. Another question: Why was Martin Luther, the Father of Protestantism, supposed Scripture scholar extraordinaire, spiritual forefather of Dr. Joe Mizzi, unconvinced regarding the canonicity of the Letter of James? What was it about the internal and external evidence for the canonicity of the Letter of James that such a sage as Martin Luther himself was left unconvinced? Martin Luther did indeed include the Letter of James in his German translation, but he included it in the non-canonical section, along with the deuterocanon – the 7 books of the Old Testament that were in the Bible for hundreds of years until Martin Luther came along and threw them out of the Protestant Bible. And, if Martin Luther was unconvinced regarding James’ canonicity, then how does Joe Mizzi know that the Letter of James is indeed truly a part of the canon…that it truly is inspired Scripture? 
How does he know that Martin Luther wasn’t right and that he, Joe Mizzi, is wrong? Does Joe Mizzi fancy himself a greater Scripture scholar than the Father of Protestantism?


And, notice how he did not answer my question: By what authority would he declare me to be wrong if I rejected, as did Luther, the Letter of James as part of the inspired Scripture? He has no answer! He has no authority to which he can appeal other than his own powers of persuasion – which, as I’ve demonstrated, leave much to be desired. That’s it! He dare not say the authority of the Church because then he would have to toss out his entire Sola Scriptura system of theology. He can’t say the Bible because he knows the Bible does not contain a list of which books should be in the Bible. So, what authority are we left with? None. 


And, furthermore, what external evidence is there that the Letter of James is inspired? Is there evidence of James’ canonicity from other books of the Bible? No. Therefore, any external evidence for the canonicity of the Letter of James would have to come from where? Tradition! I tell ya what, in answering just five yes or no questions, Dr. Mizzi has shot himself in the foot so many times that they would have to amputate his legs below the knees. And we’ve got one more question to go!


But, before we get to that last question, how does Joe deal with the deuterocanon? I have examined the internal and external evidence for the canonicity of these 7 books of the Old Testament, and I, like the Church and the Christians of the first 15 centuries, find that they are indeed inspired Scripture. Joe has no authority to tell me I’m wrong to do so, yet he indeed tells us Catholics we are wrong to do so. 


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


Whatever the preamble means, we do not hesitate to admit that we can be wrong in biblical interpretation; we can be mistaken in some of our beliefs and doctrines. If it were not for the grace of God, we would not believe a single truth rightly.


But being fallible does not imply that one is necessarily mistaken. I am fallible when it comes to mathematics. My math teacher used to remind me of my fallibility each time she corrected my homework. But that does not mean that I got all my sums wrong! Long before the bishop of Rome asserted himself as the infallible head of the universal church, the saints of the Old and New Testaments believed and cherished Gods truth, albeit their many false beliefs and mistakes. Think of the Corinthian church. Where they Christians? Yes. Did they believe the true gospel? Yes. Did they also hold false teaching? Oh yes! Evangelical Christians are happy to continue in the tradition of our forefathers in the faith, and we invite Catholics to return to the roots of our most holy faith.


We may be wrong on many things, but we are most certainly right when we exalt Jesus as the only Name given in the world by which we must be saved. We preach Christ crucified. We preach Christ resurrected, glorified, Lord of heaven and earth. We trust our soul solely to his care. We have no other desire but to glorify our Beloved by living in obedience to his Word. May the Sovereign God open all our minds to understand the Scriptures, and grant us the grace to believe in his Son for our salvation.


Only two comments here: First, he says that he can indeed be mistaken in some of his beliefs and doctrines, but then he says in the very next sentence, that it is only by the grace of God that he believes a “single truth rightly.” Well, if he knows that he could be mistaken in some of his beliefs, then how does he know he believes any “single truth rightly?” How can he know, on any given doctrinal belief, that he has gotten that one right? If he can be wrong in his biblical interpretation, then that means he could be wrong in any single, or all, of the disagreements he has with the doctrines and dogmas of the Catholic Church. 


Second, I am absolutely stunned by the admission he makes here. Let me repeat what he said: “the saints of the Old and New Testaments believed and cherished Gods truth, albeit their many false beliefs and mistakes. Think of the Corinthian church. Where they Christians? Yes. Did they believe the true gospel? Yes. Did they also hold false teaching? Oh yes! Evangelical Christians are happy to continue in the tradition of our forefathers in the faith…”


Can you believe what he is saying here!? He calls the Corinthians, and the other early Christians, his “forefathers in the faith,” and he says that they believed in “God’s truth” but also in “many false beliefs and mistakes.” And then he says…and this is what blows me away…he says that he is “happy to continue in the tradition” of these forefathers in faith. The tradition that they believed in both “God’s truth” and “many false beliefs and mistakes.” Dr. Joe Mizzi has just admitted that he believes in “many false beliefs and mistakes,” just like his forefathers in the faith, and he is “happy” about it!!! And then he invites us Catholics to return to doing the same?! In essence, he’s saying, “Catholics, abandon your false beliefs and practices, and accept mine.” 


My answer? Joe, abandon your admitted “false beliefs and mistakes”…abandon the “many things” you are wrong about…abandon the insecurity that is inherent in relying on your own fallible opinions and, by your own admission, sometimes mistaken understandings of Scripture…and join the Church founded by Jesus Christ…the Church that has the surety of being right on all matters of doctrine and morals…that has the protection given to it, by Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, that it will never err. Come back to the Catholic Church. You belong to a “church” that you admit has false beliefs. I belong to the Church that teaches the truth necessary for one to know in order to be set free. How can one be set free in a church where truth and error are happily co-mingled? Come back to the Church that has adhered to the fullness of Apostolic truth throughout the centuries.


Joe’s responses are a perfect example of what I always teach people – if you ask questions, and keep asking questions, you will, sooner than later, be met with answers that are absolutely absurd. Dr. Mizzi admits that he apparently has “many false beliefs and mistakes.” Well, why doesn’t he correct these false beliefs and mistakes? If the Bible is the sure guide, the sure compass, that he says it is – and he is guided by the Holy Spirit when he reads the Bible – then how is it he has fallen for false beliefs and made so many mistakes? And, if he can’t correct his false beliefs and mistakes because he doesn’t know which of his beliefs are false and which aren’t, then how can he ever say anything we believe as Catholics is wrong? 


This is a very sad and very obvious case of outright bigotry. Joe Mizzi’s mind is closed to the truth because of his anti-Catholic bigotry and because of his pride. His responses are filled with illogic, hypocrisy, self-contradiction, absurdity, and the downright bizarre. His answers make no sense, but he refuses to make a critical examination of what he has been saying. I’ve pinned him down in such a way as to make him admit that he has no authority, other than himself, to appeal to. After all, how many Scripture verses did he cite to support his opinions amongst these six answers? None. I’ve also pinned him down in such a way as to make him admit that he holds to false beliefs. I’ve pinned him down in such a way as to show the hypocrisy, illogic, and self-contradictions inherent in his beliefs. I’ve pinned him down in such a way that he had to admit that there is no authority, in his belief system, behind the canon of the Scripture. I’ve pinned him down in such a way as to show that he relies on Protestant tradition, rather than Scripture, for much of his belief. 


And listen how he closes: “We may be wrong on many things, but we are most certainly right when we exalt Jesus as the only Name given in the world by which we must be saved…” He admits he is wrong on “many things,” but he will never admit he is wrong on a single thing that he disagrees with the Catholic Church on. Why? Bigotry and pride. Plus, as Catholics, we also exalt the name of Jesus as “the only Name given in the world by which we must be saved.” So, since we do that, why aren’t we allowed to also be “wrong on many things?” Hypocrisy. It’s okay for him to “be wrong on many things”…it’s okay for him to adhere to “many false beliefs and mistakes”…but he does not allow the same latitude for Catholics. Hypocrisy. 


Now, that’s not to say that Catholics have errors in our doctrinal beliefs, we don’t. And, we have an infallible guide given to us by Jesus Christ Himself to make sure that we can know the truth in matters of faith and morals and know it with certainty. But, Dr. Mizzi is once again saying it’s okay for him to believe in error, as long as he believes in the Name of Jesus above all other names, but it’s not okay for Catholics to believe in error (as he defines it), even though we also believe in the Name of Jesus above all other names. In other words, Dr. Joe Mizzi is just as comfortable with double standards as he is in knowing that he believes in “many false beliefs and mistakes.” A very sad situation indeed. He is in need of much, much prayer so that the scales may fall from his eyes. 


New Questions for Joe Mizzi:

1) Joe, you have admitted that it is “possible” that the Holy Spirit could have enabled the successors of the Apostles to “faithfully and accurately pass along the traditions Paul taught by ‘word of mouth.’” You, however, do not believe this happened. Is it possible that you are wrong on this matter and that Catholics are right…yes or no?

2) You do not believe in the passing on of Apostolic Tradition by “word of mouth” from one generation to the next. Is your belief based on your understanding and explanation of the Bible…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give me the specific verse or verses from the Bible that you draw your belief from.

3) Do you believe that all of the Apostolic teachings that were initially taught by “word of mouth,” were eventually written down in the Scriptures…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give the specific verse or verses in the Bible that say such a thing. If “no,” then please give the specific verse or verses in the Bible that say none of these non-written Apostolic teachings were passed on to future generations “by word of mouth.” 

4) Does 2 Timothy 2:2 command the passing on of Apostolic teaching via oral transmission…yes or no?

5) You have admitted that you “can” make mistakes in your “understanding and explanation of the Bible.” Have you, then, ever actually made a mistake in your understanding and explanation of the Bible…yes or no? 

6) Since you can make mistakes in your interpretation of the Bible, could you have a mistaken interpretation and understanding of certain Bible verses that is causing you to mistakenly deny the truths of one or more Catholic teachings…yes or no? 

7) Since you admit to “many false beliefs and mistakes,” could you be wrong in one or more of the areas where you disagree with Catholic doctrine…yes or no? In other words, could the Catholic Church actually be right on at least one, possibly more, of the doctrines you deny…yes or no?


8) Are you guided by the Holy Spirit when you interpret Scripture…yes or no? If, “yes,” then how can you admit to errors in understanding and explanation of the Scriptures? If, “no,” then how can you be sure of any of your understandings and explanations of the Scriptures since it is based on your human reasoning and understanding?

9) Were you unaware that there were several editions of the Bible available in German before Martin Luther was even born…yes or no? If your answer is, “yes,” will you now admit that you were wrong on that account?

10) Does the Bible say that the Letter of James is “God-breathed”…Holy Spirit-inspired and inerrant…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give chapter and verse. If, “no,” then will you admit that your knowledge of the inspiration of James has its roots in oral tradition…yes or no?

11) Is it possible that Jesus Christ did not rise from the dead…yes or no?

12) Does the Bible say, directly or indirectly, that we are to discern the spirit of truth from the spirit of error by individually picking up the Bible and reading it…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give chapter and verse.

And, once again, here is Joe’s email address that you can cut and paste and send these questions to: josephmizzi@onvol.net.  

And, Joe, I am once again holding your email hostage on my website until you answer these questions. Should just take a couple of minutes. Yes, no, and/or Bible passage. Very simple. Of course, you are more than welcome to add commentary after each yes-no answer as you see fit.

In Conclusion
Again, for those so inclined, please cut and paste the questions and send them off to Joe. I will be very surprised if he actually answers these. In fact, I’m so confident he won’t, that I’m comfortable saying that next week’s issue will start my “Protestant-friendly” version of Sola Fide. 

Joe will probably protest that he isn’t bound to answer any more of my questions…that we should just read the applicable verbiage on his website. Well, not good enough. His website does not address these questions in the manner they need to be addressed. If he is truly honest and truly wants to convert Catholics, well here is his chance to get his words, without alteration, out to over 8000 Catholics. 

I’m hoping enough of you will send these questions to him, that he’ll either respond or be forced to recognize that maybe he needs to take a good long, hard look at what he believes and why he believes it. If he does respond, you will see him attempt to circle back to things he’s already said, and you may even see him reach new heights in his climb of Mt. Absurdity. 
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Well, can I call ‘em or can I call ’em?! As I predicted, our ol’ pal Dr. Joe Mizzi refused to answer my most recent set of questions to him. Below is his non-response to those of you who emailed him the questions. 

I will treat with Joe Mizzi below, but after this issue of the newsletter, I will no longer make mention of him until such time as he answers my questions. Some of you are saying, “Thank you!” while others are saying, “No, keep after him.” Well, I would keep after him if it would serve some purpose, if some progress could be made in the dialogue. Unfortunately, that isn’t happening. I have given him much more “airtime” than he would ever give me on his website. I have allowed him to reach more Catholics than his website probably does in years, and how does he return my kindness and thoughtfulness? He refuses to answer my questions. 

Joe is more than happy to play the game as long as he has room to hide within his obfuscations, to dodge direct questions, and to avoid addressing specific arguments. But, once you put him into a situation of having to answer your questions or directly respond to your arguments, he withdraws from the field. At the heart of Joe Mizzi’s arguments is cowardness. He is, quite frankly, afraid to respond to my questions because he is afraid to honestly and seriously consider all the contradictions in his theology that are being highlighted by my questions. He knows at some level that my questions are exposing the illogic and hypocrisy of his views and he cannot allow that to become crystal clear, either to himself or to the readers, by actually answering my questions. 

I am featuring his non-response here for one reason only: To show you that anybody – especially smart folks like Joe Mizzi – can say things that sound good on the surface, but when they are pushed to go below the surface of their theology, they are ill-equipped to do so and have to immediately come up for air or drown in a sea of illogic and contradiction. 

I want to show you why Joe Mizzi will never answer these questions because I want you to see that by asking questions you can expose the nakedness of Sola Scriptura theology and hopefully plant some seeds with Sola Scriptura adherents. 

I always teach people, ask more questions than you answer. Stop doing all the explaining of your theology, and ask for some explanations of their theology. Ask simple yes-no questions and ask for Bible verses. Follow-up one set of questions with another set of questions. Don’t let the other guy sit back comfortably on the offensive, while you remain forever on the defensive.

Now, I know several of you are currently in individual conversations with Dr. Mizzi. I would ask you to consider telling him that you will not respond to any more of his emails, and that he remove you from his email list, until such time as he responds to my questions. The reason I ask this, is because unless we can put pressure on him as a group, I don’t think he will respond in a meaningful way to any given individual. 

On an individual basis he will continue his evasiveness, his non-responsiveness, his illogic, and his absurdity, but possibly…just possibly…as a group we might be able to get him to actually respond to a direct question. He wants to dialogue with Catholics…well, put a price on that. If he wants to dialogue with Catholics (actually he wants to prey on improperly catechized Catholics), let him, as part of any honest and fair dialogue, answer the questions asked of him by Catholics. No answers, no dialogue. 

I’ll start off with his non-response to the questions and then I will respond to him by going through each question and pointing out why Joe won’t answer it. I would love to have as many of you as possible forward this newsletter to him: josephmizzi@onvol.net.  

How to Dismantle an Anti-Catholic

Dr. Mizzi’s Non-Response:
Thanks for sending John’s second list of questions. Others did as well.
Unfortunately those questions do not present any significant progress on the first set. John continues to deal with ʽpossibilitiesʼ rather than present rational and biblical evidence to prove his case or refute mine. His approach is futile and unworthy of our time.

I want to thank John Mont for the information about the Bible translations in German dialects before Luther. My point was that Luther included the book of James in his translation and gave it to the people in their language. At that time the Catholic Church did not give the Bible in the vernacular to the laity.

John misrepresented my position when he stated that I do not believe in the passing of apostolic tradition by word of mouth. I have asserted the very opposite (see here and here). I have yet to meet a single Protestant who does not believe in the preaching of the Word (the major form of oral transmission of the apostolic teaching). We do not believe that preachers are infallible, but does that mean that preaching is useless? I don’t think the misrepresentation was intentional. Like me, John is fallible; he can also make mistakes even though he believes that he is guided by an infallible magisterium. I gladly forgive him.

You may also like to read a short criticism of John’s methods. See Unworthy Apologetics Tactics
Kindly use justforcatholics@yahoo.com for correspondence; emails on religious matters received on any other address may not be read. Thanks and God bless. Joe

My Questions to Dr. Mizzi:

Question #1: Joe, you have admitted that it is “possible” that the Holy Spirit could have enabled the successors of the Apostles to “faithfully and accurately pass along the traditions Paul taught by ‘word of mouth.’” You, however, do not believe this happened. Is it possible that you are wrong on this matter and that Catholics are right…yes or no?


Comments: Dr. Mizzi admitted as a “possibility” that the Holy Spirit could have aided the early Church in faithfully and accurately transmitting traditions that Paul taught “by word of mouth.” However, he rejects the notion that this actually happened. As probable as God having created a 3-legged creature on Pluto, he said. So, my follow-up question to him is: Since the Holy Spirit could have done it, is it possible that you are wrong on this and Catholics right when you believe He didn’t do it and we believe He did? That is a logical progression from the last question. 


You see, the thing with Joe Mizzi is that he has never admitted to even the possibility that he could be wrong and Catholics right on anything. He has never admitted that he was wrong on anything in regards to the Bible and to Christian doctrine. Oh, he’ll admit that he’s not infallible, but he will not admit that he has actually made a mistake in his rendering of Scripture and in his doctrinal beliefs. In essence, Joe Mizzi believes he is fallible in theory, but infallible in practice. The purpose of these questions, is to take him from the theoretical to the actual. This is why Joe Mizzi is so uncomfortable with my talk of “possibilities,” because, in theory, he has to admit he is not infallible; but, in practice, he refuses to do so. And, when I start showing the discrepancy between his theory and his practice, he simply shuts down and refuses to go any further. He doesn’t want to talk about “possibilities” because he doesn’t want to admit that it is possible he is wrong on any given interpretation of Scripture or any given doctrinal matter, and that Catholics are right. 


Again, Joe admits that it is possible that the Holy Spirit did exactly what Catholics believe the Holy Spirit did in terms of oral tradition. Well, as I pointed out in my last newsletter, he would not even admit that possibility if the Bible stated clearly and plainly otherwise. But, he cannot point to a single passage of Scripture that supports his position. Not one. I found it a little bit bizarre when he stated that I’m not presenting “rational and biblical evidence” to support my case or refute his. I ask the reader to look at my last newsletter. Look at Joe’s responses to my first set of questions. Did he point to a single verse of Sacred Scripture to support his Sola Scriptura position? No! Not one. If someone can find a scripture verse he quoted in his answers, please let me know because I did not see one. Yet, I cited scripture verses all through my comments. 


And, here I am asking Sola Scriptura Joe to give me his biblical evidence – here is his opportunity to show thousands of Catholics where the Bible teaches what he believes, and what does he do? He passes on the opportunity. It’s not “worthy” of his time. As one of my readers stated, Joe believes solidly in that Scripture verse from 1 Peter 3:15, “Be prepared to occasionally give a defense to someone who calls you to account, but only if you feel like it at the time.” 


Question #2: You do not believe in the passing on of Apostolic Tradition by “word of mouth” from one generation to the next. Is your belief based on your understanding and explanation of the Bible…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give me the specific verse or verses from the Bible that you draw your belief from.

Comments: 

Again, Sola Scriptura Joe has the opportunity to share with thousands of Catholics the scripture verses that support his beliefs on this matter regarding the passing on of tradition “by word of mouth,” but he declines to do so. Why? Because he knows a trap when he sees one. His doctrinal beliefs are supposedly based on the Bible alone, yet nowhere does the Bible say the oral traditions of Paul were not passed on to succeeding generations “by word of mouth.” So, his only option is to not answer the question. He feebly protests that these questions make no “significant progress” over the last set of questions, but what he really means is that they make no significant progress for his Sola Scriptura theology. No significant progress for Joe Mizzi’s side, so Joe Mizzi retreats until a softer target comes along. 


Question #3: Do you believe that all of the Apostolic teachings that were initially taught by “word of mouth,” were eventually written down in the Scriptures…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give the specific verse or verses in the Bible that say such a thing. If “no,” then please give the specific verse or verses in the Bible that say none of these non-written Apostolic teachings were passed on to future generations “by word of mouth.” 

Comments: This is the flip side of Question #2. One of Joe’s underlying assumptions is that the things Paul taught orally to the Thessalonians and others were all written down and are contained in the Bible as we have it today. This is why he believes none of the traditions taught by Paul “by word of mouth” were transmitted orally to successive generations…because they were all written down. But, where does the Bible say anything to support this assumption? It doesn’t. So, again, this question represents a trap, because he is a Sola Scriptura kind of guy, but the Bible says absolutely nothing…either directly or indirectly…to support what he believes. So, if his belief didn’t come from the Bible, where did it come from? Protestant tradition. So, what is his only option to keep from exposing a huge hole in his theology? He has to avoid answering the question.


Question #4: Does 2 Timothy 2:2 command the passing on of Apostolic teaching via oral transmission…yes or no?

Comments: Again, in his first answers to my first series of questions, he made it very clear that he does not believe oral tradition could be faithfully and accurately passed on from one generation to the next. In order for oral tradition to be binding, it would have to be heard straight from the mouth of an Apostle, according to Joe. Yet, 2 Tim 2:2 clearly commands the passing on of oral tradition. This presents a bit of a quandary given Joe’s original answers. So, in order to avoid contradicting himself, what must he do? He has to avoid answering the questions. 


Question #5: You have admitted that you “can” make mistakes in your “understanding and explanation of the Bible.” Have you, then, ever actually made a mistake in your understanding and explanation of the Bible…yes or no? 

Comments: I think this is the question that Dr. Mizzi really had to avoid answering. If I had left this one out, he may have taken a stab at the others. As I stated above, he admits to the theoretical possibility that he could be wrong, but he does not admit that it can actually happen or that it has actually happened. He admitted that he can indeed “make mistakes in [his] understanding and explanation of the Bible,” at least, theoretically. But, if he actually admits that, due to his fallible nature and his admitted propensity to make mistakes in his understanding and explanation of the Bible, he had indeed actually made a mistake in his understanding and explanation of the Bible – that could, and would, cause all of his arguments against the Catholic Faith to come crumbling to the ground. 


If he admits that he has made past mistakes in his understanding and explanation of the Bible, then how can he claim that his current understandings and interpretations of the Bible are 100% correct? He can’t!!! If he admits that he has made past mistakes, then he is also admitting that his current positions could be mistaken. In other words, his “assurance” of salvation is not so sure. And, if he admits the possibility that he could be wrong, then he has to also admit the possibility that the Catholic Church could be right. I think he would rather die than admit to that possibility. I believe his pride will prevent him from ever admitting to the possibility that the Catholic Church is right on anything where it disagrees with him. So, again, he will “say” that he can make mistakes and he will “say” that he is not infallible, but that is only in the theoretical realm. In practice, his de facto belief is that he is indeed infallible. My question reveals the disconnect between his theory and his practice. And, if he goes to the extreme and states that he is infallible, then he has contradicted his earlier answer. So, to avoid having all of this made perfectly clear for one and all, what does he have to do? He has to avoid answering the question. 


Question #6: Since you can make mistakes in your interpretation of the Bible, could you have a mistaken interpretation and understanding of certain Bible verses that is causing you to mistakenly deny the truths of one or more Catholic teachings…yes or no? 

Comments: Essentially the same comments as for #5.


Question #7: Since you admit to “many false beliefs and mistakes,” could you be wrong in one or more of the areas where you disagree with Catholic doctrine…yes or no? In other words, could the Catholic Church actually be right on at least one, possibly more, of the doctrines you deny…yes or no?

Comments: Again, essentially the same comments as for #5, but I would also add that here we get an inkling of how, in responding to six simple questions, his positions are starting to implode. He will admit that his forefathers in the faith held to “many false beliefs and mistakes,” and he will say, amazingly so, that Evangelicals proudly continue the traditions of their forefathers in the faith in that respect (in other words, he again theoretically admits to holding false beliefs, but he will not bring it down to an individual level and admit that he does indeed hold to false beliefs in practice). But, he had to admit that Evangelicalism is riddled with false beliefs and mistakes. Okay, you’ve admitted that…now, what are some of your false beliefs and mistakes that you hold to? And, if you admit to holding false beliefs, how can you say the Catholic Church holds to false beliefs? Could not one of your false beliefs be that the Catholic Church teaches false beliefs? It simply amazes me what lengths people will go to in avoiding the truth that the belief they cling to simply makes no sense. 


Question #8: Are you guided by the Holy Spirit when you interpret Scripture…yes or no? If, “yes,” then how can you admit to errors in understanding and explanation of the Scriptures? If, “no,” then how can you be sure of any of your understandings and explanations of the Scriptures since it is based on your human reasoning and understanding?

Comments: This is slam the door and throw away the key. Joe has absolutely no chance here so what does he have to do? Avoid answering the question. If he says, “Yes,” he is guided by the Holy Spirit when he reads and interprets Scripture, then that would be contradicting his earlier statement that he can make mistakes in his “understanding and explanation of the Bible.” The Holy Spirit doesn’t make any mistakes in His understanding and explanation of the Bible. So, if Joe is guided by the Holy Spirit in his interpretation of the Bible, then he can’t be making any mistakes in his understanding of it. But, if Joe says, “No,” he is not guided by the Holy Spirit in his interpretation of Scripture, then he has admitted that his beliefs, which are based upon his interpretations of the Bible, are entirely human in origin. And, if they are entirely human in origin, then how can he say he knows with 100% certainty that they are right? How can he say with 100% certainty that the Catholic Church’s teachings are wrong? He can’t, on either count. Quite a predicament he got himself into when he answered my first set of questions…that’s why he’s not answering my second set. But, I warned him not to answer that first set of questions…I was trying to help him out.


Question #9: Were you unaware that there were several editions of the Bible available in German before Martin Luther was even born…yes or no? If your answer is, “yes,” will you now admit that you were wrong on that account?

Comments: His response to this information was Alice in Wonderland-ish. He simply re-stated his original assertion: “At the time [the time of Martin Luther] the Catholic Church did not give the Bible in the vernacular to the laity.” When he first stated that, I responded by pointing out the historical facts that the Bible existed in the vernacular for the laity of pretty much every country where Christianity had been introduced, before Martin Luther was even born. If these Bibles didn’t come from Catholic sources, then whence did they come? Protestants? Don’t think so since the First Protestant wasn’t even born yet. So, what does he say in the face of historical fact that completely refutes his assertions? He simply repeats his original response. And notice what he calls me…John Mont. I don’t take any personal offense, but the fact that he can’t even get my name right is to me indicative of his whole approach…facts don’t matter – he just says whatever he wants to say without regard to what the Catholic Church actually teaches, or what it actually says in the Bible, or what someone’s actual argument is. 


Question #10: Does the Bible say that the Letter of James is “God-breathed”…Holy Spirit-inspired and inerrant…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give chapter and verse. If, “no,” then will you admit that your knowledge of the inspiration of James has its roots in oral tradition…yes or no?

Comments: Again, another trap that Joe Mizzi dare not step into. He knows the Bible doesn’t mention anything about the inspiration of James, so he would have to admit, if he answered the question, that his belief is based on Tradition. But, he doesn’t believe in Tradition. So, what is an anti-Catholic apologist to do? Refuse to answer the question.


Question #11: Is it possible that Jesus Christ did not rise from the dead…yes or no?

Comments: This goes to my comments in the last newsletter that Joe would not admit to the possibility that Jesus did not rise from the dead. He simply would not do it. Why not? Because the Bible states very clearly that Jesus did rise from the dead. Since it is so clear in the Bible, Joe would not ever admit that it didn’t happen. Yet, Joe admitted to the possibility that the Holy Spirit could indeed have aided the Bishops of the early Church to faithfully and accurately pass along, by word of mouth, the traditions Paul taught “by word of mouth.” Which means, Joe is indirectly admitting that his belief that these traditions were not passed along “by word of mouth,” is not in the Bible. So, I was asking him this question to prove to you that he would not ever admit to the possibility that Jesus did not rise from the dead. He knows that if he answers this question, he’s put himself in quite a dilemma when it comes to defending his position on oral tradition. 


Question #12: Does the Bible say, directly or indirectly, that we are to discern the spirit of truth from the spirit of error by individually picking up the Bible and reading it…yes or no? If, “yes,” please give chapter and verse.

Comments: Joe, as a Sola Scriptura sort of chap, and from all that he teaches and preaches, quite obviously believes that we do indeed discern the spirit of truth from the spirit of error by picking up the Bible and reading it for ourselves and relying on our own individual interpretations (unless, of course, you happen to be Catholic). Yet, the Bible very clearly states that it is otherwise. So, again, he can’t answer this question without poking a gigantic hole in his Sola Scriptura theology. 


Now, a couple more things: 1) Another of Joe’s contradictions. In his email above he states the following: “John misrepresented my position when he stated that I do not believe in the passing of apostolic tradition by word of mouth.” Yet, he said the following in response to the question previously asked of him about the possibility of Paul’s teachings being passed on faithfully and accurately by word of mouth: “Could God have created a 3-legged creature on Pluto? Yes. Did he? I don’t know for sure, but I’m pretty sure he didn’t.” In other words, Joe clearly proclaims one minute that he does not believe in the passing on of oral tradition, but then in the next minute he says he does believe in the passing on of oral tradition and that I’ve misrepresented him. Well, if I misrepresented Joe’s position, it’s only because I quoted Joe. But, what he is really trying to do is say that because he believes in preaching, he believes in the oral passing on of Apostolic tradition. In other words, he’s trying to do what he does best – redefine the terms in such a way as to cause confusion in the mind of the reader. He is trying to claim that I am saying something I am not. He is trying to confuse the issue. He is trying to take my discussion on Tradition, and turn it into a discussion on preaching. He is re-defining what I am saying to make it say something that I didn’t actually say. Once again he is practicing misdirection and, in my opinion, outright deceit. 


Also, he has posted something on his website about “Unworthy Apologetic Tactics.” Basically, he’s saying that it’s “unworthy” for me to ask him “endless” questions about his position. And, it’s “unworthy” for me to ask him for Scripture verses to back up his positions. And, he expects that because he declares these things unworthy…then that means it is so. Joe Mizzi has spoken. Sorry, Joe, you can run, but you cannot hide. Your refusal to answer this simple series of questions…which is far from endless and should have taken you 5 minutes to do so, has exposed you for the fraud that you are. I will continue to pray for you and ask my readers to do the same, but know this: for every uncatechized Catholic that you turn away from the Church by ensnaring them in your web of misrepresentations, half-truths, and outright lies, you are kindling the anger of a righteous and just God against yourself. And the fact that you admit to being fallible, to believing in false beliefs and mistakes, and being prone to error in your understandings and explanations of the Bible, should give you serious pause. If you cannot be certain of your understandings of the Bible, if you admit to mistakes in your understandings of the Bible, then why are you so willing to gamble the souls of others on your uncertainty?

*
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In the last few weeks I received a number of emails from readers of this newsletter asking about one of Dr. Joe Mizzi’s recent anti-catholic e-newsletters, in which he comments on what Pope Benedict said in one of his November audiences. Several of those emails had a sense of the writer being very agitated or disturbed by what Dr. Mizzi said in this particular newsletter, as if Joe was actually making sense to them and they needed to be re-assured that he was wrong…that somehow, somewhere, he was wrong. 

First of all, let me say this: if you are currently receiving Dr. Joe Mizzi’s e-newsletters, and they upset you, then cancel your subscription! Just click on the “Unsubscribe” button at the bottom of his newsletter and be done with it! 

Next, for the benefit of those who emailed me, and hopefully as a benefit to all the subscribers to this newsletter, I will respond to this particular e-newsletter of Dr. Mizzi’s. But, after this, please do not send me any more of his garbage. 

Dr. Mizzi, being a medical doctor, is obviously a very smart man. But, unfortunately, when it comes to theology, to the Bible, and to the teachings of the Catholic Church, Joe, like so many others, does what I like to describe as, “gets stupid in a hurry.” Logic goes out the door. Sound reasoning goes out the door. 

When it comes to the Bible, Joe has his beliefs and he will twist the Bible any way necessary to make it fit his beliefs. When it comes to Catholic teaching, Joe will ignore what I, and many, many other Catholics, have told him about our faith, and claim the Catholic Church teaches things that it doesn’t actually teach – because that is simply what he wants to believe – proof to the contrary be damned. 

So, I will respond to this e-newsletter of Joe Mizzi’s, but this will be the last time. So, again, I simply recommend that if you do not want trash coming into your inbox, please unsubscribe from Joe Mizzi’s newsletter at the first chance you get. And, even if he responds to what I say here, please don’t forward it to me, I will not respond to someone whose sincerity I doubt and whose motives I question. Below is what Dr. Mizzi wrote with my comments mixed in between his. 

Joe Mizzi’s Newsletter:

Pope Benedict and Justification:
Pope Benedict said that Martin Luther’s doctrine of justification by faith alone is correct if ’faith is not opposed to charity.’ The Pope said this during a general audience in a speech on St Paul’s teaching on justification.
I am glad that the Pope corrected the false idea popularized by some irresponsible apologists that ‘sola fide’ (faith alone) implies freedom from doing good and license to sin (‘antinomianism’). The Reformers vehemently resisted and opposed the antinomian heresy. The Protestant concept of justification by faith alone never excluded good works in the life of the believer. On the character of genuine faith, Luther wrote: ‘Faith cannot help doing good works constantly. It doesn’t stop to ask if good works ought to be done, but before anyone asks, it already has done them and continues to do them without ceasing. Anyone who does not do good works in this manner is an unbeliever.’ 
Sorry, but the Pope did not correct any false ideas by irresponsible apologists regarding sola fide. The Pope actually corrected the false ideas of many Sola Fide adherents that works, and love, have no role in our salvation. The error, the really critical error, that Joe Mizzi and most, if not all, Sola Fide adherents make, is this belief that faith without works really isn’t faith. They have to say this in an attempt to make their theology fit scripture. As Joe quotes Luther above, "Anyone who does not do good works in this manner is an unbeliever."  Problem is, for those who go by the Bible alone, the Bible nowhere says such a thing

As those who are regular readers of this newsletter know, I have, time after time after time, shown that Scripture teaches us, as does the Catholic Church, that faith without works is still faith…it is just dead faith. Faith alone is still faith, but it is dead faith. How many times have I asked Sola Fide adherents, in past issues of this newsletter, to read James 2:26 – "For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead," – and then answer one simple question: Is the body without the spirit still a body…yes or no?

I have yet to receive an answer. Why? Because they can’t answer that question without contradicting themselves. Think about it, this verse says that both body and spirit are necessary for life – physical life. Then it draws an analogy – faith is analogous to the body, works are analogous to the spirit. So, for the analogy to hold, both faith and works are necessary for life – spiritual life. Does this verse say that the body without the spirit really isn’t a body? No. It says the body without the spirit is dead. So, again, for the analogy to hold, is faith without works not really faith? No. It is still faith, but it is dead faith.

So, when anyone claims, as Sola Fide adherents are forced to claim, that faith without works really isn’t faith – they are directly contradicting the very clear words of the Bible. Which is why no one has ever answered my question. Because all the bodies down at the morgue are still bodies – they just happen to be dead. Faith, without works, is still faith, but it is dead faith – it cannot save you. So, Sola Fide, faith alone – without works – cannot save you. Sola Fide – faith alone – is dead faith. Faith without works is not the equivalent of not having faith – as Martin Luther used to believe and as Joe Mizzi and his ilk still believe – it is the equivalent of having dead faith. (By the way, I said as Martin Luther used to believe because now he knows better.)

Moreover the Pope also said that faith means to trust in Christ. ‘Faith is to look at Christ, to entrust oneself to Christ…’ In traditional Catholic theology, faith is defined as the assent of the intellect to divine truth. Protestants emphasized trust (‘fiducia’), in addition to knowledge and assent, as the essential element of saving faith. It is not enough to know God’s Word, or even to be convinced that it is factually true – to be saved, one must entrust himself to Christ, resting on him alone for salvation. 
The Pope is not coming up with some “new” definition of faith as Joe seems to believe. If you read what the Pope said in context, he is basically saying that if you define “faith” as being faith accompanied by works, then the Catholic Church essentially has no problem saying that faith alone, by God’s grace alone, saves us. That’s why the Pope said, as Dr. Mizzi quoted above, “If faith is not opposed to charity.” In other words, if by “faith” you mean faith working through love (faith and works), as it says in Gal 5:6, then we’ve got no problem with that. If, however, you say that works done in love through faith play no role in our salvation – meaning you have set faith and charity in opposition to one another – then we do have a problem with that.

The Pope noted that the apostle Paul places at the center of his Gospel an irreducible opposition between two alternative paths to justice: one based on the works of the law, the other founded on the grace of faith in Christ.’ In other words, one cannot be saved by faith in Christ if he also attempts to be saved by ‘works of the law’. This is exactly what Protestants mean when we speak of ‘sola fide’ – we are justified by trusting in Christ and not on account of our works. 
In other words, one cannot be saved by Christ if he also attempts to be saved by the Old Testament rites and practices. Paul was saying to the Jews: the Old Covenant has been fulfilled in the New Covenant instituted by Christ. No need for circumcision, you now have baptism. No need for animal sacrifices, you now have the one perfect sacrifice. And so on. The distinction Paul makes is not one that puts faith and works – feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, visiting the sick and imprisoned, etc. – in opposition to one another, it is a distinction that puts the Old Covenant practices and institutions – circumcision, the Passover meal, animal sacrifices, dietary restrictions, the Levitical priesthood, etc. – in opposition to the New Covenant practices and institutions – baptism and the other sacraments, the sacrifice of Christ as the true Lamb of God, essentially no dietary restrictions, the priesthood of Christ after the order of Melchizedek, etc.

The phrase, “works of the law,” refers to the Old Testament rites and practices, not to works of love done by faith. Joe Mizzi is sorely mistaken in this.

Joe Mizzi: By Faith and Works 
On one hand the Pope endorses Paul’s teaching of justification by faith, apart from works of the law; on the other, he insists that we can really be just in the eyes of God on account of our love for God and neighbor. That is justification by love, or, justification by human works, for how can we express love apart from doing good works? 
The Pope argues that faith unites us with Christ, enabling us to love God and others, and in so doing, we fulfill the law and become really righteous. He said that the double love of God and neighbor the whole law is fulfilled. Thus the whole law is observed in communion with Christ, in faith that creates charity.’ He concluded his speech by saying that ‘transformed by his love, by love of God and neighbor, we can really be just in the eyes of God.’ 
To be sure such works of love are not done by our natural abilities; we must have faith, we must be united with Christ to really love. But ultimately, it is on account of these personal works that we are justified by God, according to Catholicism. 
This is where Dr. Mizzi shows himself, once again, to be either wilfully ignorant of Catholic teaching, or to be an outright malicious liar. I have told him over and over again, that we are not justified by our works. In fact, in at least one of our previous exchanges, he stated that he knows the Catholic Church does not teach that we are justified by our works. Yet, he claims here Catholics believe just that. He is contradicting himself. Why does he do that? Again, it’s either out of wilful ignorance, or because he is simply a liar and he is lying to try and sway the ignorant to his position and away from the truth.

The Catholic Church teaches that one’s works are of absolutely no avail, unless one is already in a state of justification. Dr. Joe Mizzi, what about that can you not understand? How can you say that Catholicism teaches justification by works, when the Church clearly teaches that one must be in a state of grace…must be a member of the Body of Christ…must be already saved…must be already justified…for any personal works of theirs to have merit (in, through, and by Christ).

So, to say that we believe we are justified by our personal works, when we teach that our personal works are of no use unless we are already justified, is the height of absurdity! If I’m not already in a state of justification, then my works don’t count for anything. They certainly do not justify me. If I have to already be in a state of justification before my works count for anything, then how can you say we believe works justify us? We’re already justified before we do a single work that counts for anything!

Works do not justify us. God’s grace does that. However, if we do not respond to God’s grace, with faith and works, then we can indeed lose our justification. Faith and works help us to hold on to what God has already given us. If we lose our faith, or if we do not do the works that God has prepared for us – we do not do the will of God for our lives – then we can lose the gift of justification…the gift of salvation…that God has given us through Baptism.

Joe Mizzi: Works of the Law 
How does the Pope resolve the contradiction between Paul’s teaching and Catholic doctrine? Didn’t Paul clearly state that ‘we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law’? (Romans 3:28). 
There is no conflict between Paul’s teaching and actual Catholic doctrine. There is, however, conflict between Paul’s teaching and Joe Mizzi’s version of Catholic doctrine.

In effect the Pope says that Paul was only referring to the Torah, the first five books of Moses. The Torah included rituals and cultural observances, in addition to ethical and moral principles, which distinguished and guarded Israel from the false religions of the pagans. But since the coming of Christ, those observances are no longer necessary. Thus when Paul says that we are not justified by the works of the Law, he was really saying that we are not justified by the Law of Moses, but he does not exclude that we are justified by the works of love. That’s the Pope’s argument in a nutshell. 
That is not the Pope’s argument “in a nutshell.” That is Joe Mizzi’s erroneous interpretation of the Pope’s argument based on his blatantly prejudiced and erroneous assertions regarding Catholic doctrine. The Pope does not teach that we are “justified” by works of love. Again, as I said above, works of love are of absolutely no use unless one is already justified.

The Pope rightly points out that in his epistles Paul discusses the division between Jews and Gentiles, and that now all believers are united in Christ irrespective of the ethnic background. But that was not his only concern. Paul also addresses the universal human tendency to self-righteousness, that is, our attempts to gain favour with God on account of personal works and merits. 
We agree that when Paul spoke about the Law, he was thinking particularly of the Torah, the Law of Moses, and not of the law in general. But that does not mean that we can dismiss his argument as irrelevant since we are no longer required to obey to Jewish ceremonies and rituals. The Torah did indeed include ceremonial and civil precepts, but it also included moral laws. Jesus summarized the Law of Moses as the supreme love for God and love for our neighbor, and said that ‘on these two commandments hang all the Law and the Prophets’ (Matthew 22:37-40). 
What then, if the Mosaic Law – with its ceremonial, civil and moral laws – could not justify, how can we now become just in God’s eyes if we take away the ceremonial and focus on the law’s moral teaching, namely love? Can we obey the law perfectly? 

Once again, Joe is arguing against a supposedly Catholic belief, but it is a Catholic belief of his own making – not one that the Catholic Church actually teaches or that Catholic actually believe. We cannot become “just in God’s eyes” simply by focusing on the Mosaic Law’s moral teaching. Nowhere does Pope Benedict say that…nowhere does the Catholic Church teach that. This is a straw man that Joe has invented from his own imagination.

The problem is not with the Law of Moses; Paul declares that ‘the law is holy, and the commandment holy and just and good’ (Romans 7:12). The problem is with us, sinners by nature, and even after regeneration, the remaining corruption prevents the most mature Christians from reaching moral perfection on this side of eternity. 
If the Jew could not be justified by the works of the perfect Law, no-one could be justified by the works of any law. After all did not the Gentiles, though ignorant of Moses, also have ‘the law written in their hearts’ (Romans 2:14)? Yet they too were unable to be justified by works. 
The Law of Moses served the purpose of keeping God’s covenant people, Israel, distinct from pagan idolatry, as the Pope said. But the moral aspects of the law, whether written on tablets of stone or on the human conscience, also served to expose our depravity, guilt and helplessness. ‘Therefore by the deeds of the law no flesh will be justified in His sight, for by the law is the knowledge of sin’ (Romans 3:20). 
No, the problem is not with the Law of Moses, the problem is with Dr. Joe Mizzi and his imaginary Catholic beliefs. By the way, Joe, where does the Bible say it is impossible for anyone to reach moral perfection “this side of eternity?” Does not the Bible say that all things are possible with God? Apparently you don’t believe that, do you? Because if you did, you wouldn’t throw out such unbiblical statements like that.  Again, we do not believe that we can be justified by works, so Joe is arguing against a straw man of his own creation. As he has every other time we have debated.

Joe Mizzi: By Faith, Not Works 
To the Torah. He presented the Patriarch Abraham as the primary witness to his doctrine. He wrote: 
“What then shall we say that Abraham our father has found according to the flesh? For if Abraham was justified by works, he has something to boast about, but not before God. For what does the Scripture say? ‘Abraham believed God, and it was accounted to him for righteousness.’ Now to him who works, the wages are not counted as grace but as debt. But to him who does not work but believes on Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness.” (Romans 4:1-5). 
In this context “works” could not refer exclusively to obedience of the Torah, for Abraham lived many centuries before Moses. It is therefore wrong to force Paul’s concept of ‘works of the Law’ exclusively to the Law of Moses. Clearly Paul applies the same principle to works in general. Abraham could not boast before God because he was justified faith and not by works. The same applies to us all. 
Paul then gives an example from ordinary life – when a worker receives his payment at the end of the month, could it be considered as grace, a free gift, a favour? Certainly not. The worker has every right for the money he earned by his labour. 
But justification is not based on the principle of merit. The very opposite is true. Justification is by grace, pure and underserved grace. Only he is counted as righteous by the divine Judge who ‘does not work’ but ‘believes’ God. That is grace 
First of all, if you read Romans 4, you see that the context in which Paul is speaking is one of circumcised vs. uncircumcised…in other words, Jew vs. Gentile. Circumcision, while existing before the Mosaic Law, was one of the works that identified one as a Jew. That along with adherence to the precepts of the Mosaic Law. Paul’s context was not one where works referred to feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, and so on. But, even if it was, Joe is still arguing against something that we don’t teach…that one can be justified by good works. We don’t teach it…we don’t believe it. If we believed that, then we would believe that an atheist is justified by his good works. But, we don’t. Yet, Joe Mizzi is arguing against it as if it was Catholic teaching.

Abraham was justified, by God’s grace, through faith. Yet, if Abraham had disobeyed God after he was justified – if, for instance, he had said, “No,” when God told him to sacrifice Isaac, would he not have lost his justification for disobeying the will of God? If Abraham had refused to circumcise himself and all in his household, would he not have lost his justification for disobeying the will of God? Joe Mizzi believes Abraham could have refused God’s command to sacrifice Isaac and to circumcise all in his household and that Abraham would have still been justified. Yet, Scripture tells us that if we do not do the will of God, we do not enter the Kingdom. Who do you want to believe…Joe Mizzi, or the Bible?

Joe Mizzi: Faith Working Through Love 
Once more it must pointed out that the question is not about the propriety and necessity of good works in the life of believers. On this point, Paul, Luther and the Pope are in agreement. The question, though, has to do with the purpose of such works. 
In Catholicism, the faithful are urged to do works in the hope that they will eventually become ‘really’ just in the eyes of God on account of their ‘love to God and neighbour’. In Paul’s teaching, we are not justified on account of any personal works, but by faith; good works follow after faith and justification. In Catholicism faith is insufficient; it must be supplemented by works to really justify. In biblical Christianity, faith is sufficient, faith truly justifies the believer on account of Christ’s blood and righteousness, and having justified the sinner, faith then works by love (Galatians 5:6) to the glory of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ. In Catholicism justification is by faith and works – therefore it cannot be of grace (Romans 11:6); in biblical Christianity justification is by faith, that it might be of grace (Romans 4:16). 

The question is not about the “purpose of such works,” the question is this: If we do not do the works that God has prepared for us beforehand that we should walk in them (Ephesians 2:10), will we still keep our justification, or will we lose our justification? In other words, if we do not do the will of God for our lives, will we still enter the Kingdom (Matt 7:21)?

In Catholicism, the faithful are urged to do good works for the love of God. If one does good works for any reason other than the love of God, then the good work is essentially useless, in spiritual terms. They are urged to continually grow in love of God, by opening their hearts up to more and more of God’s grace through prayer, reception of the sacraments, and good works.

In Catholicism, as in the Bible, faith alone is indeed insufficient (James 2:24). In Catholicism, as in the Bible, works alone are indeed insufficient (Hebrews 11:6). What counts is faith working through love (Gal 5:6) and all by the grace of God (Titus 3:7).

Here we see Joe once again asserting that “good works follow after faith and justification,” but notice he doesn’t give us a scripture verse which tells us such a thing. Has he not read Jesus’ words to the seven churches in Rev 2 and 3? It is obvious that some of the justified failed to do the good works Jesus requires of them.

Joe goes on to say one of the things that has absolutely puzzled me about folks like him. Consider that he admits, earlier in his email, that good works are done by grace. And, he also believes that faith is by grace. So, when he says that in Catholicism salvation is by faith and works, “therefore it cannot be of grace,” that is one of the most ridiculous things I believe I’ve ever read. Faith is by grace. Works are by grace. But, faith and works together, are not by grace. I don’t know what else to call that kind of logic, except idiotic. A first class example that the dumbest of ideas come out of the mouths of the smartest of people.

One last thing: If we need works in order to be "really" justified as Catholics, then how can we say an infant is justified after his or her Baptism?  What work did that infant do to be justified?  None.  Is that infant not "really" justified because it hasn’t done any works, as Joe contends?  No!  That infant, upon its Baptism, is as justified as a soul can possibly be – yet it has done no works.  Think about that, Dr. Joe.

Here then is the dividing line between Trent and Luther, Catholicism and Protestantism, the true gospel and it’s counterfeit. May God give us the grace to believe in Jesus his Son, and being justified by faith alone, to give ourselves to love God and our neighbour from our hearts.

Here then is the dividing line between truth and error, between Joe Mizzi’s version of Catholicism and the true version of Catholicism, between insanity and reason, between the true gospel and the false gospel, between those who believe the Son and those who believe the father of all lies. Let us pray that Joe Mizzi will one day have the scales removed from his eyes and that his wounds will one day be healed.
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Introduction
I received an email from one of our subscribers who sent me an email they had received from our old pal, Dr. Joe Mizzi. Apparently, he gets my newsletter, or someone sent him a copy of it, and he felt compelled to respond to the tract I had written. Below is his response, first in its entirety, and then with my comments interspersed.

If I were a Catholic Apologist
If I were a Catholic apologist, I would concentrate my attacks on evangelicals on two doctrines, namely sola scriptura and sola fide. Given the gross spiritual ignorance and rampant error among evangelicals, I should be able to destroy the very foundations of their religion in no time.

Take the popular concept of sola scriptura among many evangelicals. They think that the Bible teaches that the Bible alone is the only authority, and thus they reject the claims of an infallible magisterium of the Roman Catholic Church, and indeed of every other authority, including the authority of their own local churches and their pastors.

There is no need for many arguments. One is enough. I would ask a very simple question: “Since you believe that the Bible is the only authority, show me from the Bible alone which books should be included in the Bible and which should be excluded?”

Their answer will be dead silence. You cannot show from the Bible alone which books are inspired and which books are not canonical. That concept of sola scriptura cannot be defended from the Bible.

It’s an easy win. But my conscience would not let me sleep. I cannot be at peace with myself knowing that I have been deceptive.

For contrary to what many people think, sola scriptura does not assert that the Bible alone is the only authority. Sola scriptura asserts that the Bible, being the Word of God, is the only INFALLIBLE authority. Sola scriptura most definitely allows and upholds the authority of the church and tradition, which the Bible itself affirms.

We know which books belong to the canon and which are apocryphal through the work of our forefathers in the faith, namely the church. That is the way that things happened historically. God gave his inspired Word through chosen men like Matthew, Peter and Paul, which were handed on to the first Christian believers, who then copied and passed them on to other churches and to successive generations. The church received the holy books and preserved them to this very day as her most precious heritage. Thanks to the church we can hold the Book in our hands and say, ‘This is the Word of God!’

Now I can almost hear someone object, ‘But how can you know for certain which books are canonical since you do not believe that the church is infallible?’

The answer is simple. The church does not have to be infallible to be correct. I am certainly not immune from error, but if I say that 4 plus 6 equals 10, I am nonetheless correct in my answer. We should ask, therefore, can God use a very fallible church – for evidently the church has made many mistakes during its history – to establish correctly the canonical books?

The staunchest Catholic apologist must admit this is possible. Moreover, we know that God has already done so before the church era. To our spiritual brethren, the saints of the Old Testament, God also gave the Holy Scriptures. The Jews knew which books were canonical Scriptures not on the basis of an infallible degree of their king, high priest or an ecumenical council of their leaders. They cherished the sacred books which they had received from their forefather without attributing infallibility to their leaders.

We can to do the same today. We can confidently accept and treasure the canonical scriptures, as indeed our spiritual forefathers had done for the first fifteen hundred years since the birth of the NT church (prior to the Council of Trent). We should be grateful to God for his people and his appointed leaders – fallible as they were – as he used them throughout the centuries to identify, preserve and transmit the Scriptures to us today.

If you are a Catholic I hope that tonight you will sleep peacefully after you realize that one of the main argument against the unique, ultimate and absolute authority of the Bible is spurious.
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If I were a Catholic Apologist
If I were a Catholic apologist, I would concentrate my attacks on evangelicals on two doctrines, namely sola scriptura and sola fide. Given the gross spiritual ignorance and rampant error among evangelicals, I should be able to destroy the very foundations of their religion in no time.

I find it interesting that Dr. Mizzi would speak of the “gross spiritual ignorance and rampant error among evangelicals.”  Of course, he is speaking of the great unwashed masses of Evangelicals and would not be including himself amongst the peasants.  I also find it interesting that he seems to feel very comfortable putting words in the mouth of a Catholic apologist.  I suppose it makes sense, though, since he already feels very comfortable putting words in the mouth of the Church – passing off to all of his “grossly spiritually ignorant” readers things that he claims the Catholic Church teaches that, as I have shown numerous times in previous exchanges with him (Newsletters #24-26, 28-31, 46-47, 50, 52, 86-90), the Catholic Church does not actually teach. 

So, in contrast to what Dr. Joe Mizzi would claim he would do as a Catholic apologist, as a Catholic apologist, what I say is this: I do not concentrate my attacks on any Evangelicals, I concentrate my attacks on the errors that are believed by many Evangelicals. And, two of the biggest errors are indeed Sola Scriptura and Sola Fide, so I do indeed spend a great deal of time on them.  Also, my intent is not to destroy the foundations of anyone’s religion, my intent is to bring all men to the truth (1 Tim 2:4). 

Take the popular concept of sola scriptura among many evangelicals. They think that the Bible teaches that the Bible alone is the only authority, and thus they reject the claims of an infallible magisterium of the Roman Catholic Church, and indeed of every other authority, including the authority of their own local churches and their pastors.

Oh, my…what is Dr. Mizzi doing here?  He is setting up a straw man that he can then knock down and proclaim himself champion of the corn field.  You see, Joe is saying that all of these “grossly spiritually ignorant” Evangelicals out there, simply do not understand the true teaching of Sola Scriptura in the same way as the “spiritually advanced” folks, like Joe, do.  But, as I will show below, on the most important point of this issue – who decides what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice – Joe believes the exact same thing as the Evangelicals he calls "grossly spiritually ignorant."

There is no need for many arguments. One is enough. I would ask a very simple question: “Since you believe that the Bible is the only authority, show me from the Bible alone which books should be included in the Bible and which should be excluded?”

Their answer will be dead silence. You cannot show from the Bible alone which books are inspired and which books are not canonical. That concept of sola scriptura cannot be defended from the Bible.

Joe Mizzi concedes the argument that the Bible nowhere tells us which books should or should not be in the Bible.  In other words, he concedes the argument that in order to have the Bible in the first place, Christians have to believe in some authority outside of the Bible.  Now, he is going to do his best to talk around this, as we see below, but I am going rope him and tie him up like a calf in a rodeo. 

It’s an easy win. But my conscience would not let me sleep. I cannot be at peace with myself knowing that I have been deceptive.

For contrary to what many people think, sola scriptura does not assert that the Bible alone is the only authority. Sola scriptura asserts that the Bible, being the Word of God, is the only INFALLIBLE authority. Sola scriptura most definitely allows and upholds the authority of the church and tradition, which the Bible itself affirms.

Well, if Joe Mizzi’s conscience doesn’t let him sleep when he has been deceptive, then he must not have had much sleep since he put up his website however many years ago.  Talk about deceptive.  And talk about relying on the ignorance of others – Catholic and non-Catholic alike – in order to get away with teaching falsehood.  That is his website in spades.

So, Joe Mizzi is trying to say that Sola Scriptura is not really “Sola” Scriptura.  It is actually Scriptura plus church plus tradition.  Really?!  My, that’s sounds very…uhmm…uh…what’s the word I’m searching for here…oh, yeah…Catholic!  Methinks Dr. Mizzi is not being entirely sincere here, however.  If you go to his website and do a little reading, you will find out about how, according to Joe, the church has added traditions to the Bible, and that, according to Joe, this is a bad thing.  So, it’s Scripture + church + tradition here, but on his website it is Scripture, period.  Any tradition not found in Scripture, as Dr. Joe interprets it, is not to be believed.  The church only has authority – in matters of Christian teaching and practice – when it teaches according to Dr. Mizzi’s interpretation of Scripture.  

In fact, here is a quote from his website.  It’s from his story about why he left the Catholic Church: “Eventually I reluctantly left the Roman Catholic Church because I could not remain a member of an institution that teaches a different way of salvation than what is taught in the Scriptures.”  In other words, Joe did not believe his church at the time, the Catholic Church, had any authority over him to tell him what the Scriptures mean and what is and is not authentic Christian teaching.  He believed that his own fallible, non-authoritative, man-made, private interpretation of the Scriptures was more authoritative than his church and his church’s traditions.  How, may I ask, is that any different than the poor, “grossly spiritually ignorant” Evangelicals that he spoke of earlier, who leave their churches when they believe that their church and its traditions are contrary to their own fallible, non-authoritative, man-made, private interpretations of Scripture?  

If Sola Scriptura “most definitely allows and upholds the authority of the church and tradition,” as he claims, then why did he reject the authority of the church and tradition?  It seems to me that Dr. Mizzi speaks with forked tongue.  He gives lip service to the authority of church and tradition, but in practice, he gives them no authority unless church and tradition just happen to agree with his fallible interpretation of Scripture.  Yet, again, he lambasts the poor “grossly spiritually ignorant” Evangelicals who do the exact same thing.  Someone needs to write a book about Dr. Mizzi and call it: “The Scarlet H.”

Finally, I find it a bit humorous that Dr. Mizzi is taking issue with Evangelicals who disagree with his interpretation of what Sola Scriptura actually means.  After all, nowhere does the Bible give the definition for Sola Scriptura that Dr. Mizzi gives – which means he is pushing an extra-biblical man-made tradition – so by what authority does he claim to be right on this matter and the "grossly spiritual ignorant" Evangelicals wrong?  Is he infallible on this matter?  Here we see proof of what I said in my last newsletter – the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has done nothing but divide Christians.  Thanks, Joe, for proving my case.

We know which books belong to the canon and which are apocryphal through the work of our forefathers in the faith, namely the church. That is the way that things happened historically. God gave his inspired Word through chosen men like Matthew, Peter and Paul, which were handed on to the first Christian believers, who then copied and passed them on to other churches and to successive generations. The church received the holy books and preserved them to this very day as her most precious heritage. Thanks to the church we can hold the Book in our hands and say, ‘This is the Word of God!’

Again, Joe Mizzi concedes the argument that we have the Bible because of the Church and because of Sacred Tradition.  I find this absolutely fascinating.  But, I wonder which church it was that preserved the Sacred Tradition as to which books should and should not be in the Bible?  I wonder to which church did the folks who copied and handed on the books of the Bible belong.  The Baptist Church?  The Lutheran Church?  The Methodist Church?  The Presbyterian Church of America?  The Church of Mizzi?  Which church, Dr. Joe?  Now, let’s read as he digs himself an even deeper hole…

Now I can almost hear someone object, ‘But how can you know for certain which books are canonical since you do not believe that the church is infallible?

The answer is simple. The church does not have to be infallible to be correct. I am certainly not immune from error, but if I say that 4 plus 6 equals 10, I am nonetheless correct in my answer. We should ask, therefore, can God use a very fallible church – for evidently the church has made many mistakes during its history – to establish correctly the canonical books?

Oh my goodness!  Let’s talk a little circular reasoning here.  Let’s talk a little distraction here.  Let’s talk deep left field.  First of all, Joe believes the church is correct in its choice of canonical books. How does he know it’s correct?  Because he believes it is.  He starts with the assumption that his Bible is exactly what it should be, and since the church gave him his Bible, that means the church was correct in this instance.  Circular reasoning. 

Now, Joe will claim that he believes what he believes about the Bible because of the authority of the church and tradition.  The question is, though: Which church?  Which tradition?  Who gets to decide which church and which tradition is authentic?  The Catholic Church has a tradition, that is far older than any Protestant tradition, that the Bible contains 73 books, rather than 66 as Joe Mizzi and all other Protestants believe.  It is historical fact that Martin Luther threw out seven books of the Old Testament when he split from the Catholic Church.  How does Joe Mizzi decide which church or which tradition is authoritative in this matter?  Well, he decides based on his authority…none other.  He doesn’t decide based on Scripture, or the church, or tradition.  So, while he may say that church and tradition indeed have authority, when it comes right down to it, he grants authority to no one other than himself in deciding what is authentic Christian teaching and practice.

So, how does he know for certain which books are canonical?  He knows for certain because he knows that 4+6=10.  Well, that certainly makes sense.  He is getting off the point here. The whole question is not about whether or not the church is infallible.  The question is, is there some authority, outside of the Bible, that Christian’s rely upon in order to know what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice…yes or no?  The answer, as he has admitted, is yes.    

This whole thing about arithmetic is just a distraction.  Yes, fallible man can indeed know some things with certainty, such as the fact that 4+6=10.  However, an arithmetic equation is much different than a theological question.  You see, I can get 4 apples and put them together with 6 other apples and I can prove beyond any reasonable doubt that 4+6=10.  I can speak infallibly on the question of what does 4+6 equal? 10. That is an infallible answer.  

The problem is, that Dr. Mizzi cannot make a similar demonstration when it comes to the books of the Bible.  Can he demonstrate that the writer of Mark was indeed inspired by God in the writing of that Gospel in some manner that does not rely upon Sacred Tradition?  No, he cannot.  So, if he wishes to stick to his claim that “the Bible is the only INFALLIBLE authority,” and the Church is not nor has it ever been infallible, then he has a huge problem.  He is left with, as Protestant theologian R.C. Sproull states it, "A fallible collection of infallible books," which is an absurdity.

He’s also setting up a straw man when he implies that "infallibility" means one is "immune from error," and that Catholics believe one has to be infallible in order to be correct.  That is not the how the Catholic Church uses the word "infallibility" and he knows it.  Someone who is infallible, can indeed make mistakes, just not any mistakes when teaching on faith and morals to the Church.  The problem for him is, though, that without a church that can speak infallibly on matters of faith and morals, then you have no authority that can decide disputes between Christians on such matters.  You have no authority that can definitively teach what is and what is not authentic Christian teaching and practice.  You have no authority that can definitively decide what is and is not inspired Scripture. 

Is it infallible teaching that the Bible has 66 books as he believes?  If not, then it is fallible teaching.  Fallible teaching is teaching that could be wrong.  Will Joe then admit, that since there is no infallible authority that can pronounce definitively which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture, that he could be wrong about how many books there are in the Bible?  He has to admit that – although he won’t – because he admits that there is no infallible authority that can pronounce on such things.  I say there are 73 books in the Bible.  He says there are 66 books in the Bible.  By what authority does he tell me I’m wrong?  None but his own. 

The staunchest Catholic apologist must admit this is possible. Moreover, we know that God has already done so before the church era. To our spiritual brethren, the saints of the Old Testament, God also gave the Holy Scriptures. The Jews knew which books were canonical Scriptures not on the basis of an infallible degree of their king, high priest or an ecumenical council of their leaders. They cherished the sacred books which they had received from their forefather without attributing infallibility to their leaders.

The staunchest Catholic apologist will admit that God can indeed give men – men who are prone to mistakes and errors and sin – the grace to infallibly pronounce on matters of faith and morals.  Will Joe Mizzi deny this?  He gave Peter the grace to make an infallible pronouncement in Matthew 16:16-17.  The high priest Caiaphas made an infallible prophecy, not "of his own accord," in John 11:49-52.  Will Joe Mizzi deny that God can use fallible men to teach the Church infallibly on matters of faith and morals?

Joe is a bit ignorant of history and Scripture it seems.  He says the Jews knew which books were canonical not because of any infallible decree from king, high priest, or ecumenical council.  Really?  How can he say that the Jews knew which books were canonical when the Jews disputed amongst themselves as to which books were canonical?  The Sadducees had one canon of Scripture.  The Pharisees had another.  The Greek-speaking Jews had another.  Hmm.  Seems like the Jews needed an infallible authority to decide the matter.  Furthermore, how can he say the Jews did not attribute infallibility to their leaders?  Maybe they didn’t, but maybe some of them did?  What source is he using to make such a claim?  The Bible?  Well, in the Bible, it seems like Jesus (Matthew 23) might be implying that those that sit on Moses’ seat are indeed infallible in their teaching, even though they behave badly.  After all, He tells His own disciples, and the crowds, to do whatever the scribes and Pharisees tell them to do.  Again, hmm….

Also, regarding the swipe he took at the infallibility of an ecumenical council, would Joe deny that the Council of Jerusalem, in chapter 15 of Acts, issued an infallible decree about circumcision?  Indeed it did.  How then, can Dr. Mizzi claim that the church has never acted infallibly?

We can to do the same today. We can confidently accept and treasure the canonical scriptures, as indeed our spiritual forefathers had done for the first fifteen hundred years since the birth of the NT church (prior to the Council of Trent). We should be grateful to God for his people and his appointed leaders – fallible as they were – as he used them throughout the centuries to identify, preserve and transmit the Scriptures to us today.

Joe Mizzi can "confidently accept and treasure the canonical scriptures" only because, whether he admits it or not, he relies on the infallible authority of the Catholic Church to pronounce on such matters.  Without the Church, and without the gift of infallibility that God has given to His Church, as guided by the Holy Spirit, then the best we can do is know that we have a fallible canon of what we think is infallible scripture, but we would have to admit that we could be wrong, because we are relying on a fallible church to tell us these things.

 

If you are a Catholic I hope that tonight you will sleep peacefully after you realize that one of the main argument against the unique, ultimate and absolute authority of the Bible is spurious.

If you are a member of the Church of Mizzi, I hope you will sleep restlessly tonight, knowing that you are relying on man-made, non-authoritative, fallible interpretations of the Bible for your beliefs, while at the same time relying on some authority outside of the Bible in order to have your Bible in the first place. And, what authority could that be?

To conclude, Joe Mizzi’s response to my tract has all kinds of problems, but the point to really focus on, is that even though he says that the church and traditions have authority, he is just giving lip service to that idea.  In reality, Joe cedes authority to no one and to no thing that disagrees with him, and with his interpretation of the Bible, in matters of faith and morals.  If there is a church or a tradition that disagrees with him, then he is just like all of those poor "grossly spiritually ignorant" Evangelicals that he speaks of – who believe in one authority and one authority only – Sola Scriptura.   Which means that everything I said in my tract is valid and holds true for Joe Mizzi and all those Evangelicals that he looks down upon.   
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