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Introduction

This book, in a sense, is the written version of a series of talks that I have given on apologetics over the last several years.  Each chapter of the book is based on one of my talks.  (Let me stop here real quick to say that if you’re wondering what the word "apologetics" means, it is simply an explanation or defense of something – see Chapter 1 for a more complete explanation.) 

But, the book is different from the talks in that each chapter is being written with four particular themes, or what I call "strategies," in mind.  These four strategies slowly came together in my mind over a number of years.  A few years ago, after already having developed about 13 or 14 separate talks on various apologetics topics, it became clear to me that there were some common threads running through those talks, and through the advice I was giving people on how to approach apologetics conversations with their family members and friends.  These common threads, sometimes explicit and sometimes implicit in the talks, were not so much apologetics, as they were apologetics strategies.  I realized that I needed to develop these strategies more fully.

So I took these common threads, or strategies, and developed them more fully in a talk that I called Apologetics for the Scripturally-Challenged, from which comes the title for this book.  The four strategies I developed in this talk are: 1) The Ignorant Catholic; 2) Being Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive); 3) It’s the Principle of the Thing; and 4) But That’s My Interpretation!  

But, again, I developed these strategies more fully after I already had a number of apologetics talks which I had been giving for years.  In other words, the talks that I had already been giving quite often used these strategies, but not in a way that had been fully developed or that could be said to be systematic in any manner.     

So, what I hope to do in this book, is to basically put my existing talks to paper, but in such a way that I explicitly and systematically incorporate one or more of the four strategies mentioned above into each and every chapter.  So, the chapter on the topic of, say, "Once Saved, Always Saved," will not just have the apologetics pertaining to that topic, but will also show you how to use one or more of the apologetics strategies when engaged in a discussion on "Once Saved, Always Saved."  The hope is that the reader will not only have the apologetics knowledge necessary to refute the doctrine of "Once Saved, Always Saved," but that he will also have the apologetics strategies that will allow him to effectively use that knowledge to present a compelling argument for the Catholic position on that particular topic, and on the other topics dealt with in this book.

It is my belief, and any number of emails, letters, and phone calls that I have received confirm my belief, that any Catholic Christian, even someone who is a bit unsure of themselves when it comes to the Bible, can engage any non-Catholic Christian – no matter their level of familiarity with the Bible – in a discussion of religion, using only the Bible, in such a way as to effectively answer any questions the non-Catholic may have, successfully defend against any attacks the non-Catholic may make, and even confidently challenge the non-Catholic’s beliefs in such a way that they will have to re-think what it is they believe and why. 

But, how can the Catholic, particularly the scripturally-challenged Catholic, do such things if they’ve never been taught how?  That is the goal of this book – to teach every Catholic how to explain and defend their Catholic Faith, using just the Bible, some common sense, and a little bit of logic. 

All of which is not for the purpose of winning an argument, but rather for the purpose of planting seeds.  Seeds that will hopefully cause the non-Catholic Christian to think about the Catholic Church, and the Bible, in a whole new way.  Plus, an added benefit of learning how to defend the Faith, is that Catholics tend to learn the Faith at a whole new level. 
I have heard from many, many folks that apologetics was a key that opened the door to a whole new level of participation for them in their Faith.  They better understood the Sacraments, the Mass, Mary, the Communion of Saints, the Pope, Purgatory, and much more.  They started reading the Bible more.  They started reading the Catechism.  They started teaching RCIA classes or Religious Ed classes at their parish.  They’re prayer lives deepened.  And on and on.  All of which – whether planting seeds with non-Catholic Christians, or better understanding their own Faith - serves to build up the Kingdom of God.   
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Chapter 1

Introduction to Apologetics

"And I heard the voice of the Lord saying, ‘Whom shall I send, and who will go for us?’" Isaiah 6:8
The word "apologetics" is derived from an ancient Greek word, "apologia," which means: an apology. As everyone knows, the current meaning of the word, "apology," is to say you’re sorry for something. To, in essence, "fess up" for being wrong about something. 

In ancient times, however, the word "apology" referred to the case a lawyer would make on behalf of his client. And it is this ancient meaning which we find being applied to the word "apologetics." Apologetics is about building the case for something the way a lawyer would build a case for his client. In other words, apologetics is about making a reasoned explanation or defense on behalf of someone or something. 

When it comes to Christianity, there are essentially 3 types of apologetics that one needs to be familiar with: 1) natural apologetics; 2) Christian apologetics; and 3) Catholic apologetics. (I have further broken Catholic apologetics into two subdivisions which I will talk about a little later on.)

Natural apologetics builds the case for truths that we can know from the "natural" light of reason. To know these truths does not require any special divine revelation. Truths that can be explained with natural apologetics include: the existence of God, the existence of the human soul, the objective reality of right and wrong, and so forth – truths which the articles of our Faith rest upon and build upon. 

St. Paul touches on natural apologetics when he says in Romans Chapter 1, "Ever since the creation of the world [God’s] invisible nature, namely, His eternal power and deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been made." In other words, Paul is saying that the existence of God can be known through the observance of nature, even without any particular divine revelation.

Christian apologetics, on the other hand, builds the case for divinely revealed truths. One cannot know these truths by reason apart from faith. Truths that can be explained with Christian apologetics include: the Trinity, the reality of biblical miracles, the divinity of Christ, the Virgin Birth, and the Resurrection, just to name a few. 

Catholic apologetics encompasses all of Christian apologetics – since Catholicism is the fullness of Christianity – but Catholic apologetics tends to focus on building the case for those truths of Christianity that are not generally believed by non-Catholic Christians. Truths such as: the Catholic Church having been founded by Jesus Christ; the papacy; apostolic succession, the Sacraments; the Assumption of Mary, and others. 

Okay, that was a brief overview of apologetics and of the three main types of apologetics: natural, Christian, and Catholic. From here on, I want to focus on Catholic apologetics. My former bishop in Birmingham, Bishop David Foley, used to write a regular column in the diocesan newspaper. In one of those columns he gave a very good definition of Catholic apologetics. He said, 

"There comes a time when we, as Catholics, have to be able to defend and explain certain teachings of our Catholic Faith…Our faith is based on reason and logic. The explanation of what we believe and why we believe it, is called Apologetics."

Now, you might be saying to yourself that this apologetics stuff is fine for priests or theologians or university professors, but what does this have to do with me? Well, in the statement I just read from Bishop Foley, he wasn’t talking just to priests and theologians and university professors, he was talking to all Catholics. He was talking to you and to me. He said that we, as Catholics, have to be able to defend and explain our Catholic Faith. 

My question to you is, "Can you do that?" If a Baptist were to ask you for scriptural reasons for the Catholic belief in Purgatory would you be able to give him an answer? Could you answer a Presbyterian’s question on where in Scripture does it say anything about the Catholic belief in the Real Presence of Jesus in the Eucharist? Can you explain to a person from the Church of God that praying the Rosary is not equivalent to worshipping Mary as a god?

And going beyond what Bishop Foley said, listen to what Scripture says: in 1 Peter 3:15 God tells us, "Always be prepared to make a defense to anyone who calls you to account for the hope that is in you." "Always be prepared to make a defense to anyone who calls you to account for the hope that is in you!" The Bishop, in his column, was simply echoing what God, through the Sacred Scriptures, is saying to us – we must be prepared to defend our faith! And God would not command us to do something that we are incapable of doing. 

But why? Why is it so important that we, as Catholics, be able to defend our faith? Why do we need to learn apologetics so that we can explain and defend our faith? Because our Catholic Faith contains the fullness of God’s revealed truth. Our faith and only our faith. To be sure, there is truth in other faiths, but not the fullness of truth that is contained in the Catholic faith. We must, therefore, be equipped to explain and defend it so that others may come to believe in the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.
But again, why? Why is it so important that people know the truth? In 1 Tim 2:4 it says, "[God] desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth." God desires it! In John 8:32, "and you will know the truth, and the truth shall set you free". Man needs it to be set free! God desires that all men know the truth; man needs to know the truth to be set free. God desires it; man needs it! What will your response be? God desires that all men be saved and He wants you and me to participate in the process. What will your response be? 

Oh, sure, there are those who have plenty of rationalizations for not learning more about the faith, and about passing up opportunities to explain and defend the faith. I’ve heard people say things like, "I’m not all that concerned about doctrine. I just want to show people the love of Jesus Christ". Well, the love of Jesus Christ, is the truth of Jesus Christ! In John 18, Jesus says that "the reason I came into the world, is to testify to the truth. Anyone committed to the truth hears my voice." You need to be committed to the truth in order to hear Jesus’ voice!

We need to realize that doctrines and dogmas are nothing more than the truth given to us by Jesus Christ! They are lampposts lighting the path that leads to Christ. When you put all the Scripture passages on truth together with one another, it becomes very clear that if you want to truly share the love of Jesus Christ with someone, you have to share the truth of Jesus Christ with them. We need to understand that truth is not a concept that each person can bend according to their individual whims – truth is a Person! Jesus Christ is the truth (John 14:6)! And Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, and forever (Hebrews 13:8)! And the fullness of revealed truth that rests in the person of Jesus Christ resides in the Catholic faith. 

Given that, then if we truly love our non-Catholic brothers and sisters, would we not want to do everything…everything! …in our power to see that they have the fullness of truth that is Jesus Christ?! Knowing that God wants all men to know the truth, and knowing that the truth sets us free, would we not want to do everything in our power to see that our non-Catholic brothers and sisters have the fullness of the truth that God wants them to have and that they need to be set free?! 

If we really love our non-Catholic brothers and sisters, wouldn’t we want them to share with us in receiving the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist? Wouldn’t we want them to share in the graces we receive from the Sacrament of Confession? Wouldn’t we want them to be able to have Mary and all the angels and all the saints as their prayer partners? If we don’t do what we can to open the eyes of non-Catholics to all of the wonderful treasures that are available to them in and through the Catholic Church, can we say we truly love our neighbor as ourselves?

How will they know about these wonderful treasures of the Catholic Church if we who have daily access to these treasures are afraid to share our faith with them? You’ve probably heard it said that a man’s character can be measured by what he would do when no one is watching. I read somewhere that an even better measure of a man’s character is what he is willing to do when everyone is watching! That is the true challenge of conscience and courage – what are you willing to do when everyone is watching? Are you willing to publicly share your faith? Are you willing to offer yourself up to scorn and ridicule by publicly sharing your faith? Are you are a member of the Church Militant…or of the Church Milquetoast?

Now, does publicly sharing our faith mean that we have to go around beating people over the heads with Catholicism to get them to convert? No! Let’s look again at 1 Peter 3:15, "Always be prepared to make a defense to anyone who calls you to account…" That’s not telling you to stand on the street corner preaching the Good News, although you can if you want to. It’s not telling you to alienate all of your friends or co-workers by shoving Catholicism down their throats. It’s simply telling you to be prepared when someone comes to you. And let me tell you something: you do not have to go looking for people to convert to Catholicism. All you have to do is let it be known that you are a Catholic, and they will come to you. The more you live and practice your faith, the more opportunities God will give you to defend it.

So, in order to be prepared to defend your faith – in order to become a Catholic apologist – what must you do? In reality, the only thing you need to do to be prepared to defend your faith – to become a Catholic apologist – is to each and every day…each and every day…learn a little bit more about your faith. Daily gain a greater understanding of your faith. 

Please take note of the fact that I did not say that you have to have a complete understanding of your faith. The Catholic faith is deeper than the oceans, and no one, no one in this lifetime will plumb its depths. I also did not say that you have to have a Master’s degree in Theology or a Bachelor’s degree or anything else of that nature – I’ve had all of one course in Theology in my lifetime (and it was so filled with garbage that I called it anti-theology). You just have to have an earnest desire to learn more about your faith and then simply act…act on that desire.

Pray. Read Scripture. Read books on or by the saints. Read the Catechism, even if it’s just a little bit at a time. Go down to a Catholic bookstore and ask them for books and CDs on apologetics – if they don’t have them, they can get them. (Let me take a moment here to put in a plug for the free CD’s or mp3 downloads, as well as the free apologetics e-newsletters, that can be obtained at my website: www.biblechristiansociety.com.) Subscribe to Catholic periodicals…those that are loyal to the Pope and the Magisterium. Get pamphlets and booklets. 

Again, to become a Catholic apologist, you simply need to have a desire to learn more about your faith and the will to act upon that desire. As you do so, God will bring you into situations where you will have the opportunity to share your faith, to explain it, and to defend it.

Now, there are some important points to remember whenever you use apologetics – whenever you enter into a discussion where you are having to explain or defend your faith with someone. I call these points the Rules of Engagement:

1) Pray. Pray before during and after you engage someone in a conversation on the Catholic Faith. You and I do not convert anyone, it is the Holy Spirit who changes the hearts and minds of men.

2) You don’t have to know everything right now. Just learn a little bit more about your Faith each and every day. Read Scripture. Read the Catechism. Read books on or by the Saints. Listen to apologetics CDs. Listen to Catholic Radio. Watch Catholic television. Learn a little bit at a time. 
3) Luke 5:10, "Do not be afraid; henceforth you will be catching men." Jesus said this to Peter, but He is also saying it to us. Will you make mistakes? Of course, Peter did. Will you get into tight spots? Of course, Peter did also. Yet, Jesus told Peter not to be afraid. Why? Because if we are sincere in our desire to share the truth with others, to share Jesus with others, then Jesus will find a way to make something good come out of even our mistakes. He will bless our efforts.

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

4) Always look at an attack on your faith, or a question about your faith, as an opportunity. Most Christians who will say anything to you about Catholicism do so in good faith. Sometimes they are simply curious and want to learn more. Other times, they think you are going to hell because you are a Catholic and they want to save your soul from eternal damnation. That is a wonderful thing! They are practicing the love of Christ for you. That’s the kind of attitude – concern for someone’s soul – that Catholics need to have.

My public apologetics career started several years ago with a weekly Catholic apologetics radio program on an Evangelical radio station here in Birmingham. A weekly show on Evangelical radio which gave me an opportunity to share the Catholic faith with people who had never heard the Catholic version of our faith. But that never would have happened were it not for a vicious attack on the Catholic Church that was aired on that very same radio station several months earlier. I called to complain about that offensive program, one thing led to another, and before I knew it, I had my own Catholic radio program on that Evangelical station. 

So view even the vilest attacks on the Church as an opportunity. When someone starts questioning your faith, or attacking your faith, instead of getting angry you ought to get a big smile on your face, because you should realize that God just opened a door for you.

5) Never get frustrated. You may be brilliant in your explanation of a particular doctrine or practice of the Catholic faith and the person you are talking to may just absolutely refuse to hear any of it. And they may say the most irrational and illogical things imaginable in response. That’s fine. As I said earlier, just think of yourself as planting seeds. You and I are not capable of converting anyone. It is the Holy Spirit Who changes the hearts and minds of men, not you, not me. You do what you can and then offer the rest to God.

If you ever engage a non-Catholic in any serious conversation about your faith, you will probably become familiar with what I call the "doctrinal dance". They will ask you a question about Purgatory and right in the middle of your answer they’ll say something like, "Yeah, well, why do you guys worship Mary?" As you start to respond to that they will say, "Why do you think the Pope can’t commit a sin?" As you start to explain papal infallibility, they will say, "Why do you confess your sins to a man instead of to God?" The doctrinal dance. 

They switch the subject whenever you have an answer to their question. This can be very frustrating. Don’t let them do it. Stay focused and keep bringing the conversation back, in a gentle but firm way, to one main topic until you have said all that you want to say on that topic, then move on.

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

Okay, those are the "Rules of Engagement." If you keep those simple rules in mind when discussing your faith with someone, I guarantee the conversation will be much more productive and enjoyable for you than it otherwise would be. 

What I want to do now is give you one quick example of apologetics to hopefully whet your appetite for what you will find in the rest of this book. Before getting to this example, though, I want to pick back up with something that I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter about how I have divided Catholic apologetics into two subcategories. Those two subcategories are: a) Catholic apologetics for non-Catholics and b) Catholic apologetics for Catholics. 

Most of this book will be focused on explaining and defending the faith to non-Catholic Christians – Catholic apologetics for non-Catholics. I will, however, have a chapter in the latter part of the book dealing with Catholic apologetics for Catholics. 

So this apologetics example I’m about to give will be an example of Catholic apologetics for non-Catholics, particularly non-Catholic Christians. When talking to non-Catholic Christians, you have to stick mostly to Scripture. Don’t let Scripture scare you. And do not be intimidated by any Protestant’s seeming knowledge of Scripture. The average Protestant has memorized maybe 20-30 Scripture verses to deal with Catholics. Most of these, if not all, they take out of context and misinterpret. 

The average Protestant is in no way, shape, or form a Scripture scholar. They love Scripture, and they probably read Scripture more than the average Catholic (which is a lesson we need to learn from them), but they are not such Scripture juggernauts that you should be afraid to engage them in a discussion of Scripture. 

Here is just one example of an argument, an apologetic, you can build just from Scripture to back the Catholic faith when talking to a Protestant, that demonstrates the fact that Protestants don’t actually know the Bible as well as many Catholics think they do:

Most Protestants believe that Baptism is merely symbolic – there is no washing away of sin, no infusion of grace, nothing of the supernatural. Well, what does the Bible say?

Ezekiel 36:25-27 – "I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall be clean from all your uncleannesses…a new heart I will give you and a new spirit I will put within you…and I will put My spirit within you…" 
This is a foreshadowing of what is to come in the New Testament era and it shows that something really does happen at Baptism – cleansing from sin and the reception of the Holy Spirit – just as the Church teaches.

Acts 2:38 – "Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins; and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit." This verse simply repeats what we found in Ezekiel 36 – forgiveness of sins and reception of the Holy Spirit through Baptism, just as the Church teaches. Nothing symbolic here! 

Acts 22:16 – "And now why do you wait? Rise and be baptized, and wash away your sins…" Again, the washing away of sins through Baptism.

1 Cor 12:13 – "For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body…" Baptism makes us members of the Body of Christ, just as the Church teaches. What about this can be said to be symbolic? 

Rom 6:3 – "Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into His death? Again, Baptism as the entrance into the Body of Christ. 

John 3:5 – "Truly, truly I say to you, unless one is born of water and the Spirit [Baptism], he cannot enter the kingdom of God." Is Jesus talking about a symbolic entrance into the Kingdom of God? I don’t think so.

1 Peter 3:21 – "Baptism, which corresponds to this, now saves you…" I don’t know how it can be any clearer. Nothing symbolic here! 

In other words, the Bible clearly supports Catholic teaching on Baptism, while there is not a single verse in all of Scripture that states Baptism is merely a symbolic act, as most Protestants believe.  

You need to remember this fact – the Bible is a Catholic book! The Catholic Church gave it to the world! And you can rest assured, that the Catholic faith can be defended – on purely biblical grounds – much better than any non-Catholic Christian faith could ever be. So, do not be afraid to engage non-Catholics in a discussion of Scripture. But first read the rest of this book. 
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Chapter 2

Someone once said, "The Catholic Faith is like a lion in a cage, you don’t need to defend it, you simply need to open the cage door." In this chapter, I want to start teaching you how to open the cage door. I’m going to give you some techniques or strategies which will enable you to engage in apologetics – which will enable you to open the cage door – with pretty much anyone, even if you don’t really know the Bible all that well. 

As I talked about in the last chapter, apologetics is simply about being able to explain the Faith to someone. The phrase, "scripturally challenged," refers to those folks who don’t know the Bible all that well. We all know who I’m talking about, don’t we?

This book is aimed specifically at Catholics who are not all that familiar with the Bible; although, all Catholics are much more familiar with the Bible than they might think they are – after all, the thousands of Masses we have attended in our lives are filled, beginning to end, with Scripture. Every prayer and every action in the Mass has it’s basis – directly or indirectly – in the Word of God. So we actually know Scripture better than we think we do, because we have heard it over and over again in the Mass, even though we may not necessarily know book, chapter, and verse.

This book is also aimed at Catholics who might be fairly familiar with the Bible, but they are not all that confident in their ability to relate to others the teaching of the Church from the Bible. In other words, they are not all that confident in their ability to do apologetics.

And the reason I focus on the Bible, or on Scripture, is because whenever we, as Catholics, talk about our Faith with non-Catholic Christians, the number one most frequently asked question is, "Where is that in the Bible?" Or, we are told over and over again that this or that teaching of our Faith isn’t in the Bible. Whether the topic is the Pope, Mary, Confession, Purgatory, the Eucharist, Works, Tradition – it doesn’t matter – it always comes back to, "Where is that in the Bible?"

These folks don’t care what the Pope says, or what the Catechism says, or what Vatican II says, they want to know what the Bible says – period! So if you, as a Catholic, are not prepared to answer the question, "Where is that in the Bible," you may not get very far when it comes to a religious dialogue with most Protestants.

Well, what if you, as a Catholic, don’t know where it is in the Bible? And, what if…it isn’t in the Bible…at least, not directly? The Catholic Church’s teachings on the Immaculate Conception and the Assumption, for example, are not found directly in the Bible. What do you do when you’re asked, "Where does it say anything about the ‘Immaculate Conception’ in the Bible?" What do you do?! Are you helpless? Should you look for somewhere to hide? Should you say, "Look! What’s that over there?" And then, when they turn to look, take off running in the other direction? What do you do?

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

Well, let me tell you, they don’t. They may have more Scripture passages memorized than you, but memorizing more Scripture is not the same thing as knowing the Bible better. As Catholics, we have the Magisterium of the Church as our guide when we open up the Bible. The Magisterium, which is the Pope and the bishops in union with the Pope, has the apostolic authority with which to give God’s people an authentic interpretation of Scripture. The Magisterium has, in essence, laid down the parameters within which we are free to interpret Scripture.
Non-Catholic Christians have no such authentic guide for interpreting Scripture. They have their own personal, fallible, interpretations to rely on. They have no boundaries, other than their own imagination, within which to properly interpret Scripture. And let me tell you, there is some outright craziness going on out there when it comes to folks interpreting the Bible.

For example, a few years ago I came across a movement calling for the "right division" of Scripture. This movement seems to be running through a lot of Baptist and Fundamentalist congregations all over the country. Right division of Scripture, in a nutshell, says that Jesus came for the Jews, as Scripture says; and that Paul is the Apostle to the Gentiles, as Scripture says; therefore, since we are Gentiles, not Jews, we need to listen to Paul and not to Jesus.

We need to focus on what Paul says. What Jesus said in the Gospels isn’t meant for us. It’s meant for the Jews. That’s nuts! But, that’s what happens when you don’t have an authoritative guide who can lay down some boundaries for you. That’s what happens when each individual is allowed to pick up a Bible and decide for themselves, without regard to any outside authority, what is and is not authentic Christian doctrine.

Now, as I said, I want to outline some strategies for you which will help you in dealing with folks who might be able to quote more chapters and verses than you can. These strategies will help you in explaining and articulating your Faith to others. They will help you to open the cage door.

Before I get to these strategies, let me briefly re-state the Rules of Engagement:

Rule #1: Pray. Pray to the Holy Spirit that He give you the courage to share your Faith and the wisdom to choose your words carefully and profitably.

Rule #2: You don’t have to know everything right now. Just learn a little bit more about your Faith each and every day.

Rule #3: Luke 5:10, "Do not be afraid, henceforth you will be catching men." Jesus said this to Peter, but He’s also saying it to us. Will you make mistakes…will you get into tight spots…when you start sharing your Faith with others? Of course you will, but Peter made mistakes…he got into tight spots. Yet, Jesus told Peter not to be afraid. Why? Because if we are sincere in our desire to share the truth with others…to share Jesus Christ with others…then Jesus will find a way to make good come out of even our mistakes.

Rule #4: Always view a question about your Faith, or even an attack on your Faith, as an opportunity – an opportunity to share the truth. Don’t get angry! Just stay calm and stay determined to bring light into darkness.

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

Rule #6: Very, very important! Never be afraid to say, "I don’t know," when asked a question about your Faith. Don’t try to "wing it." However, always follow, "I don’t know," with, "But, I will find out and get back to you." And then make sure you find out and get back to them! 
Okay, those are the Rules of Engagement. Now, I’m going to give you four strategies, or tactics, or techniques, whatever you want to call them, that you can use when engaging in apologetics. You can use them individually, all at the same time, or any combination of them. If you learn these, if you adapt these to your particular situations, if you make these strategies your own, I guarantee you that you will be surprised with what you are able to do in the realm of apologetics and evangelization. You’ll be out planting seeds of truth all over the place.

These 4 strategies are: 1) The Ignorant Catholic; 2) Being Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive); 3) It’s the Principle of the Thing; and 4) "But That’s My Interpretation". I’ll get into each of these strategies in just a second, but I want to first mention that these four strategies rest on a two-layered foundation. Two things that these four strategies rest upon and depend upon. And you must not just know these two things, you must have them seared into your minds, hearts, and souls!

These two things are: 1) The Bible is a Catholic book! The Catholic Church gave it to the world. It’s ours, folks! So, you can rest assured that there is nothing in the Bible that contradicts anything in the Catholic Faith and there is nothing in the Catholic Faith that contradicts anything in the Bible. If you ingrain that fact into your psyches, then you will have the confidence to go out and evangelize anyone. 2) There is an answer for every "intelligible" question you receive about the Catholic Faith – you might not know the answer to a question, but rest assured that there is an answer – you just have to go looking for it. Again, I’m talking about intelligible questions. There are some questions I’ve been asked that I just had to look at the questioner and stare in wonder as to how that question could have come out of the mouth of a sane human being.

As a Catholic, you are standing on the shoulders of 2000 years’ worth of folks defending the Faith against all comers. You have St. Augustine, St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Theresa of Avila, St. Therese of Lisieux, and thousands more on your side. You have Peter, Paul, and Mary on your side – and I’m not talking about the folks who gave us Puff the Magic Dragon. You have the holiest people who have ever lived on your side. You have any number of apologists and evangelists – Scott Hahn, Karl Keating, Tim Staples, Fr. Benedict Groeschel, Johnette Benkovic, and a host of others – alive today, on your side. There are answers to the questions – sometimes you just have to go looking for them.

Now, on to Strategy #1, this was also rule #6 that I gave you above. This strategy will allow you to talk to anyone about the Faith. I call this strategy the Ignorant Catholic strategy. All it is, is this: never be afraid to say, "I don’t know". However, always follow…always follow! …"I don’t know," with, "But, I will find out and get back to you".
Example: Non-Catholic asks, "Where does it mention anything about Purgatory in the Bible?" Catholic response, "You know, that’s a good question. And, right off hand, I don’t know the answer. But I’m gonna find out and I’ll get back to you on that." Boom! You’re out of a potential jam. Don’t be afraid to appear ignorant – especially if you are ignorant. Besides, there are a whole bunch of folks out there being taught that Catholics don’t know anything about the Bible. They’re being told that if we did know anything about the Bible, we wouldn’t be Catholic. Take advantage of that.

The worst thing you can do is to try to "wing" it. Don’t ever "wing" it. The stakes are too high for you to give it your best guess just because you don’t want to be embarrassed by not knowing the answer to something. Especially when there is an answer out there, you just have to go find it. Or, maybe you do already know the answer, but you’re not quite sure on one or two details, and you want to get it down a little bit better. No harm in not answering at that moment so that you can come back better prepared.

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

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

Strategy #2: Being Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive). In a nutshell, this strategy is about learning to ask questions rather than answer them. Catholics seem to always be on the defensive when it comes to talking about the Bible or about religion in general. "Where is that in the Bible?" "Why do you confess your sins to a man rather than to God?" "Why do you believe you can work your way into Heaven?" "Why do you believe the Pope can’t commit a sin?" "Why do you baptize babies? Where is that in the Bible?" And on and on and on. We are always answering questions. We need to start asking the questions, we need to go on the offensive instead of always being on the defensive.

But, we don’t want to do it in such a way that we will offend someone or that will cause their defensive walls to go up or that will scare them away from further discussion. Most non-Catholic Christians are not prepared to deal with a Catholic who can answer their questions, so when they do come across one, they generally retreat and wait for a softer target, or they get offended by what you have to say and refuse to discuss the matter anymore. Sometimes that cannot be avoided. After all, truth is offensive to a lot of people, just look at what happened to Truth itself – He offended people – they crucified Him. Truth can also be very scary to people.

However, if you can avoid causing offense and if you can avoid scaring them away, then you want to do so. You want to keep them engaged, you want them to come back for more. So, how do you be Aw-fensive without being Uh-fensive? You simply let them evangelize you! Whenever someone starts coming at me with questions about the Catholic Faith or attacks on the Faith, I just let them bring it on. The number one principle in Judo is to use the opponents force against him. That’s what I try to do. I try to use someone else’s zeal to evangelize me, to actually evangelize them. I’ll say something like this: "Listen, Scripture tells me that Jesus Christ is the way, the truth, and the life. I believe that. I want to know the truth, because to know the truth is to know Jesus Christ! You’re telling me that the Catholic Church is not giving me the truth. Well, I’m open to hearing what you have to say about the Catholic Church because I’m searching for truth – I want truth in my life – and if the Catholic Church doesn’t have it, then I want to know that."

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

If anyone can ever convince me that the Catholic Church is wrong on any one of its doctrinal teachings, just one, then I would leave the Church. It wouldn’t make any sense to stay. Now, what I don’t tell this person I’m talking to is that I believe they have about as much of a chance of proving the Church wrong on any of its doctrines as they have of proving that 1+1 does not equal two. In fact, they have a better chance of proving 1+1 does not equal two than they do of proving the Church wrong.

In other words, they cannot prove the Church wrong. Even if they can confuse you or befuddle you or aggravate you or twist your arguments around, they cannot now, nor will they ever, be able to prove the Catholic Church wrong. Remember, there is nothing in the Bible contrary to the Catholic Faith and there is nothing in the Catholic Faith contrary to the Bible.

So, what have you accomplished by saying these things? By telling them that you are searching for truth and that you are open to hearing their arguments that the Church might be wrong? Essentially, you’ve done three things: 1) You probably have them salivating at the opportunity to "save a Catholic" from the darkness of Romanism. In other words, you’ve almost guaranteed that they will engage you in dialogue. 2) You have basically said, "Teach me, I’m an ignorant Catholic (which overlaps with Strategy #1)." In other words, you have elevated them to the role of teacher, and lowered yourself to the role of student. And, what does a good student do? Ask questions. 3) You have conveyed the feeling that you are willing to hear them out – which you are – and that you’re giving them the benefit of the doubt, so to speak.
And all of these things lead to one very important result: You have gotten them to lower their defences. The Trojan horse is inside the city walls. You have made them think that they are on the offense, that they are evangelizing you, that they are in control of this dialogue, and that they have an opportunity to possibly pluck you out of the Church – when actually the exact opposite is true. You are on the offense, you are evangelizing them, you are in control of the dialogue, and you are about to expose them to truths that they may never have considered before. You are about to plant some seeds. You might just be about to open the cage door.

You’ve also done something else. You’ve changed the dynamics of the dialogue. It is no longer you vs. them. It is no longer Catholic vs. Baptist or Catholic vs. Evangelical or anything else like that. You’ve made this a discussion of, "What is the truth?" Which is what the discussion should be about…what is the truth? And you’ve made it very clear that you want to follow the truth wherever it leads…and you do! And you hope that they are willing to follow the truth wherever it leads. And, again, you’re not going to broadcast that you know exactly where the truth leads: the Catholic Church. You’re going to let them find that out on their own, with just a little guidance from you and through the workings of the Holy Spirit. Remember, your mission is to plant the seeds. Your mission is to open the cage door.

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

An example: Non-Catholic question, "Why do you Catholics believe in confessing your sins to a priest, a mere man, instead of straight to God?" Catholic response: "Well, you probably know the Bible better than I do (which is indeed what most of these folks believe), so tell me, does it say somewhere in the Bible that we should not confess our sins to a man? That we should confess our sins to God alone?" Let them show you the direct Scriptural prohibition against this particular Catholic teaching. They can’t do it.

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

Another example: You could ask someone this, "The Catholic Church teaches that both faith and works play a role in one’s salvation. But I think you believe in salvation by faith alone, right? Where in the Bible does it say that we are saved by faith alone?" And then they will take you to one of several passages and say, "See, here it is." They might take you to John 3:16, "God sent His only Son that whosoever should believe in Him shall not die." Or, Romans 3:28, "We are saved by faith."

The key here is to actually read what they put in front of you and match what you’re reading with what they are saying. You know what? They don’t match. What came out of his mouth was faith "alone." What it says in the book is, "faith." Catholics believe we are saved by faith and that we are saved by believing in Jesus, just as the Bible says. But the Bible doesn’t say believing "alone". Nor does the Bible say faith "alone." Remember, whatever answer they give you, whatever it is they say, don’t accept it. Because any non-Catholic doctrine that they are trying to justify from Scripture, cannot be justified from Scripture – not when Scripture is interpreted in context. Pay close attention to what they say and pay close attention to what the Bible says, I guarantee that the two will not match.

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

As I just said, either what they are saying doesn’t actually match what the Bible says, or they are taking the verses out of context. You have to pay close attention to the answers you get to your questions. After one or two questions, the answers start to contradict each other, but you have to be paying attention so that you can point out the inconsistencies. With just one or two questions, you can cause some folks some major consistency problems. I have a list of 12 Questions for Protestants at the end of this chapter that I will show you what I’m talking about.

So, no matter what passage they put in front of you to answer your questions and to "prove" that the Catholic Church is wrong, you can rest assured that: 1) either that passage doesn’t actually say what they are trying to make it say, in other words, what’s coming out of their mouth doesn’t actually match up to what’s written on the page, or 2) they are taking the passage out of context.

Remember that. This is very important. When you get to your second or third question on the same topic, I can guarantee you that most of the responses you receive will start contradicting themselves. But, always keep in mind the "Ignorant Catholic" technique. If you get turned around, if you get confused, if you feel like you’ve gotten in over your head, simply say, "You know, that’s a good point and I don’t know the answer to that. I’ll have to think about it and pray about it and do a little research and then get back to you." And then go do your research and get back to them.

By asking questions of your "teacher," you are simply being a good student, a curious student. Through your questions, you are in fact the one doing the evangelizing. 
You are, through your questions, hopefully leading this person to examine their position a little more carefully. Protestant theology, where it differs from Catholic theology, is razor-thin. There is no depth to it and it does not hold up well under scrutiny. The problem is, many folks just accept it at the surface and never try to dive under. That’s what you should be attempting to do through your questions – get these folks to examine exactly what it is they believe and why. Now, as with anything, it takes practice, but this is something that all Catholics can be doing and should be doing. Make the other guy defend their position just as much or more than he makes you defend your position. You should be asking more questions than you answer.

This particular technique is also very useful in taking the first step when wanting to engage people in a discussion. For example, let’s say you have a family member who has left the Faith and become a member of a non-denominational church and you’ve wanted to start a discussion with them, but you just don’t know how. Just go up and say something like this: "I’ve been thinking a lot lately about truth, and I was just wondering about why different Christian faiths believe different things and I was wondering if you would mind if I asked you a question or two about your church?" People generally love to tell you about their church.

Then, when given the green light, you could ask, for example, why do they believe in salvation by faith alone? Exactly what does that mean? Where did that teaching come from? Remember, you’re the ignorant Catholic, searching for truth. Then, when they go to the Bible and point out a passage or two, start asking why, in all of the passages they point out, does the word "alone" not appear? And just keep asking more and more questions. And remember, not only is the Bible on the Catholic’s side, but so is logic. Use it.

And, very importantly, listen carefully to the answers you get once you start asking the questions. Again, I guarantee you that the answers you get to your second round of questions, will, in one or more ways, contradict the answers you got to your first round of questions. I guarantee it. When that happens, politely draw them back to what they had previously said and, using their own words, help them to see the logical and scriptural inconsistencies in their position.

Strategy #3: It’s the Principle of the Thing. Learn how to establish Catholic principles from Scripture. And then use these principles to build your case for the Faith. For example: Non-Catholic question, "Where in the Bible does it say anything about Mary being assumed body and soul into Heaven?" Catholic Response: "Well, let’s take a look at that. Is a person being assumed body and soul into Heaven in direct contradiction to the teaching of Scripture? No, it’s not. We see from Genesis 5 and Hebrews 11, that Enoch was apparently assumed body and soul into Heaven. Elijah, in 2 Kings 2 is assumed body and soul into Heaven. The two witnesses from Revelation 11 are assumed body and soul into Heaven."

So, it is very obvious that a person being assumed body and soul into Heaven is not contrary to Scripture. Every non-Catholic Christian, based on the Bible, has to agree with you on that. You have then, established a Catholic principle. You haven’t conclusively "proven" that Mary was assumed into Heaven, but you have made the first step in that direction. You’ve put a chink in the anti-Assumption case. If Mary was assumed into Heaven, it would not be counter to scriptural principles. Now, if someone says, "Well, the Bible nowhere says she was assumed into Heaven." You can simply reply, "Well, we just established the Catholic principle that bodily assumption into Heaven is not contrary to the Bible, and nowhere in the Bible does it say that Mary was not assumed into Heaven. So, why can’t I believe that?"

Another example: Purgatory. Non-Catholic statement: "Nowhere is Purgatory mentioned in the Bible." True. The word, "Purgatory," nowhere appears in the Bible. But let’s look at 2 Sam 12:13-18, "David said to Nathan, ‘I have sinned against the Lord.’ And Nathan said to David, ‘the Lord also has put away your sin; you shall not die. Nevertheless, because by this deed you have utterly scorned the Lord, the child that is born to you shall die.’ And the Lord struck the child that Uriah’s wife bore to David, and it became sick…On the seventh day the child died." Catholic Principle #1 – there is the possibility of punishment for sin even after one has received forgiveness of that same sin.

Rev 21:27 "But nothing unclean shall enter it…" This is referring to the New Jerusalem – Heaven. Catholic Principle #2 – nothing unclean, nothing with the stain of sin, will enter Heaven.

Hebrews 12:22-23, "But you have come to Mount Zion and to the city of the living god, the heavenly Jerusalem…and to a judge who is God of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect…" The spirits of just men – all those who have died in a state of grace – made perfect. Catholic Principle #3 – there is a way, a process, through which the spirits of the "just" are "made perfect".

1 Cor 3:13-15, "…each man’s work will become manifest; for the Day [the day each person is judged] will disclose it, because it will be revealed with fire, and the fire will test what sort of work each one has done. If the work which any man has built on the foundation survives, he will receive a reward. If any man’s work is burned up, he will suffer loss, though he himself will be saved, but only as through fire." Where is this place that a man, after he dies, suffers loss, as through fire, but is still saved? Hell? Once you’re in Hell, you don’t get out. Heaven? You don’t suffer loss in Heaven. Hmmm…must be somewhere else. Catholic Principle #4 – there is a place (or state of being) other than Heaven or Hell.

Reviewing the Catholic principles we just established from Scripture: 1) There is the possibility of punishment for sin even after receiving forgiveness; 2) nothing unclean, nothing with the stain of sin, will enter Heaven; 3) there is a way, a process, through which the spirits of the just are made perfect; and 4) there is a place other than Heaven or Hell. All principles backed up by Scripture which, when put together, make a very good case for Purgatory.

You can do this with pretty much any Catholic teaching. This does require a little more knowledge of Scripture, but it is not anything that is beyond the reach of anyone reading this book right now. Just remember, when you read the Bible, pay attention to what you’re reading. Is there a Catholic Principle that you can take away from the verses or the chapters you’re reading? Remember, it’s the Principle of the Thing.
Last strategy…Strategy #4: "But, That’s My Interpretation". This is your ace in the hole, so to speak. When you start using strategies #2 and #3 above…when you start asking questions about Scripture passages and you start asking questions about Protestant theology and when you start pulling Catholic principles out of Scripture, you will inevitably be hit with, "Wait a minute. That’s not a sound interpretation you’re making." Or, you’ll be told that you’re not interpreting Scripture with Scripture. Or, you’ll be told that you don’t have a proper understanding of the Greek behind the text. Or any one of a number of other ways to tell you that, basically, your interpretation is wrong.

That’s when you ask this question: "Wait a minute, don’t you believe that as Christians we should go by the Bible alone? And do you not further believe that each person has the right to read and interpret Scripture for themselves as they feel guided by the Holy Spirit?" And they will usually say, "Yes," of course they believe that. Then you respond with, "Well, that’s my interpretation. Are you saying that I can’t interpret the Scripture as the Holy Spirit is guiding me to do? Are you saying that you’re interpretation of Scripture is better than mine? How can you say that if everyone has the right to interpret Scripture? Do you really believe that or not? Or, did you just mean that only those folks who agree with you have the right to interpret Scripture?"

You have just made a very valid, logically-consistent point. If they truly believe that we go by the Bible alone, and that each individual has the right to interpret the Bible as they see fit, then the best they can hope to do against you is, in a sense, a tie. You need to understand this because this should give you tremendous confidence when talking to any non-Catholic Christian.

Ultimately, in any disagreement between Catholic theology and Protestant theology, when being discussed by individuals, the best the Protestant can do is to say that they believe their fallible interpretation is better than your fallible interpretation, but they cannot say that your interpretation is wrong. To say your interpretation is wrong would be going against one of their core beliefs – the belief that every individual has the right to interpret Scripture for themselves. They have to believe that your interpretation is a valid interpretation, even if they disagree with it. After all, all believers have the right to interpret Scripture for themselves. If they tell you that your interpretation is not valid, then they are being a hypocrite!

Now, as a Catholic, I believe that each individual has the right to read and interpret Scripture, but that any valid interpretation has to be within the parameters laid down by the Church founded by Jesus Christ. So, the worst that I can do, as long as I stick to what the Church teaches, the worst I can do, in a sense, when discussing theological differences with a Protestant…is a tie. If I keep my wits about me, I cannot lose a theological debate with a non-Catholic Christian. I can’t. Neither can you. Remember, you have the right, by their theology, to your interpretation. 
This is a very important thing to remember:  In the Protestant theological system, when there are two people who diligently read and study Scripture; two people who prayerfully seek the guidance of the Holy Spirit; two people who are intelligent and faithful Christians; yet these two people have contradictory interpretations on what a particular verse or verses of Scripture means – ultimately there is no authoritative means of deciding who is right and who is wrong.  The best they can do is agree to disagree.  There is no one, or no institution, within Protestantism that can authoritatively decide the issue when there is a disagreement of this nature.  Everyone is ultimately left with their own fallible opinion of what the Bible says or doesn’t say.  Not so in the Catholic theological system, as we’ll see.

I hope these strategies have made sense. It might take a little pondering to fully realize what I’ve been saying here, but then again it might not. It might take a little practice to make these strategies your own, but I’m hoping the following chapters will help with that process. I just hope that something in these four strategies that I’ve presented will prove helpful and useful to you.

One of the main things I hope you take away from this chapter is the idea of learning to ask more questions than you answer. And please don’t take that to mean that you should try to avoid answering questions. That’s not what I mean at all. I simply mean that you should be asking the other guy as many questions or more as he is asking you. You should be able to answer questions about your faith. You should be able to defend against attacks on your faith. But so should the other guy. You will quite often find that once you start asking questions of your own; once you start asking the other guy to defend his beliefs and his theology; once you start doing that, all of a sudden the other guy isn’t as quick to attack your beliefs as he used to be.

I want to close this chapter with some examples of questions that you can begin asking folks. Here are Twelve Questions to Ask a Protestant. It’s actually more than twelve, because there are setup questions and then follow-up questions, but it’s basically twelve main questions. What I want you to see is how, with just one or two questions, you can cause some folks some serious problems with consistency. I will be developing these questions in a bit more detail in the chapters to follow:

1) Question: "Do you believe that the Bible is the sole rule of faith for Christians regarding matters of Christian beliefs and practices?" If they answer, "Yes," which most Protestants will, then ask: "Where in the Bible does it give us the list of books that are supposed to be in the Bible?" In other words, folks, if the Bible is our only authoritative source for Christian belief and practice, and the Bible doesn’t give us a list of what books should be in the Bible, then how do we know which books are supposed to be in the Bible?

2) Question: "Do you believe that we are saved by faith alone?" If they answer, "Yes," which most Protestants will, then ask: "Since it’s faith alone that saves us, then whether or not we love God and love our neighbor is irrelevant to our salvation?" That’s a logical question to ask someone who believes in salvation by faith alone. And you’ve just put them in a difficult position. If we do indeed need to love in order to be saved, then we are not saved by faith alone, are we? We are saved by faith and love – which Catholics refer to as faith working through love (Gal 5:6). 
If we do not need love in order to be saved, then they are saying you can get to Heaven without loving God and without loving your fellow man – a pretty ridiculous position to take.

3) Question: "If you have faith, but have not works, can your faith save you?"  If they answer, "Yes," then they contradict Scripture itself (James 2:14 -17). If they agree with Scripture and answer no, then they agree that it’s not faith alone that saves us.

4) Question: "If salvation by faith alone is the most central and most important Christian doctrine, then why does the phrase ‘faith alone’ appear only once in all of Scripture, and that is to say that we are not justified by ‘faith alone’ (James 2:24)? Listen carefully as they begin to tell you what James really means, according to their fallible interpretation.

5) Question: "If God alone can forgive sins, and we are to confess our sins only to God, and not to men, then why does Matthew say that God gave the authority on earth to forgive sins to ‘men’ – plural (Matt 9:6-8)?" Again, listen carefully as they begin to tell you what Matthew really means, according to their fallible interpretation.

6) Question: "Is whether or not we have faith God’s sole criteria for judging us worthy of salvation?" If the answer is, "No," then it is not salvation by faith alone, is it? If the answer is, "Yes," then why does pretty much every passage in the New Testament that speaks of judgment, say that we will be judged by our works? For example: Matthew 24:14-30 & 31-46; John 15:1-6; Rom 2:6; Rev 20:13; just to name a few. Why don’t they say we will be judged by our faith?

7) Question: "For a Christian, what is the pillar and ground – in other words, the upholder and foundation of the truth – is it the Bible? If they answer, "Yes," which most Protestants will do, then they are disagreeing with the Bible which says the Church is the pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim 3:15)? If they answer, "No," then how can they believe the Bible alone is the sole rule of faith, when the Bible tells us that the Church is the pillar and ground of truth?

8) Question: "Is God’s revelation to men ongoing, or did it end with the death of the last Apostle?" If they say it ended with the last Apostle, then ask them: "Where does it say that in the Bible?" It doesn’t. In other words, this is a non-biblical tradition they believe in!

9) Question: "Jesus tells us in John 6:27 to ‘labor for the food that leads to eternal life’ which He will give us. If we are saved by faith alone, and our works have nothing to do with our salvation, then why does Jesus tell us to ‘labor’ for food that will lead to eternal life?"

10) Question: "Christ redeemed all men with His death on the cross. In other words, He paid the price for all men’s sins. Yet, not all men are saved. What is the difference between those who are redeemed and saved, and those who are redeemed but unsaved? Is it something Jesus did, or is it something each saved individual did? If it’s something Christ did, then why doesn’t He do the same thing for all men? After all, Scripture says He desires that all men be saved (1 Tim 2:4)? If it’s something the individual believer did, then isn’t that a work? The point here is that the believer has to "do" something in order to be saved.

11) Question: "Do we have to forgive others in order to be saved?" If they answer, "No," which many Protestants will do, then they contradict Scripture itself. Matthew 6:14 says that our sins will not be forgiven if we do not forgive the sins of others. If we do not forgive, we are not forgiven. If we are not forgiven, we cannot be saved. If they answer, "Yes," then we are not saved by faith alone. After all, forgiving others is a work.

12) Question: "Where in the Bible does it say:

A) Scripture alone is the sole rule of faith for Christians?

B) We are saved, or justified, by faith alone?

C) Baptism is a symbolic gesture that the already saved believer makes to show his commitment to God?

D) That every individual, Christian or not, has the right to interpret every single passage of Scripture on their own in order to determine, by their own authority, what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine?

E) That you are to have altar calls?

F) That you are to meet at your church every Wednesday night?

G) That it is okay to disagree on the ‘non-essential’ doctrines as long as you agree on the ‘essential’ doctrines?

H) That there is even such a thing as a ‘non-essential doctrine’ – a non-essential part of the Word of God?"

The answer to all of these last ones is: it’s not. None of those things are in Scripture.  Ask for a Scripture passage that says any of these things - you won’t get it, because it’s not there. And, again, listen to the answers to all of these questions. Listen for the inconsistencies and make sure you bring them to folks’ attention.

Using the strategies I’ve outlined here, I guarantee that you will be able to plant the seeds of truth with family members who have fallen away from the Faith, with Evangelical co-workers, non-denominational friends, and any other non-Catholics you may come across. I always tell people that if I can do this, you can this. After all, people, I’m from Alabama.

One last thing. I hope and pray that if you currently fall into the category of "scripturally-challenged," that you will do your best to heal that affliction. As St. Jerome said, "Ignorance of Scripture, is ignorance of Christ."

Chapter 3

See SOLA SCRIPTURA-IS IT BIBLICAL-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_SCRIPTURA-IS_IT_BIBLICAL-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
Chapter 4
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Sola Fide – Salvation by Faith Alone?

The doctrine of Sola Fide – or Faith Alone – is one of the two pillars of Protestantism.  Sola Scriptura, as we discussed in chapter 3, is the other.  Sola Fide, the belief that faith alone saves us – that works play no role in our salvation whatsoever – is a belief held by the vast majority of Protestants, but it is not a universal Protestant belief.  I have run across those in the Protestant camp who do in fact believe that works play a role in our salvation; however, these folks, from my experience, definitely hold a minority view in Protestantism.  
I have often heard the doctrine of Sola Fide expressed in this way: We are saved by God’s grace alone, through faith alone, in Christ alone.  It is God’s grace alone that saves us, but we have access to that grace only through faith alone…faith that Jesus Christ died on the cross for our sins and that it is His actions, and His alone, that play any role in our salvation.  No works that we do can ever play a role in our salvation.  
A person is said to be saved by faith alone when they make a profession of faith in Christ, either through a “sinner’s prayer” or by accepting Jesus Christ into their heart as their “personal Lord and Savior.”  Once that is done, if it is a “sincere” profession of faith, then that person is “saved,” they have been “born again.”   
An almost necessary corollary to this doctrine is the doctrine of once saved, always saved.  I will talk in depth on this in the next chapter, but suffice it to say that the belief of once saved, always saved, flows naturally from the Sola Fide logic in that, if there is nothing we can “do” to be saved, then there is nothing we can do to be unsaved. So, once we’ve accepted Jesus into our hearts as our personal Lord and Savior, there is then nothing else that can ever have any impact our eternal destination.  Our ticket to Heaven has been punched.  We now have “eternal security” that our names have been forever written in the Book of Life.     
Now, before delving deeper into the doctrine of Sola Fide, I want to briefly summarize the Catholic belief in salvation.  Catholics also believe that we are saved by God’s grace alone, and nowhere is this more clearly demonstrated than in our belief and practice of infant baptism.  The infant can do absolutely nothing that would affect his or her salvation – whether an act of faith or any works.  Yet, through Baptism, this infant is saved…saved by the grace of God alone.  
So, again, Catholics believe we are saved by God’s grace alone.  However, we also believe that God’s free gift of His grace calls for a response from us – a twofold response of faith and works, as opposed to the Sola Fide belief that God’s grace calls for a response of faith alone.  A very good scriptural summary of Catholic belief can be found in Galatians 5:6, “For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail, but faith working through love.”  Faith working through love.  Faith and works…both by the grace of God.  
Now, back to Sola Fide.  I want to do with Sola Fide what I did with Sola Scriptura – approach this doctrine from the perspectives provided by logic, history, and Scripture:

The Perspective Provided by Logic
Sola Fide believers say that there is nothing we can do to impact our salvation.  Jesus did all that needed to be done for us through His death on the cross.  I have heard over and over and over again that we can do nothing to “add” to Jesus’ finished work on the cross.  “After all,” Sola Fide folks say, “Jesus Himself said from the cross, ‘It is finished,’ so that means there is nothing else that needs to be done.”  
First, and I’ll cover this particular argument more in depth under the “Perspective Provided by Scripture,” to give those particular words of Jesus from the cross a Sola Fide interpretation, is just that…an interpretation.  And it’s a bad interpretation.    
Next, if Jesus has done everything that needs to be done in order for us to be saved, if there is nothing that we can “add” to Jesus’ death on the cross that counts towards our salvation, then you have to assume that everyone is saved – no exceptions.  Christians, Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, New-Agers, and even atheists are all saved.
Think about that for a moment: According to the doctrine of Sola Fide, Jesus did all that is necessary for me to be saved.  There is nothing that I can “do” that counts towards my salvation.  There is nothing that I can “add” to Jesus’ “finished work” on the cross that counts towards my salvation.  If everything that needed to be done in order for me to be saved was finished two thousand years ago; and if there is nothing that I, nor anyone else, can do which could add to what Jesus has already done, then I’m saved…and so is everyone else.  Universal salvation thanks to Jesus’ finished work on the cross!
“Wait a minute,” the Sola Fide folks say, “you have to believe…you have to have faith in Christ in order to be saved.”  “Wait a minute,” I respond, “if the work of my salvation is already completed, then what does believing do for me?  Hasn’t Christ already done all that needs to be done for me to be saved?”  Here is where the logic of Sola Fide has a problem.  We have to “do” something – profess belief; make an act of faith – to be saved, but they cannot call this something we have to “do,” a work.  After all, that would be against their religion.  So, they’ll say that believing isn’t a work, it’s merely an act of faith in someone else’s – Jesus’ – work.  
Believing isn’t a work?  Do I not have to confess Jesus?  Do I not have to make an act of faith?  Do I not have to accept Jesus into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior?  Are not these things actions that have to take place in order for me to be saved?  Are they not things that have to be done in order for me to be saved?  What is a work if not an action that someone does?  Believing is an action.  It is something we do.  Saying a sinner’s prayer is an action.  Confessing Jesus with our lips is an action.  Believing is indeed a work…an action…it is something that needs to be done in order for one to be saved.  Furthermore, it is a work that I do…Jesus doesn’t do it for me.
To illustrate all of this, let’s say that as of March 10, 2008, I had never accepted Jesus into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior.  I had never said a sinner’s prayer.  I had never been born again.  Would I be saved?  
“No,” says the Sola Fide believer.  But, if Jesus did all that needed to be done for my salvation, and that happened two thousand years ago, then why am I not saved?  If the work of salvation is “finished,” and there is nothing that I have to do, or can do, that counts towards my salvation, why am I not saved?  What work has been left undone that keeps my name from being written in the Book of Life?
To continue the example, let’s say that on March 11, 2008, I answered an altar call and “came to Christ.”  On March 11, 2008, I accepted Jesus Christ into my heart as my personal Lord and Savior!  On March 11, 2008, I said a sinner’s prayer and asked God to forgive me of my many sins.  Would I be saved?  “Yes,” says the Sola Fide believer.  
Now I’m really confused.  I was unsaved on March 10, 2008.  I was “saved” on March 11, 2008.  What was the difference between my being unsaved on March 10 and my being saved on March 11?  Was it something I did, or was it something that Jesus did?  Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Fide, Jesus’ work was finished two thousand years ago on the cross.  “It is finished,” He said.  So, it can’t be something Jesus did.  
On the other hand, according to the doctrine of Sola Fide, there is nothing that I can do during my lifetime that counts towards my salvation.  Everything that needed to be done for my salvation was done by Jesus two thousand years ago on the cross.  So, it cannot be something that I did.  How then was I unsaved on March 10 and saved on March 11, 2008?
This is the logical dilemma of the folks who believe in Sola Fide.  A logical dilemma that results from a bad interpretation of Jesus’ words on the cross (as well as other Scriptures) and from the logic of Sola Fide that absolutely requires them to hold fast to the illogical assertion that the act of believing is not, in and of itself, a work.  
I often ask people to draw a big circle on a piece of paper.  I then tell them that circle represents all those who were redeemed by Christ’s death on the cross.  In other words, the circle represents all of humanity, because Jesus died that all men might be saved.  He paid the price for all men’s sins, whether any given individual accepts that or not.  
Next, I ask them to draw a smaller circle within the first circle.  I tell them that this second circle represents those who have not only been redeemed, but who have also been saved.  Which means that those outside of that second circle represent the redeemed and unsaved.  I then ask, “What is the difference between the two circles – between the redeemed and unsaved and the redeemed and saved – is it something Jesus did, or is it something that the saved did?”
I can almost hear the first thought through their heads, “It’s something the saved did.”  I know they’re thinking that because they generally give me this really strange look as they grasp for an “appropriate” response.  They know they can’t say it’s something Jesus did, because they have just finished telling me that Jesus’ work was finished on the cross some two thousand years ago.  Plus, 1 Tim 2:4 tells us that God wants all men to be saved.  So, the difference between the saved and unsaved cannot be something Jesus did – He did the same thing for all men so that all men could be saved. 

They also realize, however, that they cannot answer the question by saying it’s something the saved did, because they also just finished telling me that we can do nothing to effect our salvation.  We can do nothing that impacts our salvation.  Jesus did all that needs to be done. 

The answer to the question, however, is obvious.  Both groups are redeemed.  Jesus has already died for both groups of people.  So the only possible difference between the redeemed and unsaved and the redeemed and saved, is something the saved “do”.  Now, they do it by the grace of God, but they do it and the unsaved don’t do it.  They confess their sins.  They ask for forgiveness.  They make an act of faith.  They say a sinner’s prayer.  They accept Jesus into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior.  
All of these are things that each individual believer does.  They are verbs…action verbs.  They are “acts” of faith.  They are “acts” of believing.  They involve our body, our mind, and our will.  We “confess” with our lips that Jesus is Lord.  We “accept” Him into our hearts as our personal Lord and Savior.  It is an act of the mind to understand that Jesus is Lord and Savior.  It is an act of the will to accept that understanding and have it give our lives meaning.  We “make” a commitment to Christ.
This is the true irony of the doctrine of Sola Fide, the very act of having faith, the act of believing, is a work (which I’ll also back up with Scripture in the “Perspective Provided by Scripture" section).  It is something we do.  We do it by the grace of God, but we indeed do it.  It is not forced upon us, it is a decision we make.  It is not done on our behalf without our involvement, but rather it is done through our cooperation with God’s grace.  As one of the saints said, “God created us without our consent, but He will not save us without our consent.”  
So, the doctrine of Sola Fide is a logical contradiction.  You cannot have faith “alone,” when the act of having faith is a work in and of itself.  It is something the believer does that sets him apart from the unbeliever.  
    
Questions to Ask.
1) Was the work of our salvation “finished” with Jesus’ death on the cross?  Yes or no?
2) Did Jesus death on the cross pay the price for all men’s sins?  Yes or no?  
3) If, “yes,” then that means that all men are redeemed, but not all men are saved.  Which means you have some who are redeemed and saved, and some who are redeemed and unsaved.  Is the difference between these two groups – the redeemed and saved and the redeemed and unsaved – something that Jesus did, or something that the saved did?

Strategy:  How to be Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive).  Normally, I don’t get an answer when I ask Sola Fide folks the question about the difference between the redeemed and unsaved and the redeemed and saved.  They simply start talking about something else and no matter how many times I come back to the question, I simply do not get a straight answer. 

One time, however, when I used the particular illustration of the circle within a circle, I worded it using the terms “set” and “subset.”  “This [the first circle] is the set of all the redeemed and this [the inner circle] is the subset of the redeemed and saved.  What is the difference between the two, is it something Jesus did or is it something the saved did?”  This particular gentleman looked at the paper for a few seconds and then he looked at me and said, “Salvation has nothing to do with sets and subsets,” and immediately proceeded to change the topic.

Chapter 4 continued
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The Perspective Provided by History
In the Introduction to his book, “An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine,” John Henry Cardinal Newman – a famous 19th century convert to the Catholic Church from Protestantism -  wrote the following: 
"To be deep in history is to cease to be Protestant.  And this utter incongruity between Protestantism and historical Christianity is a plain fact, whether [Christianity] be considered in its earlier or in its later centuries.  Protestants can as little bear [Christianity’s] Ante-Nicene as its Post-Tridentine period…Let [the Protestant] take which of his doctrines he will, his peculiar view of self-righteousness, of formality, of superstition; his notion of faith, or of spirituality in religious worship; his denial of the virtue of the sacraments, or of the ministerial commission, or of the visible Church; or his doctrine of the divine efficacy of the Scriptures as the one appointed instrument of religious teaching; and let him consider how far Antiquity, as it has come down to us, will countenance him in it.”  
In other words, the doctrine of Sola Fide, as well as all the other distinctively Protestant doctrines, is nowhere to be found in the writings of the early Christians.  Nowhere is it found in the records of the Church Councils.  Nowhere is it found in historical Christianity before the 1500’s.  Christians did not believe it, they did not teach it, and they did not practice it.  
The Catholic Church has battled against the followers of many and varied heresies  throughout its history – the Gnostics, Nicolaitians, Ebionites, Montanists, Arians, Donatists, Marcionites, Pelagians, Albigensians, Modernists, and a whole host of others.  We have the writings of Christians throughout the centuries of the Church that tell us what errors these people believed and taught and how these errors were refuted by the Christian apologists of the time.  The first time we see the Church responding to the error of Sola Fide, however, is in the 1500’s.  
What history is telling us, is that the doctrine of Sola Fide is only about five hundred-years old.  Yet, Christianity is almost two thousand-years old.  The historical perspective argues strongly against the doctrine of Sola Fide.  

Questions to Ask
1) Why do Christian writers of the early and middle centuries of Christianity not mention the supposedly fundamental doctrine of salvation by “faith alone?”  
2) Can you reference any Christian writings before the year 1500 that talk of a belief in Sola Fide?  
3) Why, if the Catholic Church has been persecuting “true” Christians since the 4th century (as many non-Catholics believe), do we not hear the Church offering a defense against the doctrine of Sola Fide until the 16th century?

Strategy:  How to be Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive). Ask questions.

The Perspective Provided by Scripture
As did the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, so does the doctrine of Sola Fide fail the tests of logic and of history.  Does it also fail the all-important test of Scripture?  Let’s see what the Bible says about this founding principle of Protestantism, this principle of being saved by faith, and faith alone.  
First, let’s take a look at the verse mentioned above in the “Perspective Provided by Logic” – John 19:30.  John 19:30 says the following: “When Jesus had received the vinegar, He said, ‘It is finished;’ and He bowed His head and gave up His spirit.”  As I mentioned earlier, many Protestants will point to this verse and say, “See, the work of salvation is finished according to Jesus Himself!”  They then reason that since the work is finished, we can do no works to add to what Jesus has done for us, so it has to be faith alone that saves us – our works are of no consequence to our salvation.   
However, as I also mentioned earlier, this is an interpretation of Jesus’ words – a private, fallible, non-authoritative interpretation – and it is an interpretation that does not fit well with the rest of Scripture.  This can be readily seen by considering 1st Corinthians 15:17, which says: “If Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins.”  So, if when Jesus said, “It is finished,” He was referring to everything that needed to be done for our salvation, then He apparently forgot that He also needed to be resurrected in order for us to be saved.  Which means the work of salvation wasn’t really “finished” when Jesus said, “It is finished.”  Which means the Protestant interpretation of Jesus’ words is a bad interpretation, unless you wish to believe that Jesus forgot He needed to be resurrected in order for us to be saved from our sins.  
For an interpretation of John 19:30 which fits perfectly with all of Scripture, Old Testament and New, I encourage you to acquire a talk by Dr. Scott Hahn, on CD or DVD, entitled, “The Fourth Cup.”  In this talk, Dr. Hahn explains John 19:30 in light of the Passover meal – Christ’s death on the cross being the fulfillment of the Passover meal.  The sacrificial lamb, none of whose bones were broken, being offered for the salvation of the people.  The “fourth cup” of the Passover meal being the cup Jesus received on the cross right before He said, “It is finished.”  
This is an eye-opening, heart-rending, faith-inspiring discourse from Dr. Hahn.  I showed the DVD of this talk to a group of men in a diaconate formation class, and their wives with them, and they gave the DVD a standing ovation!
Let’s look next at some other passages of Scripture.  There are indeed a number of Scripture verses which, at first reading, seem to make a case for the doctrine of salvation by faith alone.  They make such a seemingly good case, in fact, that they have been used over and over again to pull many Catholics out of the Church.  For example:
Gal 3:11 “Now it is evident that no man is justified [or saved] before God by the law; for He who through faith is righteous shall live.”  Faith, not works.  
(Note: the word “justified,” for our purposes here, essentially means the same thing as the word “saved”.  Justified = saved; justification = salvation.)
Gal 3:24 “…the law was our custodian until Christ came, that we might be justified by faith.”  Faith, not works.  
Rom 3:28 “For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.”  Faith, not works.
Rom 10:9-10 “…because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.  Believing, not working.  

Acts 16:30-31 “[And the jailer asked], ‘What must I do to be saved?’  And they said, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved…’” Believing, not working.
John 3:16 “For God so loved the world that He gave His only Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish but have eternal life.”  Believing, not working.  
1 John 5:13 “These things I have written to you who believe in the name of the Son of God, that you may know that you have eternal life…”  Believing, not working.  
Ephesians 2:8-9 For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God – not because of works, lest any man should boast.”  Faith, not works.  
These passages, and several others, seem to shed a pretty dim light on the idea that works have anything to do with our salvation.  So, as Catholics, how should we respond when someone quotes one or more of these Scripture passages to us?  “AMEN!  I believe!”  As Catholics, we believe every single one of those Scripture passages.  Every single one!  However, notice very carefully that nowhere – not one single time – in any of those passages does it say we are saved or justified by faith “alone,” or by believing “alone.”  That word “alone” is simply not there!  
So, as Catholics, while we do indeed believe each and every one of those verses, we do not, however, believe in the private, fallible, and non-authoritative interpretation of those verses that renders them as saying: faith “alone,” or believing “alone.”  
First of all, as I pointed out in the “Perspective Provided by Logic,” the doctrine of Sola Fide is patently absurd on the face of it since the act of believing is, in and of itself, a work.  Simple logic says so, but Scripture itself also says so.  John 6:27-29, “‘Do not labor for the food which perishes, but for the food which endures to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give to you’…Then they said to Him, ‘What must we do, to be doing the works of God?’ Jesus answered them, ‘This is the work of God, that you believe in Him Whom He has sent.’”
Jesus tells His listeners that they should “labor” for the food which endures to eternal life.  If Sola Fide is true, why is He telling them to labor for anything in regard to eternal life?  Then, when they ask what they must “do” to be doing the works of God, what does Jesus say?  He says that believing in Him is the work of God that they must do.  Believing is a work, according to Jesus Christ.  
Some will say, “Wait a minute, John, Jesus says that believing is a work of God, not a work of man.”  Leaving aside for a moment the question of whose work it is, it needs to be pointed out that the Word of God very clearly states that the act of believing is a work.  Which is the point I’m making.  Now, once we’ve made the point, using the Bible, that believing is indeed a work, then the question becomes, whose work is it?  Is it a work of God, a work of man, or a work of God and man?  
Using the same logic we discussed earlier, a Sola Fide theological system says it has to be the work of God, since man can do no works that impact his eternal life.  That results, however, in the position that God believes for us…that He has faith for us.  If that were true, then we would have universal salvation because God wants all men to be saved, so He would obviously believe for all men.  Yet what Sola Fide adherent believes in universal salvation?  None.  
Another problem with that position is, as we discussed earlier, that God’s work of salvation was supposedly “finished” with Jesus’ death on the cross.  So how can my believing in God be a work of God some 2000 years after God’s work was finished?  If it can’t be a work of God, but neither can it be a work of man, then whose work is it?  The Sola Fide system results in a logical inconsistency here.
It is indeed a work of God, but, as the context of John 6:27-29 clearly shows, it is a work that God does through man and with our cooperation.  Jesus tells the people to labor for the food that endures to eternal life.  The people obviously want to follow Jesus’ instructions, so they ask him what it is they have to do.  Did Jesus say, “Why do you ask what work you can do?  Do you not know that you can do no work to receive the food which endures to eternal life?”  No!  That would be a pretty ridiculous thing for Him to say right after He told them they needed to “labor” for that very food.  
So, this “work of God” being spoken of here, believing in Jesus Christ, is a work that man does.  The act of believing is a work of man, but a work of man done by the grace of God.  God’s work through man; man’s work, by God.  
Since we’ve now established, from Scripture, that the act of having faith – the act of believing – is itself a work, which thereby renders the doctrine of Sola Fide as being a logical contradiction, let’s now look more closely at some of the supposedly “Sola Fide” scripture verses mentioned above.
Gal 3:11, “Now it is evident that no man is justified [or saved] before God by the law; for He who through faith is righteous shall live.”
A couple of important things to take note of: 1) As mentioned above, there is nowhere to be found in this verse the word “alone,” as in “faith alone;” and 2) The “law” spoken of here, is not referring to good works in general, but rather to the Law of Moses.  This verse is simply saying that we have justification through faith in Jesus Christ, and not through the Law of Moses.  The New Covenant law of grace has superceded the Old Covenant Law of Moses.
The background that provides the context for the whole Letter to the Galatians is one where the teachings of the Judaizers were causing confusion among the predominately Gentile Galatians.  The Judaizers were Jewish Christians who were teaching that one had to be circumcised and adhere to the Law of Moses to be truly Christian.  They apparently had convinced a good number of the Galatians that they had to be circumcised and had to obey the Law of Moses.   So, again, when Paul wrote them and told them that no one is justified by the law, he is not saying that good works have no role in our salvation, or that faith alone saves us, he is merely contrasting faith in Christ with the works of the Law of Moses.  
Gal 3:24, “…the law was our custodian until Christ came, that we might be justified by faith.”  
“Amen!” says the Catholic.  As Catholics, we believe we are indeed justified by faith.  Just not faith “alone.”  The same argument applies here as to Gal 3:11.  The word “alone” is mysteriously absent, and “the law” is referring to the Law of Moses, not to good works in general.  We know this without a shadow of a doubt because of Gal 3:17, which tells us that the law came “four hundred and thirty years” after Abraham.  In other words, during the time of Moses.  
Rom 3:28, “For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.”  
“Amen!” once again.  This is the verse where Martin Luther, in his first German translation of the Bible, added the word “alone,” to make it say what he wanted it to say -justified by “faith alone.”  As a Catholic, I can say with Scripture, that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.  There is nothing in that verse contrary to anything in my faith, as long as you do not do what Martin Luther did and add the word “alone” to this verse.  Furthermore, the phrase "works of law" mentioned here is again referring to the Law of Moses, not to good works in general.
Rom 10:9-10, “…because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.  
Indeed you will be saved if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord, which, by the way, is a work; and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, also a work.  
Acts 16:30-31, “[And the jailer asked], ‘What must I do to be saved?’  And they said, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved…’”
Indeed you will be saved by believing in the Lord Jesus, provided you do all the other things the Word of God tells us are necessary for salvation – which I will get into in just a little bit.  One cannot isolate this verse from the rest of Scripture and interpret it as an absolute that trumps all other Scripture verses.  Well, I guess one can, since many do, but they do so at their own peril.  
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The Perspective Provided by Scripture
The Catholic Church teaches that we are saved by God’s grace alone.  It also teaches, however, that the human response to God’s grace which is necessary for our salvation must include faith and works; but that the faith and the works necessary for our salvation are both the result of God’s grace.  We cannot do anything without God’s grace.  We cannot have faith without God’s grace.  We cannot accomplish good works without God’s grace.  
God will not, however, force faith upon us and will not force good works upon us.   Therefore, it can truly be said that faith and works are the works of man, but since they are done only be the grace of God, it can also be truly said that faith and works are the works of God – God working in and through man.   
Both faith and works are preceded by God’s grace, accompanied by God’s grace, and followed by God’s grace.  Again, both Catholic and Protestant believe in salvation by grace alone.  The major difference between the two theological systems is that those who champion the doctrine of Sola Fide believe that God’s righteousness is “imputed” to us, we are declared righteous in a legal sense, through our faith “alone”.   
The Catholic, though, believes that through faith, and the works that “perfect” faith (James 2:22 [KJV]), God doesn’t just declare us righteous, He actually makes us righteous.  As it says in 2 Corinthians 3:18, “We all…are being changed into His likeness from one degree of glory to another.”  It doesn’t say we have been legally declared His likeness, it says we are being changed into His likeness, changed until “Christ be formed in [us],” (Gal 4:19).    
We believe, therefore, that works are a necessary part of our salvation, but we do not teach a doctrine of “Salvation by Works” as Catholics are often accused of doing.  To quote a couple of sources that fairly represent the Church’s official teaching in this regard: 
Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) #161: “Believing in Jesus Christ and in the One who sent Him is necessary for obtaining that salvation.  ‘Since without faith it is impossible to please [God] and to attain to the fellowship of His sons, therefore without faith no one has ever attained justification.”  
Council of Trent: “We are therefore said to be justified by faith, because faith is the beginning of human salvation, the foundation and root of all justification, without which it is impossible to please God…we are therefore said to be justified gratuitously, because none of those things that precede justification, whether faith or works, merit the grace of justification,” (Denzinger, p. 252).
I could give many more quotes from Catholic teaching, but these two suffice to show that Catholics believe faith is necessary for salvation and that we do not believe we can “work” our way into Heaven.  We do not teach “Salvation by Works.”  Just as we do not teach, nor does the Bible, “Salvation by Faith Alone.”     
The question remains, though, as to why Protestants believe in “Salvation by Faith Alone?”  Why do they believe that it is faith, and faith alone, that saves us?  First, they believe in Sola Fide because that is their faith tradition, and traditions run deep – whether you are Catholic or Protestant.  But, as Catholics, we have to remember it is just that – a tradition.  A man-made tradition.  A man-made tradition that is only about 500-years old.  
The second reason Protestants believe in salvation by faith alone, is that there are several Scripture verses which, at first reading, seem to make a very good case for that particular doctrine.  They make such a good case, in fact, that they have been used over and over again to pull many Catholics out of the Church.  Here are a few of those verses:
Gal 3:11 “Now it is evident that no man is justified before God by the law; for He who through faith is righteous shall live.”   
(Note: the word “justified,” for our purposes here, essentially means the same thing as the word “saved”.  Justified = saved; justification = salvation.)
Gal 3:24 “…the law was our custodian until Christ came, that we might be justified by faith.”  
Rom 3:28 “For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.” 
Rom 10:9-10 “…because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.  
Acts 16:30-31 “[And the jailer asked], ‘What must I do to be saved?’  And they said, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved…’”
John 3:16 “For God so loved the world that He gave His only Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish but have eternal life.”  
1 John 5:13 “These things I have written to you who believe in the name of the Son of God, that you may know that you have eternal life…” 
Ephesians 2:8-9 For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God – not because of works, lest any man should boast.”   
These passages, and several others, seem to shed a pretty dim light on the idea that works have anything to do with our salvation.  So, as Catholics, how should we respond when someone quotes one or more of these Scripture passages to us?  “AMEN!  I believe!”  As Catholics, we believe every single one of those Scripture passages.  Every single one!  However, notice very carefully, that nowhere – not one single time – in any of those passages does it say we are saved or justified by faith “alone,” or by believing “alone.”  That word “alone” is simply not there!  
So, as Catholics, while we do indeed believe each and every one of those verses, we do not, however, believe in the private, fallible, and non-authoritative interpretation of those verses that renders them as saying: faith “alone,” or believing “alone.”  
First of all, as I pointed out in the “Perspective Provided by Logic,” the doctrine of Sola Fide is patently absurd on the face of it since the act of believing is, in and of itself, a work.  Simple logic says so, but Scripture itself also says so.  John 6:27-29, “‘Do not labor for the food which perishes, but for the food which endures to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give to you’…Then they said to Him, ‘What must we do, to be doing the works of God?’ Jesus answered them, ‘This is the work of God, that you believe in Him Whom He has sent.’”
Jesus tells His listeners that they should “labor” for the food which endures to eternal life.  If Sola Fide is true, why is He telling them to labor for anything in regard to eternal life?  Then, when they ask what they must “do” to be doing the works of God, what does Jesus say?  He says that believing in Him is the work of God that they must do.  Believing is a work, according to Jesus Christ.  
Some will say, “Wait a minute, John, Jesus says that believing is a work of God, not a work of man.”  Leaving aside for a moment the question of whose work it is, it needs to be pointed out that the Word of God very clearly states that the act of believing is a work.  Which is the point I’ve been making.  Now, once we’ve made the point, using the Bible, that believing is indeed a work, then the question becomes, whose work is it?  Is it a work of God, a work of man, or a work of God and man?  
It is indeed a work of God, but, as the context of John 6:27-29 clearly shows, it is a work that God does through man and with man’s cooperation.  Jesus tells the people to labor for the food that endures to eternal life.  The people obviously want to follow Jesus’ instructions, so they ask him what it is they have to do.  Did Jesus say, “Why do you ask what work you can do?  Do you not know that you can do no work to receive the food which endures to eternal life?”  No!  That would be a pretty ridiculous thing for Him to say right after He told them they needed to “labor” for that very food.  
So, this “work of God” being spoken of here, believing in Jesus Christ, is a work that man does.  The act of believing is a work of man, but a work of man by the grace of God.  God’s work through man; man’s work, by God.  
Secondly, after establishing, from Scripture, that the act of having faith – the act of believing – is itself a work, which thereby renders the doctrine of Sola Fide as being a logical contradiction, I wish to point out once more that in not a single one of the supposedly “Sola Fide” verses mentioned above – not in a single one of those verses – do we find the word “alone.”  Those verses talk about the necessity of faith, the necessity of believing, but they do not say “faith alone” or “believing alone.”  
In fact, nowhere in all of Scripture does it say that we are saved, or justified, by faith alone.  Nowhere!  This is a very important point to remember, especially in light of all of the following Scripture verses:
James 2:14; “What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith but has not works?  Can his faith save him?”  The Sola Fide answer is: “Yes!”  How does James answer this question?  Take a look at verse 17: “So faith, by itself, if it has no works, is dead.”  Dead!  Can dead faith save a person?  No, it can’t.  Yet, many Christians would answer James’ question here in chapter 2, verse14 by saying that, “Yes,” their faith can save them, even if they have no works.  
Moving on a few more verses to James 2:19-20, “You believe that God is one; you do well.  Even the demons believe – and shudder.  Do you want to be shown, you foolish fellow, that faith apart from works is barren?”  Or, as the KJV puts it, “…faith without works is dead?”  Notice what it says: “Even the demons believe.”  Does believing alone save the demons?  No!  And, think about this as well: If faith without works is barren, or dead, as it tells us in this passage, then aren’t works therefore necessary to complete faith or to perfect faith?  
James 2:22 tells us they are.  James 2:21-23: “Was not Abraham, our father, justified by works when he offered his son Isaac upon the altar?  You see that faith was active along with his works, and faith was completed by works, and the Scripture was fulfilled which says, ‘Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness’” Faith and works. 
Please take note: Scripture tells us that faith is completed by works.  Or, again, as the KJV states it, faith is “made perfect” by works.  If faith alone is necessary, then how can faith be completed, or perfected, by works?  Wouldn’t we need a complete faith, a perfect faith, rather than an incomplete or imperfect faith to be saved?  And do you see how verse 21 says Abraham was justified by works and verse 23 says “Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness?”  He believed and he did.   Verse 21 is not in opposition to verse 23, it complements it.  Faith and works. 
Continuing on in James chapter 2, verse 24, “You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone.”  This is the only place in all of Scripture where the words “faith” and “alone” appear together, and it is to say that we are NOT justified by faith alone.  How can anyone say that they believe in Scripture as the sole authority of faith; yet, they don’t believe Scripture when it very plainly says we are not justified by faith alone?!  Why would the Holy Spirit have Scripture record the exact opposite of what He really means to say?  
James 2:25-26, “And in the same way was not also Rahab the harlot justified by works..?”  How can she be justified by works, if works have no role in our salvation?
Are you starting to get an idea of why Martin Luther threw the Book of James out of his version of the Bible?  And, even after he put it back in, he referred to it as an “epistle of straw”.  Can you imagine what non-Catholic Christians would say if the Pope referred to any book of the Bible as an “epistle of straw”?  Yet, that’s exactly what Martin Luther did.
Now, in order to get around these passages from the Book of James, passages which very directly and very thoroughly refute the doctrine of “Salvation by Faith Alone”, a false distinction is often made by Sola Fide believers between the “faith” James is talking about and the “faith” Paul is talking about in the Book of Romans.  They call the faith Paul is talking about a “true” faith, a “saving” faith, a “justifying” faith; whereas, they say the faith James is talking about is either an “intellectual” faith, one which does not save; or, they might say it is a “sanctifying” faith – which is a purifying faith, but not a “justifying” faith – which is a saving faith.  
Your first question, should you ever hear that distinction being made between the “faith” of James and the “faith” of Paul, should be, “Where in the Bible does it say that?”  Quick answer – it doesn’t.  Your second question should be, “If James is talking about a sanctifying faith, then why does he use the word justify?”  Didn’t he know the difference?  As a matter of fact, we can be sure that James and Paul are talking about the same type of faith because they both quote the same O.T. passage about Abraham’s faith – Gen 15:6.  They are both talking about the same kind of faith Abraham had.  Paul in Rom 4:3, and James in Ch. 2, verse 23.  
Another way many try to get around the second chapter of James is by pointing to James 2:14, which says, “What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith but has not works?”  They’ll say, “See, James is talking about a man who “says” he has faith, but really doesn’t.”  They argue that faith is always accompanied by works and so if one doesn’t have the works to “show forth” their faith, then they really don’t have faith.  
You see, even though many Protestants believe in salvation by faith alone, they still believe works are very important.  They believe, quite rightly, that works “show forth” one’s faith.  They also believe, however, that having faith always leads to a person doing good works.  If the person doesn’t do good works, then it’s a sign that they don’t really have faith.  As they say, “Faith alone saves, but faith is never alone.”  
To respond to this argument, you need to first note that nowhere does James say that this man really doesn’t have faith.  That is an interpretation that is not supported by the text.  After all, do the following verses talk about someone who doesn’t have faith - someone who doesn’t really believe?  No.  The following verses talk about those that have faith, or those that believe – just like the demons believe – but have not works.  In context, verse 14 is not referring to someone who “says” he has faith but really doesn’t, it is referring to someone who has faith, but who doesn’t have works.  
The second point to make, is that nowhere does the Bible say that faith without works really isn’t faith.  In fact, the Bible actually tells us the exact opposite, right there in James, chapter 2.  Does verse 17 say that faith without works really isn’t faith?  No!  It says that faith without works is “dead.”  In the KJV, verse 17 states that faith, “being alone,” is dead.  The KJV states very plainly that faith alone is dead faith, it cannot save you.  
Staying with the KJV, verse 20, as I’ve already mentioned, says that faith, without works, is dead.  It doesn’t say faith without works isn’t really faith, it says it is dead faith.  
That brings us to verse 26.  I absolutely love James 2:26.  This is a verse that every Catholic ought to have memorized: “For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead.”  This is a nifty little analogy that I love pointing out to anyone who says that faith without works really isn’t faith.  

The analogy is that works are to faith, as the spirit is to the body.  Just as a body without a spirit is a dead body, so faith without works is a dead faith.  I always ask the question, “Are the bodies down at the morgue real bodies or not?”  Yes, they are real bodies, but they are real dead bodies.  Just so faith without works is indeed real faith, but it is real dead faith.  This verse makes abundantly clear, as both body and spirit are necessary for physical life, then, for the analogy to hold, both faith and works are necessary for spiritual life.  Just as the body alone does not give physical life, so faith alone does not give spiritual life.  
I have asked dozens upon dozens of Sola Fide adherents to give me their interpretation of James 2:26 without ever receiving a single response.  I have even tried to make it  easy for them by giving them the interpretation I think they would make, based upon our dialogues, and simply asked them to say, “Yes, that’s how I would interpret that verse,” or “No, that’s not how I would interpret that verse.”  They will not even give me a “yes” or a “no.”  
I’ll ask them, for example, does this verse mean: “Just as the body without the spirit is a pseudo-body, but not a real body, so faith without works is an intellectual faith but not a real faith?”  Or: “Just as the spirit shows forth the body so works show forth faith?”  Or: “Just as a man says he has a body but if he doesn’t have a spirit then he doesn’t really have a body, so if a man says he has faith but has no works he doesn’t really have faith?”  In other words, I take their own words, when they try to explain away what it says in James 2:17, 20, 21, 22, 24, and 25, and I do my best to fit those words into the analogy in James 2:26.  As you can see, they don’t fit so well.  On the other hand, the Catholic interpretation of all of these verses fits perfectly into the analogy in James 2:26.  
Let’s now venture outside of the Letter of James and look to see if there are other Scriptures that refute this doctrine of Sola Fide.    
1 Cor 13:13, “So faith, hope, love abide, these three; but the greatest of these is love.”  Under a Sola Fide theological system, that verse makes no sense.  If salvation is the greatest thing we can achieve, and the only way we can achieve it is through faith alone, then shouldn’t faith be greater than love?  If love is greater than faith, how can anyone say we are saved by faith alone?  
This question is especially pertinent in light of 1 Cor 13:2, which says: “And if I have prophetic powers, and understand all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all faith, so as to remove mountains, but have not love, I am nothing!”  How can he be “nothing” if he has all faith?  Isn’t he then a child of God?  Isn’t he saved?  No, Paul makes it very clear here, and in other places, that love is necessary for salvation.  And if love is necessary for salvation, then we cannot be saved by faith alone!
Gal 5:6, “For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail, but faith working through love.”  Faith working through love.  Again, we see love is necessary for salvation, and that faith “works” through love.  Faith and works, just as the Catholic Church teaches.
1 John 3:23-24, “And this is His commandment, that we should believe in the name of His Son Jesus Christ and love one another, just as He has commanded us.  All who keep His commandments abide in Him and He in them…”  We have to believe (faith) and love one another (works)!  And remember, this is His commandment!  It is not His suggestion.  It is not optional.  Faith and works, just as the Catholic Church teaches.
Mt 6:15, “…but if you do not forgive men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your trespasses.”  Ask someone who believes in Sola Fide if they can be saved if their sins are not forgiven.  They should say, “No.”  Then ask them if forgiving the sins that others commit against you is a work or an act of faith.  They should say, “It’s a work.”  Then take them to Matthew 6:15 and put it all together.  Jesus says our sins will not be forgiven unless we forgive the sins of others, which is a work.  If our sins are not forgiven, we cannot be saved.  Which means we cannot be saved if we do not do the work of forgiving others of the sins they have committed against us.  Salvation by faith alone?  Not here.  
Mt 7:21, “Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the will of my Father…” Wait a minute, that’s not right, is it?  I thought it was faith alone that gets us into Heaven?  What is all this about doing the will of the Father?  That would fall in the category of works, would it not?
Rom 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.”  I do believe “patience in well-doing,” which Paul says leads to eternal life, would fall into the category of works.  
Lk 9:23,  “If anyone wishes to come after Me, he must deny himself and take up His cross daily and follow me.”  Where is Jesus?  In Heaven.  If we want to follow after Him to Heaven, what do we have to do – just have faith alone?  No.  We have to: 1) deny ourselves – a work, and; 2) take up our cross daily – a whole lot of works!  
Mt 19:16-17, “And behold, one came up to [Jesus] saying, ‘Teacher, what good deed must I do to have eternal life? … ’If you would enter life [Jesus said], keep the commandments.’”  The only time Jesus is directly asked the question about what a person must do to have eternal life, and what does He say?  “Believe in Me?”  No.  “Have faith in Me?”  No.  “You can do no good deeds to inherit eternal life?”  No.  Jesus said, “Keep the commandments.”  Works.  
Imagine asking a Protestant minister who believes in Sola Fide the question, “What good deed must I do to have eternal life?”  Do you think that minister would ever answer you as Jesus answered the rich young man in Matthew?  No, he wouldn’t.  Which means that minister is not on the same page as Jesus.  
I’ll get into even more Scripture verses momentarily, but I want to pause here and go back to the verses that I gave you earlier which seem to suggest the Protestant doctrine of Salvation by Faith Alone, and pair each of those verses with another Scripture verse so that you can get a feel for why the Church teaches both faith and works, rather than just faith alone.  And remember, Scripture cannot contradict itself.  These passages complement, not contradict, each other.  You have to take all of the Bible into consideration to get the full context of any particular verse or passage:

1) Gal 3:11, “Now it is evident that no man is justified before God by the law; for ‘He who through faith is righteous shall live.’”  
2) Rom 2:13, “For it is not the hearers of the law who are righteous before God, but the doers of the law who will be justified.”    Faith and Works!

1) Gal 3:24, “…the law was our custodian until Christ came, that we might be justified by faith.”
2) James 2:24, “You see that a man is justified by works and not by faith alone.”  Faith and Works!

1) Rom 3:28, “For we hold that a man is justified by faith apart from works of law.” 
2) James 2:20, “Do you want to be shown, you foolish fellow, that faith apart from works is barren?  Faith and Works!

1) Rom 10:9-10, “…because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved. 
2) Mt 7:21, “Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ shall enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of my Father…” Faith and Works!

1) Acts 16:30-31, “[And the jailer asked], ‘What must I do to be saved?’  And they said, ‘Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved…’”
2) Mt 19:16-17, “And behold, one came up to [Jesus] saying, ‘Teacher, what good deed must I do to have eternal life? …If you would enter life [Jesus said], keep the commandments.”  Faith and Works!

1) John 3:16, “For God so loved the world that He gave His only Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish but have eternal life.”
2) Hebrews 12:14, “Strive for peace with all men, and for the holiness without which no one will see the Lord.”  Faith and Works!

1) 1 John 5:13, “These things I have written to you who believe in the name of the Son of God, that you may know that you have eternal life…”
2) Phil 2:12-13, “Therefore, my beloved, as you have always obeyed, so now, not only as in my presence but much more in my absence, work out your own salvation with fear and trembling…”  Faith and Works!

1) Ephesians 2:8-9, “For by grace you have been saved through faith; and this is not your own doing, it is the gift of God – not because of works, lest any man should boast.
People tend to overlook the fact that Paul, who wrote Ephesians 2:8-9, also wrote Ephesians 2:10.
2) Ephesians 2:10, “For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in them.”  Faith and Works!

I want to expand on these last two from Ephesians, chapter 2.  Ephesians 2, verses 8 and 9 are probably the two verses I hear the most when someone is trying to justify Sola Fide from the Bible.  “See,” they say, “we are saved through faith, and not because of works – faith alone!”  
As Catholics, we have nothing at all to fear from these verses.  First of all, as the quote from the Council of Trent that I mentioned earlier states, Catholics believe that we are saved by grace, through faith, and not because of works.  The quote from Trent says that nothing that comes before our justification, whether faith or works, merits the grace of justification.  In other words, neither our faith saves us nor our works, but only God’s grace.  We have access to this grace through faith – our own faith as adults, or our parents’ faith as children.  So we cannot boast of something that we did for our salvation, but only of something that God did for our salvation.  We did not save ourselves, He saved us.  Ephesians 2:8-9, perfectly states Catholic teaching.  
However, as Ephesians 2:10 points out, God has prepared good works for us beforehand, that we should walk in them.  Or, as it says in the KJV, “…unto good works which God hath before ordained that we should walk in them.”  God has ordained that we do these good works He has prepared for us.  It is His will that we do these good works.  The question is: What if we don’t do them?  Are we still saved?  Not according to Matthew 7:21, “Not everyone who says to Me, ‘Lord, Lord, shall enter the Kingdom of Heaven, but he who does the will of My Father Who is in Heaven.”  
God’s will is that we perform these good works that He has prepared for us beforehand.  We must do the will of God in order to enter the Kingdom of Heaven.  Therefore, if we do not do these good works that He has prepared for us, we do not enter the Kingdom of Heaven.  It’s just that simple.  
Two more sets of Scripture verses that I want to mention in regards to this topic.  Ask anyone who believes we are saved by faith alone this question: “Is whether or not we have faith the sole criteria that God uses to judge us as worthy of salvation?  Yes or no?”  
If they answer, “No,” then they obviously agree with you that faith alone doesn’t cut it.  If they answer, “Yes,” however, then ask them why there are so many passages in the Bible that speak of God judging us according to our works, and in which faith is never even mentioned?  For example: 
Rev 22:12, “Behold, I am coming soon, bringing my recompense, to repay every man for what he has done.”

Rev 20:13, “And the sea gave up the dead in it, Death and Hades gave up the dead in them, and all were judged by what they had done.”  
Mt 3:10, “Even now the axe is laid to the root of the trees; every tree therefore that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire.”
Mt 7:19, “Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire.”
Mt 25:31-46, “Come, O blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world; for I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked and you clothed me, I was sick and you visited me, I was in prison and you came to me.”  Those condemned to eternal fire did none of these things.
1 Peter 1:17, “And if you invoke as Father Him who judges each one impartially according to his deeds, conduct yourselves with fear throughout the time of your exile.”
Rom 2:6, “For He will render to every man according to his works…”
James 2:12-13, “So speak and so act as those who are to be judged under the law of liberty.  For judgment is without mercy to one who has shown no mercy…”
Mt 16:27, “For the Son of Man is to come with His angels in the glory of His Father, and then He will repay every man for what he has done.”
Mt 12:36-37, “I tell you, on the day of judgment men will render account for every careless word they utter; for by your words you will be justified, and by your words you will be condemned.”
Mt 7:1-2, “Judge not, that you may not be judged.  For with the judgment you pronounce you will be judged…”
2 Cor 5:10, “For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so that each one may receive good or evil, according to what he has done in the body.”
I haven’t gone back and checked every single instance in the New Testament where the word “faith” is used, but I do not recall of any instance where the Scripture tells us that we will be judged by our faith.  Of course, in all of these instances, faith is assumed – as James said, “I by my works will show you my faith” – but isn’t it curious that faith is never specifically mentioned in these passages about judgment, if faith is the sole criteria by which our salvation or damnation is judged?  Why, in all of these passages, and this is not an exhaustive list, are we judged by our works, or lack thereof?  Faith and works, folks, faith and works.  
The other set of Scripture verses I want to discuss, involve verses you will probably be told demonstrate Sola Fide at work in the Bible:  
Luke 23:39-43.  The “good thief” is mentioned in these verses.  He defends Jesus when He is verbally assaulted by the other thief.  Jesus tells him, “Today you will be with me in paradise.”  “See, the good thief did no works, yet he is going to be with Jesus in paradise.  The thief did no works, he wasn’t baptized, or anything else of that nature.  This is a perfect example of salvation by faith alone.”  
Two things to remember: 1) The Old Covenant was still in effect, which means Baptism was not yet necessary for the Jew to be in covenant with God.  Circumcision, however, which was the Old Testament shadow of Baptism, was necessary.  This thief undoubtedly being a Jew, he was undoubtedly circumcised. 
2) What the good thief did on the cross was indeed a work – an extraordinary work!  In excruciating pain; having to push himself up on feet that had a nail running through them in order to take a breath; his lungs filling with fluid; yet he defends Christ against the other thief.  What would have happened if he had kept silent?  Would he still have been saved?  Faith alone?  Not here.
Luke 7:50 – the repentant woman: “Your faith has saved you, go in peace.”  “See, her faith saved her.  Another example of salvation by faith alone.”  If you read this verse in context, however, you will see that her sins were forgiven “for she loved much.”  Is that not a work?  She washed, kissed, and anointed Jesus’ feet with oil.  Are those not works?  If it was her faith alone that saved her, then she should have been saved before she even left her house to seek out Jesus.  Faith alone?  Not here.
Luke 8:48 – the woman with the issue of blood: “Daughter, your faith has made you well.”  Another example of faith alone?  Not hardly.  If she had just stayed at home and believed that Jesus could heal her would she have been healed?  No.  It was only after she put her faith into action, fighting the crowds and actually touching Jesus’ garments that she was made well.  Faith alone?  Not here.  
Mark 2:5 – the healing of the paralytic – “When Jesus saw their faith, He said to the paralytic, ‘Son, your sins are forgiven.’” Forgiveness of sins by faith alone?  No.  The verse says that when Jesus “saw” their faith, He then forgave the man’s sins.  If it was faith alone, then the man’s sins would have been forgiven before his friends carried him down to see Jesus.  It was only after they put their faith into action that their friend’s sins were forgiven.  Faith alone?  Not here.  
Finally, I want to take a look at the verse mentioned in the “Perspective Provided by Logic” – John 19:30.  John 19:30 says the following: “When Jesus had received the vinegar, He said, ‘It is finished;’ and He bowed His head and gave up His spirit.”  As I mentioned earlier, many Protestants will point to this verse and say, “See, the work of salvation is finished according to the words of Jesus Himself!”  They reason that since the work is finished, we can do no works to add to what Jesus has done for us, so it has to be faith alone that saves us – our works are of no consequence to our salvation. 
However, as I also mentioned previously, this is an interpretation of Jesus’ words – a private, fallible, non-authoritative interpretation – and it is an interpretation that does not fit well with the rest of Scripture.  If this interpretation is correct, then what they are saying is that the Resurrection was not necessary for our salvation!  
The Resurrection had not yet taken place; yet, Scripture says in Rom 4:24-25: “…Jesus our Lord, who was put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justification.”  Jesus had to be raised in order for us to be justified, so, when He said, “It is finished”, He could not have meant, as many Protestants interpret it, that everything necessary for our salvation was finished – because it wasn’t.  Also, 1 Cor 15:17 – “If Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins.”  Christ had to be raised.  The Sola Fide interpretation of this passage, therefore, has to be wrong. 
For an interpretation of John 19:30 which fits perfectly with all of Scripture, Old Testament and New, I encourage you to acquire a talk by Dr. Scott Hahn, on CD or DVD, entitled, “The Fourth Cup.”  In this talk, Dr. Hahn explains John 19:30 in light of the Passover meal – Christ’s death on the cross being the fulfillment of the Passover meal.  The sacrificial lamb, none of whose bones were broken, being offered for the salvation of the people.  The “fourth cup” of the Passover meal being the cup Jesus received on the cross right before He said, “It is finished.”  This is an eye-opening, heart-rending, faith-inspiring discourse from Dr. Hahn.  I showed the DVD of this talk to a group of men in a diaconate formation class, and their wives with them, and they gave the DVD a standing ovation!
SOLA FIDE AND DO CHRISTIANS NEED TO FORGIVE TO BE SAVED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_DO_CHRISTIANS_NEED_TO_FORGIVE_TO_BE_SAVED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA FIDE AND SALVATION BY WORKS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_SALVATION_BY_WORKS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
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Once Saved Always Saved

The doctrine of “once saved, always saved” (OSAS), also known as the doctrine of "eternal security," as it has been presented to me time and time again, is essentially this: once a person accepts Jesus Christ into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior, once they pray the “sinner’s prayer,” once they confess with their lips that Jesus is Lord and believe on Jesus in their hearts – once a person does that, then that person is “saved.”  That person has a one way ticket to Heaven and there is absolutely nothing that can derail that train.  In other words, Heaven is guaranteed.  One has, as they put it, “absolute assurance” that they will go to Heaven. 

This doctrine of OSAS is a corollary to the doctrine of Sola Fide that I talked about in the last chapter.  The reasoning behind the doctrine is that since we are saved by faith and faith alone, and since, according to the doctrine of Sola Fide, works play no role whatsoever in gaining our salvation, then works can play no role whatsoever in losing our salvation.  In other words, once you are “saved”, there isn’t anything that you can do or not do to lose your salvation, and that includes sinning.

According to Protestant theology, once we have accepted Jesus Christ into our heart as our personal Lord and Savior, then God, like a judge in the courtroom, declares us innocent – we are “hid” with Christ in God, as it says in Colossians 3:3.  Since you are “hid” with Christ, the judge, God the Father, doesn’t see you and your sins, He sees only Christ, the innocent victim who has paid the price for all men’s sins.  Seeing only Jesus, He renders a verdict of innocent.  This innocent verdict is then applied to all who are “hid” in Christ Jesus, all the believers.  And, once the verdict has been rendered, once you have been declared “innocent,” there is nothing that can happen that will ever cause God to reverse His judgment.  After all, you are “hid” with Christ.  You will often hear Rom 8:1-2 quoted by OSAS adherents, “There is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus. For the law of the Spirit of Life in Christ Jesus has set me free from the law of sin and death.”  “See,” folks will say, “once we are in Christ we cannot be condemned.” 

That’s the doctrine in a nutshell.  Before giving the arguments against this doctrine, I want to point out that not all Protestants believe in this doctrine, and there may be slight variations in the doctrine, depending on who you’re talking to.  But, again, the explanation above is how it has generally been presented to me.

So, how does one go about arguing against this doctrine of once saved, always saved?  Well, you can use a whole bunch of Scripture, and you can use a little bit of logic, as well.  I’ll start with the little bit of logic and then move into the whole bunch of Scripture.  

When confronted with someone who believes in OSAS, the first question you need to ask is this: "If a baby dies, does it go to Heaven or Hell?"  The majority of Protestants that I’ve come across who believe in OSAS, also believe that children who die before they are old enough to commit a sin, are saved – they go to Heaven.  Even though the baby hasn’t been able to make a confession of faith, that baby still goes to Heaven.  This belief, however, leads to a logical contradiction.

Consider that if a baby dies, and it goes to Heaven, then that means the baby was, in essence, "saved" while it was still alive.  However, if that child does not die, if the baby grows up and starts committing sins, yet never makes a personal commitment to Christ, never accepts Jesus into his heart as his personal Lord and Savior, then what happens?  Is he still saved?  The Protestant answer is: "No."  Which means that there was a point somewhere in that child’s life where it went from being saved, to being unsaved. 

But this is a big problem if OSAS is true.  This doctrine teaches that a person cannot go from the state of being saved to the state of being unsaved.  
Which means, if the baby was saved, then he can never be unsaved, even if he grows up to be an unbelieving moral reprobate.  Yet, no believer in OSAS would agree that an unbelieving moral reprobate is saved.  So for those folks who believe in OSAS, yet also believe that babies that die go to Heaven, there is a logical contradiction in their beliefs. 

There are only two ways around this problem: 1) To say that once saved always saved is true only after you have professed a belief in Jesus Christ, or 2) To say that babies who die before they are able to make a profession of faith automatically go to Hell. 

The first line of reasoning is simply a position that one would back into out of necessity so as to avoid the contradiction in logic that has been exposed in their beliefs.  "Uhmm, oh yeah, I forgot to mention that once saved always saved doesn’t kick in until after you make a profession of faith in Christ."  Oh, really?  And where does it say that in the Bible?  And how does that make any sense whatsoever?  Is being saved as a baby somehow different than being saved as an adult?  What a ridiculous notion.  Either you’re saved or you’re not.  And if you are saved, and once saved always saved is true, then if you’re saved as a baby you have to be saved as an adult – whether you ever profess faith in Christ or not. After all, you cannot lose your salvation.

Now, I doubt you will ever hear this particular response.  Instead, you will either get blank stares or there will be an attempt to hurriedly change the topic.  But, you very well might hear that second line of reasoning, which is to say that babies who die before they are able to make a profession of faith in Christ go straight to Hell.  It is logically consistent with a belief in once saved always saved; however, it makes God seem a very unreasonable God indeed.  God tells us that He wants all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth (1 Tim 2:4), yet He gives babies who die absolutely no chance to be saved?  What kind of God is that?

We see, then, that the doctrine of once saved always saved has a serious problem when one starts applying a little bit of logic to it.  Now, let’s move on to the whole bunch of Scripture I mentioned above.    

I’m going to start first in the Old Testament.  Ezekiel 33:13, "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."

What’s going on here?  God says to a righteous man that he, the righteous man, shall surely live.  Since this is a "righteous" man, that means he is a "saved" man, in Protestant terminology.  So, since he is saved, and since God has told him that he shall surely live, he has eternal security, right?  Once saved always saved, right?  But what happens if the righteous (saved) man presumes that his salvation is guaranteed (i.e., believes in once saved always saved), and starts committing sins?  Is he still saved?  The doctrine of once saved always saved says, "Yes!"  The Bible says, "No!"  Scripture tells us the righteous man who turns away from God through his sins shall die in his iniquities.  He loses his salvation.  He is righteous no more.

How can that be if once I’m saved, that’s it?  "Well," some might say, "that’s the Old Testament.  We don’t go by the Old Testament any more so you can’t use that verse to argue against eternal security."  Really?  Was salvation different in the Old Testament than in the New?  Didn’t the Old Testament saints have to have faith in order to be saved?  Doesn’t faith save you in the Old Testament as well as in the New? 

I don’t know how many times I’ve had Protestants point out to me, when trying to tell me the "real" meaning of James 2:14-26, that Scripture says, "Abraham believed God and it was reckoned to him as righteousness," (Rom 4:3; Gen 15:6).  And after they point out that verse they say, "See, Abraham was made righteous (saved) by faith alone."  Well, if someone was supposedly "righteous" through faith alone in the Old Testament, just as they are supposedly righteous by faith alone in the New Testament, then would not once saved always saved apply in the Old Testament just as it supposedly does in the New Testament?  Of course it would.  But, if once saved always saved was operative in the Old Testament, then how could God say what He said in Ezekiel 33:13?  How could someone be righteous (saved) at one point, yet they then sin and lose their righteousness?  How could God say that it was possible for a saved person to end up dying in their iniquity?  

Yet, that is exactly what God says.  We have the righteous (the saved).  The righteous believes he cannot lose his salvation (he believes in once saved always saved).  The righteous commits iniquity.  The righteous loses his salvation.  Once saved always saved?  I don’t think so.

Let’s move now to the New Testament.  There are so many verses in the New Testament that so completely, clearly, and directly obliterate the teaching of OSAS, that it can be difficult to know where to start.  So I’ll start with the verses I mentioned above that Protestants will use to argue for OSAS.

Rom 8:1-2, "There is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus.  For the law of the Spirit of Life in Christ Jesus has set me free from the law of sin and death.”  As a Catholic, I agree 100% with this verse.  For those who are in Christ Jesus, there is no condemnation.  But, I don’t see anything in this passage that tells me I can’t fall away from Christ Jesus.  That I can’t, at some point in the future, reject Christ Jesus.  It’s not there.  “But, wait a minute”, someone might say, “It says I am set free from the ‘law of sin and death’”.  That’s right, but again, it doesn’t say that I have lost my free will to at any time in the future choose to go back to the law of sin and death if I desire.

Paul tells us in Romans, chapter 6, verses 15-16, “What then?  Are we to sin because we are not under law but under grace?  By no means.   Do you not know that if you yield yourselves to any one as obedient slaves, you are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin, which leads to death or of obedience, which leads to righteousness?”

Paul tells the Romans that they are no longer under the old law, but under the law of grace.  So, according to Protestant doctrine, he is talking to the saved, to those who are “hid” in Christ, those for whom there is now “no condemnation.”  And what does Paul say to the saved?  Does he say that since they are under grace that no sin will ever be held against them?  Not quite.  He tells them that if they sin, that if they yield themselves to sin, that they will become slaves of sin which will lead to death.  Spiritual death.

Again, Catholics agree that there is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus, as long as they stay there. But that’s the problem: staying in Christ Jesus; avoiding sin.  When you sin, you separate yourself from Christ.  When we sin, we are no longer “in Christ Jesus”.

The big problem for folks who believe in the doctrine of OSAS, is the problem of sin.  They don’t know what to do with it.  To get around the problem of sin, I’ve had people tell me either one of two things is true: 1) That once you’re saved sin no longer has any consequences for you; at least, no consequences in terms of your salvation; or 2) That once you’re saved you will not sin any more.  And, if you do sin, it is a sign that you were not really saved in the first place. 

Both of these arguments, however, fly in the face of Scripture.  Let’s look at the second argument first.  Is it true that once you’re saved, you no longer sin or that if you do sin it means you really weren’t saved in the first place?  Rom 7:15, "I do not understand my own actions.  For I do not do what I want, but I do the very thing I hate."  Was Paul saved according to Protestant standards?  Of course he was.  Yet, here is Paul, one very saved individual, telling us very plainly that he still sins.  Does that mean Paul really wasn’t saved after all?  No self-respecting believer in once saved always saved would say such a thing.  Which means it is contrary to Scripture to say that once a person is saved they can no longer sin.  It also contrary to Scripture to say that if a person who has made an act of faith in Christ does sin, it is a sign that they really were not saved in the first place.  Paul’s comments in Romans 7 prove that, but you can also read his other letters where he constantly warns the Christians he is writing to avoid sin.  If a Christian cannot sin, then why did Paul warn them so often to avoid sin? 

Hebrews 12:26-27, "For if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins, but a fearful prospect of judgment and a fury of fire which will consume the adversaries."  I thought we couldn’t sin deliberately after we’ve received the knowledge of the truth? 

Verse 29, "How much worse punishment do you think will be deserved by the man who has spurned the Son of God, and profaned the blood of the covenant by which he was sanctified, and outraged the Spirit of grace?"  The writer of Hebrews is talking about someone who has been sanctified, made holy, by the blood of the covenant.  This cannot describe someone who has not accepted Christ, so he must be talking about those who are saved.  Those who are "really" saved.  But, how can he be talking about someone who has been saved when he’s referring to people who have "spurned" the Son of God and who have "profaned" the blood of the covenant and have "outraged" the Spirit of grace?  A saved person cannot do those things, can they?  They can if you believe what you read in the Bible.  And, after they have done these things, does it say they are still saved?  No.  It says they will receive "punishment" and a "fearful prospect of judgment and a fury of fire."  Once saved always saved?  I don’t think so.

Now, the other argument mentioned above, which is the more common argument regarding the problem of sin: once you are saved, you can still sin, but that sin is not counted against you.  Of course, out of love of God, you will avoid sin as best you can, but it is possible, nonetheless, to sin.  However, every time you sin, God the Father sees only God the Son’s innocence – since you’ve been "hid" in Christ – and, therefore, does not hold any sin against you.  Or, if He does hold your sins against you, it is only to the degree that you will not have as high a place in Heaven as you would have had if you were able to avoid those sins.  Your position in Heaven might be affected, but not the fact that you are going to be in Heaven.  

The problem here is, that nowhere does the Bible say such a thing.  Plus, if sinning does not affect your salvation, the question is again: Why does Paul so many times warn the Christians he writes to against sin?  It simply makes no sense.

Let’s look again at Rom 6:15-16, “What then?  Are we to sin because we are not under law but under grace?  By no means   Do you not know that if you yield yourselves to any one as obedient slaves, you are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin, which leads to death or of obedience, which leads to righteousness?”  Paul is talking to those who are under grace – they are the saved.  Does he say, "You are not to worry for your sins will not be held against you?"  No!  He is speaking specifically to the saved and he tells them that if they yield themselves to sin, it will lead to death – and he’s not talking about physical death, because this death is contrasted with righteousness.  In essence, Paul is saying that yielding yourselves to sin on a constant basis will lead to unrighteousness.  Why is he telling the righteous that if they sin it will lead to unrighteousness?  That’s not possible if once saved always saved is true, is it?  Which leads one to conclude that once saved always saved cannot be true.   

1 Cor 6:18, "Shun immorality [fornication]."  Why does Paul warn them to shun fornication?  All we have to do is go back a few verses to get the answer.  1 Cor 6:9-10, "Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God?  Do not be deceived; neither the immoral [fornicators], nor adulterers, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God."  Here is Paul, talking to the saved, telling them to avoid fornication, because, as he just told them, fornicators will not inherit the kingdom of God.  Notice that nowhere does Paul say, "Avoid fornication out of your love for God, but if you do fall, rest assured that it will not be held against you." 

By committing any of these sins, the righteous become the unrighteous.  The saved become the unsaved.  Ephesians 5:5, "Be sure of this, that no immoral or impure man, or one who is covetous (that is, an idolater), has any inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of God."

Ask someone who believes in OSAS if it is possible for a saved person to commit adultery or fornication or steal or be greedy.  If they say, "No," ask them where the Bible says this – it doesn’t.  If they say, "Yes," then ask them if those folks still go to Heaven if they commit these sins and do not repent of them.  If they say, "Yes," then they are contradicting the very clear words of the Bible. 

Matt 13:40-42, "Just as the weeds are gathered and burned with fire, so will it be at the close of the age.  
The Son of man will send His angels and they will gather out of His kingdom all causes of sin and all evildoers, and throw them into the furnace of fire; there men will weep and gnash their teeth."  This doesn’t make a distinction between the saved evildoers and the unsaved evildoers.  It says all evildoers.  If you have accepted Jesus Christ into your heart as your Lord and Savior, and you were "really" saved, and then you commit serious sin for which you do not repent, you will end up in Hell.  At least, that’s what the Bible says.

Colossians 3:25, "For the wrongdoer will be paid back for the wrong he has done, and there is no partiality."  It doesn’t say that this only applies to those who have not been saved.  No partiality it says.  Everyone who does wrong, will be paid back for the wrong he has done. 

I could go on and on with one Scripture verse after another to show that the Bible nowhere says that once you’re saved sin no longer has any consequences in regard to your salvation or that once you’re saved you will no longer sin, but I will include just one more verse here that pretty much seals the deal, so to speak. 

Matthew chapter 5 – the Sermon on the Mount – verses 27-32.  “You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery.’  But I say to you that everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.  If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body be thrown into hell.  And if your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body go into hell.”  

What do we see here?  Does Jesus say, “You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery,’ but I say to you that if you are a believer adultery will not be held against you?"  Absolutely not.  Jesus is very clearly telling us that there is a consequence for sinning – you go to Hell. 

Jesus is talking about "saved" people here.  We know this because He is telling them that they can avoid Hell by plucking out an eye or cutting off a hand to avoid sin.  If they do not go to Hell, that means they go to Heaven.  Avoiding sin = going to Heaven here.  According to OSAS theology, however, people go to Hell because they do not believe, because they lack faith.  If an unbeliever avoids sin, he still goes to Hell, because he is an unbeliever.  So, these people Jesus is referring to as going to Heaven by avoiding sin, must be believers.  They must be people who have been saved.   But, they cannot be people who have been saved, according to OSAS theology, because sin is not held against people who are saved.  And sin very clearly is held against the folks Jesus is talking to. 

This passage is a big problem for folks in the OSAS camp, since Jesus cannot be talking to unbelievers as He nowhere tells them that they can get to Heaven by faith and faith alone.  But, if OSAS is true, neither can He be talking to believers as sin will supposedly not cause a believer to go to Hell, yet the folks Jesus is talking to will clearly end up in Hell if they do not do whatever is necessary to avoid sinning.  

Why doesn’t Jesus just say: “Believe in me and you will be saved?”  Why, pluck out our eye or cut off our hand if sin will no longer be held against us? If there is now no condemnation for those in Christ Jesus?  Why go to such an extreme measure to avoid sin if sin is not held against us?  
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Romans 11:17-22: Paul is talking about how salvation has come to the Gentiles, while many of the Jews have rejected it – and he uses the analogy of an olive tree.  Verse 17, “But if some of the branches were broken off [the Jews], and you, a wild olive shoot [the Gentiles], were grafted in their place to share the richness of the olive tree [Jesus Christ], do not boast over the branches,” (don’t get cocky).  Verse 20, “That is true.  They were broken off because of their unbelief, but you stand fast only through faith.  So do not become proud, but stand in awe.  For if God did not spare the natural branches, neither will He spare you.”  Did you catch that threat?  If the natural branches were broken off, you could be, too.  Verse 22, “Note then the kindness and the severity of God: severity toward those who have fallen, but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in His kindness; otherwise you, too, will be cut off.”

You will not be broken off from the olive tree (Christ) only IF you continue in His kindness.  And what happens if you do not continue in His kindness?  "You, too, will be cut off."  Is this the language of eternal security?  Is Paul here reassuring his readers that they have nothing to fear since they’ve already been grafted into the olive tree?  Absolutely not. 

Let’s continue with verse 23, “And even the others, if they do not persist in their unbelief, will be grafted in, for God has the power to graft them in again.”  Perfect example of being in, being out, and then being in again – kind of like the way the Catholic Church teaches it. And, perfect example of Scripture showing us very plainly that once you are grafted in, once you are “saved”, you had better not become presumptive about it and start believing you can’t be cut off.  Because you can be.

ARE YOU SAVED? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ARE_YOU_SAVED.doc
BEING SAVED DOES GOD WANT EVERYONE TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BEING_SAVED_DOES_GOD_WANT_EVERYONE_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FEW ARE SAVED-MOST PEOPLE GO TO HELL 
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Before I get into the chapter, I want to respond to something that was in several emails that people sent me. They all brought up a question about the argument from logic that I raised in the last newsletter. 

The argument from logic is that if OSAS is true, then how can an infant, who many OSAS adherents believe is saved, ever lose his salvation? It shouldn’t matter if he sins and whether or not he accepts Christ as his personal Lord and Savior – he’s already saved. And, according to OSAS theology, he can’t be unsaved once he’s saved. This is a logical inconsistency for the OSAS folks who believe infants are saved, yet also believe an adult cannot be saved unless they accept Jesus as personal Lord and Savior. 

The objection was raised about the age of reason. Since Catholics believe a child cannot sin until he reaches the age of reason, why can’t OSAS believers take the position that a child is saved until he reaches the age of reason, and then after the age of reason, once he has started to sin, he has to accept Jesus Christ in order to be saved?

Sounds like a reasonable objection at first, but the problem lies in the mechanism by which an infant is saved in the first place. If one believes that an infant is saved, the question becomes: How is that infant saved? Is it saved of its own accord? No! Any infant, like anyone else, is saved only by the blood of Jesus Christ. 

Ask an OSAS believer if there is any other name under the heavens by which a person can be saved other than the name of Jesus Christ. They will tell you, “No.” No one can get into Heaven except by being covered in the blood of Christ. No one. An infant is born of the flesh, he has not yet been born again of the Spirit until he is old enough to make a confession of faith (in OSAS theology). Scripture tells us the flesh is of no avail. So, if the flesh is of no avail, then how is the infant saved? 

In the Catholic Church, an infant is saved through Baptism. Through Baptism one is born again of the Spirit. Baptism heals the wound of Original Sin. Baptism causes an indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Baptism covers one in the blood of Christ. Baptism makes one a member of the Body of Christ – no matter how young one is. But the OSAS folks don’t believe in baptismal regeneration. So, again, the question: How, in OSAS theology, is an infant saved? Is it not by the blood of Christ?

And, if an infant is saved by the blood of Christ, then how can it ever be unsaved? If someone is saved by the blood of Christ, if they are “hid” in Christ, then, according to OSAS theology, they can never be unsaved. So, a saved infant should, under OSAS theology, always be saved – even if he grows up to be an unrepentant sinner who never accepts Jesus Christ as his personal Lord and Savior. If a saved adult has “eternal security” through the blood of Christ, then why doesn’t a saved infant have eternal security through the blood of Christ? 

There is only one way a person – adult or infant – can be saved, and that is through Jesus Christ. So, if an infant can lose his salvation through sin, it is a logical contradiction to then say an adult cannot lose his salvation through sin, when the basis for the salvation of both is the blood of Jesus Christ. 

The only way around this argument is for the OSAS believer to say that an infant is not saved by the blood of Christ, that there is some other mechanism by which he is saved. And to admit something like that would put them in a whole lot of theological trouble. They would be admitting that someone can get into Heaven without the need of Jesus Christ. But, they also believe that the only name under Heaven by which one can be saved is the name of Jesus Christ. They would be going from one logical contradiction to another. 

I’ll include this response in the final version of the chapter.

[I pick up towards the bottom of the last newsletter (I re-wrote the paragraphs on Matthew 5:27-32), and then continue on with the new stuff.]

I could go on and on with one Scripture verse after another to show that the Bible nowhere says that once you’re saved sin no longer has any consequences in regard to your salvation, or that once you’re saved you will no longer sin, but I will include just one more verse here that pretty much seals the deal, so to speak. 
Matthew chapter 5 – the Sermon on the Mount – verses 27-32.  “You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery.’  But I say to you that everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.  If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body be thrown into hell.  And if your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it away; it is better that you lose one of your members than that your whole body go into hell.”  

What do we see here?  Does Jesus say, “You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery,’ but I say to you that if you are a believer adultery will not be held against you?"  Absolutely not.  Jesus is very clearly telling us that there is a consequence for sinning – you go to Hell. 
Jesus is talking to "saved" people here.  We know this because He is telling them that they can stay out of Hell by plucking out an eye or cutting off a hand in order to avoid sin.  Well, if they can stay out of Hell, that means they must be saved, they must have faith.  The problem is, though, that Jesus is very clearly telling these saved people that there is a consequence to sin – it will land you in Hell – and that if it takes drastic measures to avoid sin, to avoid Hell, then they need to take those drastic measures.   But that contradicts OSAS theology which says sinning doesn’t cause you to go to Hell if you have faith.  The only thing that gets you sent to Hell is to not have faith.  
Why is Jesus telling people to take whatever measures necessary to avoid sin, if once you’re saved, you cannot lose your salvation?  Why did He not just say, “If you wish to avoid Hell, then simply believe in Me and none of these sins will be held against you?”  Why would a saved person need to pluck out an eye or cut off a hand to avoid Hell if not sin is held against them?  And, how does plucking out an eye or cutting off a hand help an unsaved person, a non-believer avoid Hell?  It doesn’t. 
This passage is a big problem for folks in the OSAS camp, because it makes absolutely no sense whatsoever if once saved always saved is true.  Jesus cannot be talking to unbelievers, as cutting off a hand or plucking out an eye will not help an unbeliever avoid Hell.  But, if OSAS is true, neither can He be talking to believers, as sin is not held against the believer – there is now no condemnation for those in Christ Jesus, remember?  Yet the folks Jesus is talking to will clearly end up in Hell if they do not do whatever is necessary to avoid sinning.  Once saved always saved?  Not here.
One other verse that OSAS folks throw out to “prove” their doctrine is true is John 10:27-29, “My sheep hear My voice, and I know them, and they follow Me; and I give them eternal life, and they shall never perish, and no one shall snatch them out of My hand.  My Father, who has given them to Me, is greater than all, and no one is able to snatch them out of the Father’s hand.”
“See, once you are in the hand of God, no one can snatch you out.  That means once you are saved – in Jesus’ hand – then you are always saved.”  That is an interpretation of this verse.  An interpretation that is non-authoritative, fallible, and not in accord with the rest of Scripture.  Yes, it states very clearly that no one can be snatched from the hand of God, yet nowhere does it say one cannot, of their own free will, walk away from the hand of God.  
If a person is snatched, it means they are taken against their will.  This verse is saying that once you have been baptized, once you have become a member of the Body of Christ, nothing and no one – not the world, not the flesh, not Satan himself – can take you away from Christ against your will. It is not saying, however, that you cannot of your own free will reject Christ and reject salvation through sin.  If the other person insists on their interpretation of this verse, then you insist on yours.  Plus, you back your interpretation up with the verses we’ve already discussed and with the ones we will discuss in the following paragraphs.
Now that we’ve addressed the verses used to defend OSAS, let’s look at some verses that very clearly rip a hole right through the heart of this false doctrine: 
James 5:19, “My brethren, if any one among you wanders from the truth and someone brings him back, let him know that whoever brings back a sinner from the error of his way will save his soul from death and will cover a multitude of sins.”  
How can one wander from the truth if once saved always saved is true?  You can’t.  Once you have the truth, you are set for life.  So, either James did not know what he was talking about, or once saved always saved is not true.  Furthermore, this speaks to exactly what I said above: you can, of your own free will, wander away from the truth – wander away from the hand of God.  You cannot be snatched away, but you can wander away.
One other thing of great import to note here: how is it that through some action of theirs – bringing a sinner back from the error of his way – a person can be said to “cover a multitude of sins?”  Jesus did all that needed to be done to cover sin, did He not?  Very interesting.
John 15:1-6, “I am the true vine, and my Father is the vinedresser.  Every branch of Mine that bears no fruit, He takes away…Abide in Me, and I in you.  As the branch cannot bear fruit by itself, unless it abides in the vine, neither can you, unless you abide in Me.  I am the vine, you are the branches.  He who abides in Me, and I in him, he it is that bears much fruit, for apart from Me you can do nothing.  If a man does not abide in Me, he is cast forth as a branch and withers; and the branches are gathered, thrown into the fire and burned.”
Jesus is the vine.  Who are the branches?  The branches are people who are connected to the vine.  Can an unbeliever ever be described as being a branch of the vine that is Jesus Christ?  No. How could an unbeliever be an outgrowth of Christ?  He can’t.  So, these branches have to be believers in Jesus Christ.  Yet, what does it say about these branches?  If they do not bear fruit – good works – they get cut off from the vine.  Once they are cut off from the vine, they wither and then are gathered up, thrown into the fire, and burned.  A very obvious reference to Hell.
If OSAS is true, then how can the branches ever be cut off from Christ and tossed into Hell?  Jesus must have made a mistake here.  Either that, or once saved always saved is not true.  I know which option I’ll choose.  
Furthermore, notice that Jesus says to “abide” in Him.  Very important word, “abide.”  Abide means to remain.  So Jesus is telling us to remain in Him.  Which means that these branches being spoken of in these verses, are in Christ Jesus.  After all, you cannot remain in Christ Jesus unless you are already in Christ Jesus.  Which further means, that there is now no condemnation for them, since there is now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus.  Yet, Jesus goes on to use the word, “if.”  If a man does not remain in Him, he will get cut off and tossed into the fire.  How can someone who is in Christ Jesus not remain in Christ Jesus if OSAS is true?  He can’t.  Which means OSAS is not true. 


Again, in verse 7, Jesus says, “If you abide in Me.” Why does He keep using that word “if?” There is no “if” in once saved always saved.  Surely Jesus knows that, doesn’t He?  Verse 10, “If you keep my commandments you will abide in my love…”  Aarrgghh!  There’s that word again.  Here Jesus tells us that we will abide in Him “if” we keep His commandments.  We have to keep Jesus’ commandments (works) in order to remain (abide) in Him and we have to remain in Him in order to be saved.  Salvation by faith alone?  Not here.  Once saved always saved?  Not here.  
Gal 5:1-4, “For freedom Christ has set us free; stand fast therefore, and do not submit again to a yoke of slavery.  Now I, Paul, say to you that if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no advantage to you…You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law; you have fallen away from grace.”  
First thing to note is that the people Paul is talking to have been set free (verse 1).  Which means they are saved.  Their ticket to Heaven has been punched.  The second thing to note is that the last half of verse 1 throws a left hook to the OSAS doctrine.  If these Galatians have been set free, then why does Paul admonish them to stand fast and not submit again to a yoke of slavery?  The yoke of slavery which, as we saw earlier from Romans 6:16, leads to death – eternal damnation.  Does Paul not know that they cannot submit again to a yoke of slavery since they’ve already been saved?  Why do people keep warning folks who have been saved, not to do things that they can’t do; at least, things they can’t do if once saved always saved is true?  Makes no sense.
Now look at the last verse: “You are severed from Christ, you who would be justified by the law; you have fallen away from grace.”  This is a stiff uppercut to the jaw of OSAS doctrine – the knockout punch.  Do you not have to first be joined to Christ, in order to be severed from Christ? But, if you are joined to Christ under OSAS theology, you cannot then be severed from Christ, for any reason.  Do you not have to first have grace in order to fall away from grace?  But, if you have grace under OSAS theology, you cannot then fall away from that grace, for any reason. 
Yet, here is Paul saying those very things: telling people they are severed from Christ and that they have fallen away from grace, if they accept circumcision.  Here we see one more person in the Bible apparently getting it wrong.  First it was James, then Jesus, and now Paul.  Or, could it possibly be that James, Jesus, and Paul all got it right, but the people who believe in once saved always saved got it wrong?   
Continuing in Galatians 5, verses 19-21: “Now the works of the flesh are plain: immorality, impurity, licentiousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, anger…I warn you, as I warned you before, that those who do such things shall not inherit the Kingdom of God.”
Again, Paul is talking to people who have been set free, they have been saved.  Does he tell them that if they commit these sins of the flesh that he lists they are still saved, since there is now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus?  Does he tell them to avoid these sins out of their love for God, but that if they do fall into them the sins will not be held against them since they are hid in Christ?  No!  Nothing of the sort.  He tells them very plainly, very directly, that if they do such things, they will not inherit the Kingdom of Heaven – they will not be saved.  Once saved always saved?  Not here.
2 Tim 2:12, “If we endure, we shall also reign with Him; if we deny Him, He also will deny us.”  
There’s that pesky little “if” word again.  If we endure, we will reign with Jesus.  Which means that if we do not endure, we will not reign with Jesus.  Why is Paul even talking about enduring if once we are saved, we’ve automatically won the race?  “Enduring” is not a word that belongs in a once saved always saved theology.  If we deny Him, He will deny us.  There is no qualifier here.  It doesn’t say, “Unless, of course, you’ve already been saved.”  
2 Peter 2:20-21.  This is another knockout punch: “For if, after they have escaped the defilements of the world through the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, they are again entangled in them and overpowered, the last state has become worse for them than the first. For it would have been better for them never to have known the way of righteousness than after knowing it to turn back from the holy commandment delivered to them.”  
Peter is talking about folks who have “escaped the defilements of the world through the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.”  Would this describe someone who was saved, or unsaved?  Can someone who is unsaved be described as having escaped the defilements of the world?  No.  If they are not saved, they are still enmeshed in the defilements of the world.  Also, verse 15 says about these same people that they have forsaken “the right way” and that they have “gone astray.”  They cannot forsake the right way if they are not first on the right way.  And, they can’t be on the right way unless they’ve been saved.  They also cannot “go astray” unless they have first been on the right path.  But, those who have never accepted Christ into their hearts as their Lord and Savior have never been on the right path.  So Peter is definitely talking about the saved in these verses – people who have known the way of righteousness and have had the holy commandment delivered to them.
What happens to these saved people if they are again entangled in the defilements of the world?  Are they still saved?  I don’t think so.  Peter says that the last state – becoming entangled in the defilements of the world after having known the way of righteousness – is worse than the first state – being entangled in the defilements of the world before knowing the way of righteousness.  The middle state being when they had escaped the way of righteousness and were on the “right way.” 
If in the first state, they were unsaved and headed to Hell, then in the last state, which is said to be worse than the first state, they have to be headed to Hell.  Once saved always saved?  Not here.  
The only response that I can think an OSAS believer can make to these verses, is to insist that the people Peter is talking about really hadn’t been saved in the first place.  They had professed a belief in Christ, but their profession of faith didn’t take, so to speak. It wasn’t really sincere or some such thing.  

There’s a problem with that argument, though.  I’ve clearly shown that Peter was talking about the saved.  How can someone who really wasn’t saved in the first place, due to a defective profession of faith, ever be described as having escaped the defilements of the world?  How can they be said to have forsaken the “right way” if they were never on the right way?  How can they be said to have “gone astray” if they were never on the path of salvation?  
The OSAS folks need to also explain what exactly the second state of this person was if it wasn’t that they were saved.  The first state is that they were unsaved and entangled in the defilements of the world.  The last state is that they are unsaved and entangled in the defilements of the world.  
But then there is this second state where they are said to have been on the “right way,” and that they had “escaped the defilements of the world” through the “knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,” and that they had “known the way of righteousness,” and, finally, that they had the “holy commandment delivered to them.” What state of existence does this describe if not the state of being saved?  From the context, the second state is clearly different from the first or the third, so if you’re unsaved in the first and the third, and the second state is different from those two states, then is the second state not then the state of being saved?  Of being right with God?  Of being on the path to Heaven?
And how can it be said that it is ever worse to have known the way of righteousness than not to have known it?  In a once saved always saved world, that statement is an absurdity.  It’s always better to know the way of righteousness than not to know it.  At least, if you know the way, you have a chance at salvation.  You have a chance of one day following it.  But, if you don’t know the way of righteousness, then you are doomed and without hope.  
This passage from Peter is yet another part of Scripture that drives a stake through the heart of the doctrine of once saved always saved.  
2 Peter 1:10, “Therefore, brethren, be the more zealous to confirm your call and election, for if you do this you will never fall.”  
“If” you do this you will never fall.  If you don’t do this, then, you very well could fall.  Is this the language of eternal security?  Is this the language of absolute assurance?  Doesn’t sound like it to me.
1 Timothy 3:6, “He [any one aspiring to the office of bishop] must not be a recent convert, or he may be puffed up with conceit and fall into the condemnation of the devil.”  
Notice it doesn’t say, “He must not be a recent convert because you cannot be sure he is really saved.”  Plus, how could Paul call someone a recent “convert” if they really aren’t saved?  If they really aren’t a convert?  If they really have not accepted Jesus Christ into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior?  They’re not a convert, they’re an impostor.  
No, Paul is saying that a bishop cannot be a recent convert because as such, he is not yet steady in his faith and making him a bishop could cause him to fall into the condemnation of the devil.  It could cause him to lose his salvation.  Another way we know that Paul is talking about a saved person here, is because he says he could “fall” into the condemnation of the devil.  You cannot fall into the condemnation of the devil if you are already there, if you are already unsaved.  So, once again, Paul is referring to a saved person here.  Which means Paul is saying that a person can be saved, and still lose his salvation.  Yet another scriptural blow to the body of OSAS.  

[I’ll finish up with this, and insert the response to the age of reason argument that I mentioned above in the Introduction, into the body of the text and give you the entire finished chapter next week.  As you can see, there are still a number of Scripture verses I haven’t even touched, and this is not by any means a comprehensive list of anti-OSAS passages.  I probably will have to forego using some of them to keep this chapter from being really long.]

2 Peter 2:17-22
Rev 3:1-5
Rev 2:4-7, 10, 19-25-26
Rev 22:14-15, 18-19
Matt 13:40-42
1 Corinthians 15:2
Matt 5:27-32
Matt 18:7-9
Hebrews 4:1-4, 11
Hebrews 6:4-8

Romans 11:17-22: Paul is talking about how salvation has come to the Gentiles, while many of the Jews have rejected it – and he uses the analogy of an olive tree.  Verse 17, “But if some of the branches were broken off [the Jews], and you, a wild olive shoot [the Gentiles], were grafted in their place to share the richness of the olive tree [Jesus Christ], do not boast over the branches,” (don’t get cocky).  Verse 20, “That is true.  They were broken off because of their unbelief, but you stand fast only through faith.  So do not become proud, but stand in awe.  For if God did not spare the natural branches, neither will He spare you.”  Did you catch that threat?  If the natural branches were broken off, you could be, too.  Verse 22, “Note then the kindness and the severity of God: severity toward those who have fallen, but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in His kindness; otherwise you, too, will be cut off.”
You will not be broken off from the olive tree (Christ) only IF you continue in His kindness.  And what happens if you do not continue in His kindness?  "You, too, will be cut off."  Is this the language of eternal security?  Is Paul here reassuring his readers that they have nothing to fear since they’ve already been grafted into the olive tree?  Absolutely not. 

Let’s continue with verse 23, “And even the others, if they do not persist in their unbelief, will be grafted in, for God has the power to graft them in again.”  Perfect example of being in, being out, and then being in again – kind of like the way the Catholic Church teaches it. And, perfect example of Scripture showing us very plainly that once you are grafted in, once you are “saved”, you had better not become presumptive about it and start believing you can’t be cut off.  Because you can be.
Chapter 5 continued
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Even More Scripture
Rev 2:4-5, “But I have this against you, that you have abandoned the love you had at first.  Remember then from what you have fallen, repent and do the works you did at first.  If not, I will come to you and remove your lampstand from its place, unless you repent."
Jesus is, first of all, talking to “the church at Ephesus.”  The “church” is made up of believers, the saved.  He tells those that have been saved that if they do not repent and “do the works” they had initially done, then He will come and remove their lampstand. 
Question: Does having your lampstand removed by Christ mean that you are still saved?  If so, how so?  If not, then here is yet another example of Scripture debunking the doctrine of once saved always saved.  
Also, please note that in order to maintain their salvation, in order to abide in Jesus, what does Jesus tell the Ephesians?  Does He say, “Your salvation is not dependent on anything you do?”  No.  He tells them that in order to keep their lampstand from being removed, they have to do get back to doing the works they had done at the time of their initial conversion.  Wait a minute!  Is Jesus saying that works play a role in maintaining one’s salvation?  That sounds pretty Catholic to me.  
Rev 22:18-19, “I warn everyone who hears the words of the prophecy of this book: if any one adds to them, God will add to him the plagues described in this book, and if any one takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his share in the tree of life and in the holy city, which are described in this book.” 
The very clear threat here is that one can lose their salvation – which is what “lose his share in the tree of life” means – if they take away from the words of this book.  Well, if once saved always saved is true, then Jesus cannot take away anyone’s share in the tree of life and in the holy city.  He must just be blowin’ smoke, as they say.  It’s an empty threat if once saved always saved is true.  
Now, if someone tries to say, “Jesus is not talking to the saved, but to the unsaved,” then simply ask the question: “Do the unsaved have any share in the tree of life or in the holy city?”  The answer, obviously, is no.  It is only someone who is saved (or in a state of grace as Catholics would say), that can be said to have “a share” in the tree of life and in the holy city.  Jesus cannot take away the unsaved person’s share in the tree of life because the unsaved person has no share in the tree of life.  Which means Jesus is definitely talking to the saved here.   
Question: If one does not have a share in the tree of life or in the holy city (the Heavenly Jerusalem) can one be described as being saved?  If so, in what way?  If not, then either Jesus is issuing empty threats, or once saved always saved is not true.
Romans 11:17-22: Paul is talking about how salvation has come to the Gentiles, while many of the Jews have rejected it – and he uses the analogy of an olive tree.  Verse 17, “But if some of the branches were broken off [the Jews], and you, a wild olive shoot [the Gentiles], were grafted in their place to share the richness of the olive tree [Jesus Christ], do not boast over the branches…That is true.  They were broken off because of their unbelief, but you stand fast only through faith.  So do not become proud, but stand in awe.  For if God did not spare the natural branches, neither will He spare you.”  
Did you catch that threat?  If the natural branches were broken off, you could be, too.  Verse 22, “Note then the kindness and the severity of God: severity toward those who have fallen, but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in His kindness; otherwise you, too, will be cut off.”
You will not be broken off from the olive tree (Christ) “provided” or “if” (KJV) you continue in His kindness.  And what happens if you do not continue in His kindness?  "You, too, will be cut off."  Is this the language of eternal security?  Is Paul here reassuring his readers that they have nothing to fear since they’ve already been grafted into the olive tree?  Absolutely not. 
Let’s continue with verse 23, “And even the others, if they do not persist in their unbelief, will be grafted in, for God has the power to graft them in again.”  Perfect example of being in, being out, and then being in again – kind of like the way the Catholic Church teaches it.  And, perfect example of Scripture showing us very plainly that once you are grafted in, once you are “saved”, you had better not become presumptive about it and start believing you can’t be cut off.  Because you can be.
1 Corinthians 15:1-2, “Now I would remind you, brethren, in what terms I preached to you the gospel, which you received, in which you stand, by which you are saved, if you hold it fast – unless you believed in vain.”
There’s that troublesome word “if” again.  “If” the Corinthians hold fast to the gospel they are saved.  The very clear implication being that if they do not hold fast to the gospel, they will not be saved.  And, before any one says, “If they don’t hold it fast, then that means they weren’t really saved in the first place,” please note that Paul mentions the gospel “in which you stand.”  



Can an unsaved person be described as standing in the gospel?  No.  Unsaved people do not stand in the gospel, which is why they are unsaved.  Paul is referring here to the saved; to those currently standing in the gospel; to those who currently hold to the gospel. 
Hebrews 4:1-3 and 11, “Therefore, while the promise of entering His rest remains, let us fear lest any of you be judged to have failed to reach it.  For good news came to us just as to them; but the message which they heard did not benefit them, because it did not meet with faith in the hearers.  For we who have believed enter that rest…Let us therefore strive to enter that rest, that no one fall by the same sort of disobedience.”

What is this talk about "the promise of entering His rest?"  Haven’t they already entered it?  There is no longer a promise of entering it if OSAS is true.  The promise has been fulfilled.  They’ve made it.  Their ticket to Heaven is already punched.  And how could any of them be judged as having "failed to reach it," if they’ve already reached it?  If the prize has already been won?

Question: If the writer of this letter, and the Hebrews being addressed here have already believed (“For we who have believed), which means in OSAS theology that there is no longer any doubt as to their salvation, then why does verse 11 urge them to “strive” (“labor” in the KJV) to enter God’s rest?  If they already believe, then they don’t need to labor, or strive, in order to enter into God’s rest, they’ve already made it.  If they are faux believers – they think they’re saved but they’re really not – then no amount of labor, or striving, will do a thing for them.  According to OSAS theology, works have no impact on your salvation whatsoever, it is by faith alone that we are saved.  All of which is to say, this passage from Hebrews make no sense if OSAS is true.   
Hebrews 6:4-6, “For it is impossible to restore again to repentance those who have once been enlightened, who have tasted the heavenly gift, and have become partakers of the Holy Spirit, and have tasted the goodness of the Word of God and the powers of the age to come, if they then commit apostasy…”  
Question: Would it be a believer, or an unbeliever, who would be described with the following terms: 1) repentance; 2) enlightened; 3) tasted the heavenly gift; 4) a partaker of the Holy Spirit; 5) tasted the goodness of the Word of God?  
There is no question that these terms can only be used to describe a true believer, not an unbeliever and certainly not a faux believer.  These words describe someone who has been saved.  Yet, it very clearly states that it is possible for someone described in these terms to commit apostasy.  And surely no one would say that someone who commits apostasy – someone who denies Christ – will end up in Heaven?  
One more verse, among the many given in this chapter, that slams the door on the doctrine of once saved always saved.

Did Paul Have Eternal Security?
Phil 3:10-13,  “…that I may know Him and the power of His resurrection, and may share his sufferings, becoming like Him in His death, 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, because Christ Jesus has made me His own.  Brethren, 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…”  
Is that the language of eternal security?  
1 Cor 9:26-27, “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.”  
How could Paul be “disqualified” from the race if he has already won the prize?  If he has already been saved?  

The Book of Life
Rev 20:15, “…and if any one’s name was not found written in the Book of Life, he was thrown into the lake of fire.”  If your name is not in the Book of Life you end up in Hell.  Under once saved always saved theology, your name is written in the Book of Life at the moment you accept Christ into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior and it can never be removed. 
Does Scripture support that view?  Ps 69:28, David is pleading with God to punish David’s enemies.  He says, “Let them be blotted out of the book of the living…”  Was David being facetious in his request of God?  After all, wouldn’t David know that once one’s name is in the Book of Life it can never be removed?  Why would David ask God to do something that he knew cannot be done?  His plea makes no sense.
Rev 3:1-5, “I know your works; you have the name of being alive, and you are dead.  Awake, and strengthen what remains and is on the point of death, for I have not found your works perfect in the sight of my God…Yet you have still a few names in Sardis, people who have not soiled their garments; and they shall walk with me in white, for they are worthy.  He who conquers shall be clad thus in white garments, and I will not blot his name out of the book of life…” 
The very clear implication being that Jesus can indeed blot a person’s name out of the Book of Life.  That flies in the face of OSAS theology, but it is indeed what Scripture says.  Once saved, always saved?  I don’t think so.
To close, I do not know of one Protestant doctrine that runs so completely counter to as much of Scripture as does the doctrine of once saved always saved.  Just look back through this chapter at all the Scripture verses that so clearly refute this doctrine, and keep in mind that there are still dozens upon dozens more Scripture verses that I could have used to contradict this doctrine!
This doctrine of once saved always saved is so dangerous to the souls of those who believe in it.  It can very easily result in spiritual sloth, as those who believe in it can give themselves the excuse, “Well, it doesn’t really matter as far as my salvation is concerned,” if they slowly start falling away from prayer, from church attendance, from doing good works, from walking on the narrow path, from forgiving others, from loving others, and from picking up their cross daily.  
I have heard this doctrine as an excuse to even defend adultery.  The adulterer’s pastor told the adulterer’s wife, when she complained that the adulterer should no longer serve as a deacon at the church, “Well, it hasn’t affected his salvation.”  
One last thing: Every believer in once saved always saved that I have ever met, also believes that there are those out there who think they are saved, but really are not – the faux believers, as I call them.  So, ask anyone who believes in OSAS these questions (this is from an actual conversation):
Question: Are there people who think they’re saved, but they really aren’t?
Answer: Yes, there are.
Question: Are you saved? 

Answer: Yes, I am. 

Question: How do you know you’re not one of those people who think they’re saved, but they really aren’t?
Answer: I know in my heart that I am saved.  
Question: Wouldn’t someone who thinks they’re saved, but really aren’t saved, say the same thing?
Answer: I suppose so.
Question: Then how do you know you’re really saved?  
Answer: I just know.  
Question: How do you know?

Answer: I just do.

The whole point of this line of questioning is that, if it is possible to think you’re saved, but not really be saved, then no one can have eternal security – no one can know for sure that they are saved – because anyone who thinks they’re saved could actually be one of those who think they are but really aren’t.  As you ask these questions, I guarantee you will not be able to keep from smiling as the folks you’re talking to can do nothing but go ‘round and ‘round in a circle of illogic. 

Chapter 6
Mary
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There are several teachings of the Catholic Church in regard to Mary that Protestants often object to.  Those teachings are:

1) The Immaculate Conception; 2) Mary being without sin her entire life; 3) The perpetual virginity of Mary; 4) The Assumption of Mary; 5) Mary as "Mother of God"; 6) Mary as "Queen of Heaven"; and 7) Mary as the mother of all Christians.  
The Immaculate Conception

First, before discussing how to defend this dogma from the biblical, historical, and logical perspectives, let me state exactly what this teaching is: "The most Blessed Virgin Mary was, from the first moment of her conception, by a singular grace and privilege of Almighty God and by virtue of the merits of Jesus Christ, Savior of the human race, preserved immune from all stain of original sin," (CCC # 491). 

One objection I often hear when someone is challenging the Church’s teachings on the Immaculate Conception is this: "Nowhere in the Bible does it use the words ‘Immaculate Conception.’"  The assumption is that for something to be considered authentic Christian teaching, it has to be found directly in the Bible.  I addressed that in an earlier chapter, but suffice it to say that if that’s true, then we need to also throw out Christian belief on the Trinity and on the Incarnation – because neither of those words is directly mentioned in the Bible either.  We also need to stop with all the altar calls, Wednesday night church services, and Bible studies, amongst other things, because none of those things are directly mentioned in Scripture. 

Someone might then say, "Well, even though the words ‘Trinity’ and ‘Incarnation’ are not found directly in the Bible, there is a lot of Scripture that directly addresses those beliefs.  However, there is nothing in the Bible that speaks of Mary’s Immaculate Conception either directly or indirectly." 

When faced with that response, you need to first ask the question: "Is there a passage in Scripture which directly states that Mary was not conceived without Original Sin, or that she was not immaculately conceived?"  They will not be able to answer you, because there is no such passage.  They will, however, attempt to answer you by bringing up Romans, chapter 3.  Rom 3:9-12, “…I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin, as it is written: ‘None is righteous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God.  All have turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, not even one.’”  And, Romans 3:22-23, “For there is no distinction since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God…”  “See”, they will say, “The Bible says that all are under the power of sin and that all have sinned. No one is righteous, no, not one."  Therefore, Mary had to have sinned.

Don’t get thrown off by this.  You were asking about the Church’s teaching on Mary being immaculately conceived, and they are responding to the Church’s teaching on Mary being sinless her entire life.  Point out the difference, tell them that you will get to Mary’s sinlessness in a moment, and then once again ask the question: "Is there a passage in Scripture which directly states that Mary was not conceived without Original Sin, or that she was not immaculately conceived?"  There is no such Scripture passage so they have to either say, "No," or remain silent, or bring up a passage that is unrelated to the question.
Then, you can say, "Okay, we’ve established that there is no passage of the Bible which states that Mary was not immaculately conceived.  Since there is nothing in the Bible that says this did not happen, why do you have a problem with me believing it?"  At which point they might say, "Because the Bible nowhere says it IS true!"  To this you simply respond, "Do you believe contraception is okay?"  Since most Protestants do, they will probably say, "Yes."  You then respond, "But the Bible nowhere says that contraception is okay.  So, the Bible does not say contraception is okay, yet it’s okay for you to believe it is.  The Bible, according to you, does not say the Immaculate Conception is okay, yet it’s not okay for me to believe it is."  This will point out the double standard that many have regarding Protestant beliefs and practices and the Bible vs. Catholic beliefs and practices and the Bible.

You can then continue by telling them you want to look at some Scripture verses that do, in fact, indirectly support the Church’s teaching on the Immaculate Conception.  First, go back to the Old Testament, Genesis 3:14-15: "“The Lord said to the serpent…I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your seed and her seed; He shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise His heel.” 

This is a clear reference here in Genesis to Jesus Christ conquering Satan, bruising Satan’s head – dealing a death blow to Satan.  And Jesus is the seed of what woman?  This is the only place in Scripture that I know of where it mentions the woman’s seed, and not the man’s seed.  We normally associate the seed with the man, not the woman.  And, of course we know why it says "her seed" here in Genesis, because Mary conceived Jesus of the Holy Spirit – not of man.  The Virgin Birth.

Again, the seed of "the woman" is described as bruising the head of the serpent – Satan.  All Christians know that this verse is referring to Jesus Christ.  Genesis 3:15 is often referred to as the proto-evangelium – the first good news – a promise of One to come Who will defeat the power of Satan.  So, if "her seed" refers to Jesus, then who does "her" refer to?  Obviously, "the woman" spoken of here in Gen 3:15 is Mary. 

What else do we see in Gen 3:15?  God Himself tells Satan that He, God, will put enmity between Satan and the woman, Mary.  Enmity, in my dictionary, is defined as “hostility between enemies”.  That is an amazing thing!  God Himself tells Satan that He, God, will put hostility between Satan and Mary.  That He, God, will make Satan and Mary enemies.  If you have sin in you, can you say that there is enmity between you and Satan?  If one is conceived in sin, or if one sins by wilfully disobeying God and His commandments, then are you not in both cases on the side of Satan?  If you are a sinner, aren’t you actually on Satan’s side, at least until such time as you repent and confess of your sin?  So, the question is: If God Himself put enmity between Satan and Mary, how can anyone say that she was conceived in sin, or that she ever committed a personal sin?  Did God not do what He said He would do?  Or, was it that God put enmity between Satan and Mary, but Satan was stronger than God and occasionally overcame what God had done?  Ask someone who doubts the Immaculate Conception to explain to you what it means when God says He will put enmity between Satan and the woman.

From the first book of the Bible we move to the last book of the Bible, the Book of Revelation.

Chapter 6 continued
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In this chapter we see "the woman" (verse 4), the "male child" who is to "rule all the nations with a rod of iron" (verse 5) and "that ancient serpent, who is called the Devil and Satan" (verse 9).  To recall, Genesis 3:15 had "the woman," the "seed," or child, of the woman, and "the serpent," Satan.  In Genesis 3:15, God puts enmity between the woman and Satan.  In Revelation 12, we see that Satan pursues the woman (verse 13) but, because of a special grace from God (verse 14), he never catches her.  This caused Satan to be angry with the woman (there’s that "enmity" thing) and to go off and make war on the rest of her offspring – those who "keep the commandments of God and bear testimony to Jesus." 

The parallels between Genesis 3:15 and Revelation 12 are pretty hard to miss.  The woman, the "seed" or child of the woman, and Satan in both passages.  The promise of Satan’s eventual defeat in Gen 3:15 and the realization of that promise in Rev 12.  And, as God put enmity between the woman and Satan in Gen 3:15, we see that Satan never catches the woman in Revelation 12, and is very angry with her. 

Now, some will say that the woman represents the Church, because it is the Church that brings Jesus to the world; or that she represents Israel, because Jesus is a child of Israel.  And, at one level of interpretation, they would be right.  The image of the woman can be a metaphor for either the Church or Israel.  There are many passages of Scripture that can have different levels of meaning, and this is one of them.  However, at the most basic level of meaning, the woman is also a real person – Mary, the mother of Jesus.  After all, no one ever says that the male child who is to rule all the nations with a rod of iron is a metaphor.  Nor do they say that the ancient serpent, Satan, is a metaphor.  Why then do they claim "the woman" is only a metaphor?  They claim that because they do not want her to be Mary.  To admit that could damage some of their arguments against Catholic teaching on Mary.  So, in the parallel passage of Gen 3:15, we see three real persons, but in chapter 12 of the Book of Revelation, we supposedly only have two real persons and a metaphor? 

Now, I am not about to say that either of these passages "proves," from the Bible, that Mary was immaculately conceived.  I never say this or that passage of Scripture absolutely proves anything.  What I am saying, is that these passages can offer indirect support for that belief.  As discussed in a previous chapter, if, according to Protestant theology on Sola Scriptura, I have the right to read and interpret the Bible for myself, and I choose to interpret those passages as supporting the Catholic teaching on the Immaculate Conception, how can any Protestant tell me that I’m wrong in my interpretation?  
They can tell me that they disagree with my interpretation, but they cannot tell me that my interpretation is wrong, unless they wish to be inconsistent in their theology. 

Two more verses of Scripture: Luke 1:28 and 1:42.  In Luke 1:28, we have the famous greeting of God, through the angel, to Mary: "Hail, full of grace."  Many of the Protestant translations will say, "highly favored," instead of full of grace, but we can work with that.  If Mary is "full of grace," as the Catholic translation says, then the question is: When did she become full of grace?  One can make the argument that it was at the moment of her conception that she became full of grace and there is nothing in Scripture to contradict that argument.  After all, we see that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb (Luke 1:15), could not God have filled Mary with the Holy Spirit from the moment of her conception?  Ask someone if it is possible for God to do such a thing and see what they say. 

Or, if she was "highly favored," then at what point did she become highly favored by God?  Could it not have been at her conception?  Also, we need to ask the question: Was Mary more highly favored than Eve?  If Mary was more highly favored than Eve, and Eve was immaculately created – created without sin – could Mary not then have been immaculately created? 

God created Eve without sin, couldn’t He have done the same for Mary?  Who is greater, the woman who was the instrument through which salvation came into the world, or the woman who was the instrument through which sin came into the world?  Is Mary greater than Eve?  Yes or no?  Is not Mary referred to by Elizabeth as “Blessed among women?”  And was not Elizabeth “filled with the Holy Spirit” when she spoke those words?  [Lk 1:41-42].  

Did Mary not say, in Lk 1:48, that “all generations will call me blessed?”  Do all generations call Eve blessed?  Is Mary greater than Eve?  Yes or no?  Isn’t Mary, by the mere fact that she bore God in her womb, the greatest of all women?  Then, isn’t it at least possible, if not probable, that God would have saved Mary from sin from the very moment of her creation?  Doesn’t it make sense that God, who created the physical mother of us all without sin, would create the spiritual mother of us all (Rev 12:17) without sin?  Doesn’t it make sense that God, who created the woman through whom sin came into the world without sin, would create the woman through whom salvation came into the world without sin? 

So, from a scriptural perspective, we do not have anything that tells us Mary was not immaculately conceived, and we do have some indirect scriptural support for that belief.  From a logical perspective, it makes an awful lot of sense that Mary, who is "full of grace" and "blessed among women," would not be created with a lower stature than Eve was created.  Eve was created without sin, and if Mary is greater than Eve, then it makes sense for Mary to be created without sin also.  Finally, we have the historical perspective of the Church that tells us that Mary was indeed immaculately conceived.  So, if history is saying, "Yes," and the scriptures do not deny it, and it does not go outside the bounds of logic, then how can someone say it is not true?  On what do they base their argument?  Scripture?  No.  Tradition?  No.  Logic?  No.  A preconceived belief that they held because someone taught them that before they ever picked up the Bible to investigate the matter? 
Mary Being without Sin
This dogma is obviously closely related to the Immaculate Conception, since if Mary was without sin her entire life, she would have to have been without sin at the moment of her conception.  This particular belief in regard to Mary is where the loudest howls of protest come in from non-Catholics and, unfortunately, sometimes from those who call themselves Catholic.  I see the arguments against the Immaculate Conception as merely a sidebar to the arguments against Mary’s lifelong sinlessness.  After all, if God stepped into history and created Mary without sin, then that would be a good foundation from which to argue for Mary’s perpetual sinlessness.  So I believe that the arguments against the Immaculate Conception, are simply the result of folks not wanting to give an inch in regards to their belief that Mary was not without sin her entire life.

As I mentioned above, the Scripture verses that will almost always be mentioned first, when arguing Mary as having been without sin, will come from chapter 3 of Romans: Rom 3:9-12, “…I have already charged that all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin, as it is written: ‘None is righteous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God.  All have turned aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, not even one.’”  And, Romans 3:22-23, “For there is no distinction since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God…”  “See”, they will say, “The Bible says that all are under the power of sin and that all have sinned. No one is righteous, no, not one."  They have made these words of Scripture an absolute.  "All" have sinned.  It says, "all," by golly, so that means all, everyone, without exception.  Which means, they believe, that Mary could not have been without sin her entire life.

The very first thing I do when presented by someone with these passages as "proof" that Mary had to have sinned, is to ask that person a question.  And that question is this: "Are you seeking God in your life?"  If I’m speaking to them in person, I almost always get a quick retort of, "Absolutely!"  To which I respond by pointing out that they just contradicted the Bible.  Romans 3:11 states very specifically that "no one seeks for God," yet they just told me that they do indeed seek for God.  How can that be?  Either they’ve just contradicted the Bible, or there is a problem with their absolutist interpretation of this passage of Scripture. 

Another question you could ask at this point is this: "Is praying to God a good thing?"  You will undoubtedly be answered in the affirmative.  You then ask, "Do you pray?"  And they will respond that they do.  You can then make the observation that by praying, they are doing good; yet, in Rom 3:12, it says that "no one does good, not even one."  So, once again, either they have contradicted the Bible, or there is a problem with their absolutist interpretation of these passages from Romans.
If they interpret "all have sinned" as meaning every single human being, without exception, they can’t then turn around and interpret "No one seeks for God" and "No one does good" as not meaning every single human being, without exception.   But, their absolutist interpretation of these passages puts them in the position, if they wish to not contradict the teaching of the Bible, of having to say they do not seek God in their lives, or that they never do anything good in their lives.  Both of which are ridiculous things to have to admit if you’re a "saved" Christian doing your best to follow God’s will for your life.

Chapter 6 continued
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Furthermore, the folks who interpret these verses from Romans 3 as absolutely meaning "all" – everyone without exception – have sinned, fail to take something into account in their fallible, non-authoritative interpretation of these Scripture verses.  I’m going to give you a Catholic principle here, one which is very important to remember.  In Romans 3, Paul is quoting from the Old Testament (O.T.).  And, whenever you see a quote from the O.T., you need to go back and read it in its entirety so that you can get the O.T. context – in order to put it in its proper context when it is used in the N.T.  If you don’t get the O.T. context, you will quite possibly misinterpret the N.T. passage it is used in.  And that’s the mistake a lot of people make when reading Romans 3, they don’t look at the Old Testament to get the context of the passages Paul is quoting from.

Let’s look at an example of this principle.  A passage which is often misunderstood by Fundamentalists and Evangelicals is Matthew 27:46, where Jesus cries from the Cross, “My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?”  I have often heard people say that that passage means that God turned His back on Jesus at that moment.  As if you can separate Jesus from God.  Jesus was and is God.  Can God turn His back on Himself?  Can you ever separate Jesus from God?  Was there ever a moment when Jesus wasn’t God?  No!  What they fail to understand is that these words of Jesus are coming straight from Psalm 22.  Listen to what Psalm 22 has to say.  This is how it starts: “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”  Sounds awfully familiar, doesn’t it?  

Psalm 22 goes on to say, “All who see me mock me…I am poured out like water, and all my bones are out of joint…they divide my garments among them…they have pierced my hands and feet.”  Sound familiar?  This is a prophetic psalm that points to the Crucifixion.  But, even though Psalm 22 starts off with a pathetic and seemingly hopeless cry from a man in agony, it ends up as a triumphant statement full of the hope and the glory and the victory of God.  This psalm is saying that even though things seem bad, and even though it seems, at first, that God is nowhere to be found…that’s not actually the case.  This psalm is saying that God is in control and that ultimately the victory is His.  

So, Jesus’ cry from the cross does not prove that God turned His back on His Son, rather it was Jesus’ way of bringing Psalm 22 to the memory of those at the foot of the cross and to everyone who ever reads or hears about Jesus’ cry from the cross.   This was Jesus’ way of saying that even though this looks like defeat, it is, in reality, victory.  Read Psalm 22 and you will know exactly what I am talking about!  But, you don’t understand this if you don’t look at the O.T. context of Jesus’ cry from the Cross.  

The same happens with the quote by Paul from Romans about “for all have sinned”.  We need to understand the O.T. context of the quote Paul is using in Romans.  And, what is that context from the O.T.?  Let’s see: Ps 14:1-5, “The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God.’  They are corrupt, they do abominable deeds, there is none that does good [sound familiar?].  The Lord looks down from Heaven upon the children of men, to see if there are any that act wisely, that seek after God.  They have all gone astray, they are all alike corrupt; there is none that does good, no, not one.  Have they no knowledge, all the evildoers who eat up my people as they eat bread, and do not call upon the Lord?  There they shall be in great terror, for God is with the generation of the righteous.”  And there is almost the exact same passage in Ps 53:1-4.

Psalm 14 starts off talking about the "fool" who says there is no God.  It says that they, the fools who do not believe in God, are corrupt and do abominable deeds.  "There is none [of the fools] that does good."  It goes on to tell us that there are evildoers, none of whom do right.  But then, it speaks of God’s people, "the generation of the righteous."  So, the Psalm that Paul quotes, even though it says, “…there is none that does good, no, not one,” is obviously not talking about all people, but only those fools who do not believe in God and who it goes on to call “evildoers”.  Because, if it was talking about absolutely all people, then how can the Psalm talk about, just a verse or two later, the generation of the righteous?  If all have gone wrong, if there are none that do good, then there are no righteous people.

Now that we have the O.T. context, we can look at the N.T. context. So, is Paul really saying that all men, with no exceptions, have committed sin? Is he really saying that all men, with no exceptions, are not righteous? Is he really saying that all men, with no exceptions, do not seek God?  Is he really saying that all men, without exceptions, never do good? No, he isn’t.  Remember, the O.T. passage he is quoting is not talking about all men, even though it uses the word "all."  Which means, that these verses from Romans 3 are not the "proof" of Mary’s sinfulness that many non-Catholics think they are. Paul is not talking about all men having committed sin.  Even Evangelicals and Fundamentalists who believe Paul is talking about personal sin here in Romans, make exceptions for infants and young children.  Everyone agrees that neither an infant, nor a young child, has committed a personal sin.  So, even those who quote this passage to show that all men, without exception, have committed personal sin… don’t believe that all men, without exception, have committed personal sin.  They make exceptions. 

Plus, remember it says in Romans 3:9-12, that no one is righteous, no not one.  Well, if we are to make this an absolute, as many non-Catholics do, then we would expect not to find anyone in the Bible referred to as being righteous.  Yet, Luke 1:6 says that Elizabeth and Zechariah, the parents of John the Baptist, were “righteous” before God.  How can that be if no one is righteous, no not one?  In chapter 5 of James it says that the prayer of a righteous man availeth much.  Well, if no one is righteous, no not one, then what righteous men is James talking about?  And there are other righteous folks mentioned throughout the Bible as well.

We mentioned Elizabeth and Zechariah, John the Baptist’s parents, being righteous before God.  Something else that Luke 1:6 says is this: “And [Elizabeth and Zechariah] were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blameless.”  Blameless?  Would that be… without sin?!  How does this fit with “all men have sinned”?

And listen to this from Lk 1:15, “…and he [John the Baptist] will be filled with the Holy Spirit, even from his mother’s womb.”  Would you say that a man who is filled with the Holy Spirit his entire life, even before he is born, was a sinner?

Lk 1:28, “And he [the angel Gabriel] came to her [Mary] and said, “Hail, full of grace, the lord is with you!”  Mary is “full of grace” even before Jesus is conceived.  Would someone who is “full of grace”, full of the very life of God, be considered a sinner?

And, if the wages of sin is death, as Paul clearly says in Rom 6:23, then the argument can be made that Enoch and Elijah must not have ever sinned – because they never died.  We see this in Hebrews 11:5, “By faith Enoch was taken up so that he should not see death; and he was not found, because God had taken him.”  [See also Gen 5:24].  2 Kings 2:11, “And as they still went on and talked, behold, a chariot of fire and horses of fire separated the two of them.  And Elijah went up by a whirlwind into Heaven.”  Neither Enoch nor Elijah died.  If the wages of sin is death, as Paul says in Romans, then a case could be made that neither of them sinned.

So, Paul was not talking about absolutely “all” men, without exception, committing personal sin.  Most everyone agrees that he was not talking about infants and young children.  Scripture tells us that the parents of John the Baptist were blameless before the Lord in all of His commandments and ordinances.  Scripture also tells us that John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Spirit from even before he was born!  I can’t be sure, but it looks like a pretty sinless family to me…at least, that’s what the Bible seems to be saying.

What is going on here in Romans, chapter 3, is that Paul is saying to the Jews that even though they have had a privileged position as God’s people in the past vis-a-vis the Gentiles, and even though they often considered themselves as being without sin as opposed to the Gentile sinners, it is actually the case that both groups – Jews and Gentiles – are under the power of sin.  Paul is telling the Jews that they are not as special as they think they are.  They, too, can sin.  He goes on to tell them that the playing field has now been levelled through the death and resurrection of Christ, and that both groups – not just the Jews – now have access to salvation through Christ. 

Paul is saying that all men – Jew or Gentile – left unto themselves, of their own power, are indeed sinners.  However, by the grace of God, there are also men that can truly be called righteous.  He is indeed speaking in absolutes when it comes to men who have not God, to "The fool who says in his heart, ‘There is no God,’" but he is not speaking in absolutes when it comes to those who live by the grace of God. 

That’s why there are men who can truly be called righteous by the Scriptures, even though Romans 3:10 says, "None is righteous, no not one."  Which is also why it is possible that Mary lived her life without sin, even though Romans 3:23 says that, "all have sinned." 

Mary, without God, would indeed have been under the power of sin.  As it was, though, God, by a special grace, saved her from sin at the very moment of her conception.  And, she was so full of God’s grace, that she did not sin during her entire life.  We need to always remember Luke 1:37, “For with God, nothing is impossible.”  I believe even the most strident anti-Catholic will admit, that God could indeed have created Mary without sin, and that it is indeed possible, by the grace of God, that she remained without sin her entire life.  Would any one of them dare deny that this is at least a possibility?

The first Adam and the first Eve were conceived without sin.  The second Adam was conceived without sin.  Would not the second Eve also be conceived without sin?  The difference in the first Adam and the second Adam, in their human natures, was that the first Adam sinned and the second Adam did not.  Does it not then make sense that the difference between the first Eve and the second Eve would be that the first Eve sinned and the second Eve did not?

Through the first Eve, sin entered the world.  Through the second Eve, salvation entered the world.  The first Eve brought sin into the world through her disobedience.  The second Eve brought salvation into the world through her obedience.  The first Eve, created without sin, sinned.  The second Eve, created without sin, did not. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The arguments against Mary’s sinlessness lack any foundation whatsoever.  I have already shown that the one passage from Scripture – Romans: 3:23 – which is used over and over and over again by Protestants to "prove" Mary could not have been without sin, actually "proves" no such thing.  If it "proves" that Mary did indeed sin, then it also proves that no Protestant is seeking God and that no Protestant ever does good and that no Protestant fears God (see Romans 3:10-12, and 18).  If the word "all" is an absolute in verse 23, then it is also an absolute in verses 10-18.  Would anyone who believes Romans 3:23 proves Mary sinned also then admit that they do not seek God, that they never do good, and that they have no fear of God?  I doubt it.

And, whether Rom 3:23 is referring to personal sin or to Original Sin or both, it makes no difference.   If it is referring to Original Sin, then "all" still isn’t an absolute.  Adam and Eve were created without the stain of Original Sin.  Jesus Christ was conceived without the stain of Original Sin.  Is it not possible for God to have Mary conceived without the stain of Original Sin?  Of course it is.  All things are possible with God.

Now, some people will say, "Well, if Mary was conceived without Original Sin, and if she never sinned her entire life, then she has no need of Jesus Christ as her Savior.  Yet, Mary herself says in Luke 1:47 that God is her Savior; therefore, Mary had to have sinned!"  The problem with this line of thinking, though, is that it flows from a limited view of the power of God.  These folks seem to think that God can only save someone after that person has sinned, and not before. 

I am not an alcoholic.  Why?  By the grace of God.  God saved me from being an alcoholic before I ever became one.  In that same vein, if I am walking along and fall into a big hole in the ground, and someone comes by and pulls me out of that hole, then they have indeed saved me from that hole.  However, if I am walking along and just before I reach the hole, someone comes by and prevents me from falling into it, did they not also save me from that hole?  Of course they did.  Which means, someone can be saved from something either after they have fallen into it, or before they ever fall into it.  So, Mary rightly claims God as her Savior because He saved her, before the fact, from Original Sin, and because He saved her, by His grace, from ever committing an actual sin. 

There are also those who say that by claiming Mary was free from the taint of sin, we Catholics are making Mary equal to God.  Where is the logic in that?  Does that mean Adam and Eve, before they sinned, were equal to God?  Of course not!  So, Mary being sinless in no way makes her equal to God, just as Adam and Eve being sinless in no way made them equal to God.  That argument is based on faulty logic.  Besides, how could Mary be equal to God, when it was only by the grace of God that she was immaculately conceived and was able to avoid sin her entire life? 

Chapter 7

The Perpetual Virginity of Mary – The “brothers” of Jesus
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The Church teaches that Mary was a perpetual virgin.  She was not only a virgin before Jesus was born, but remained so after Jesus was born.  Yet, as many Protestants point out, the Bible does indeed mention the “brothers” of Jesus.  For example, Mark 6:3, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and the brother of James and Joses and Judas and Simon…”

The “brothers” of Jesus are clearly mentioned, and even named, in the Bible.  So, Mary did indeed have other children and, therefore, the Catholic Church is wrong when it dogmatically teaches that she was a perpetual virgin, right?  Well, not so fast.

First of all, one needs to realize that there was no word for cousin, or for nephew or niece, or for aunt or uncle in ancient Hebrew or Aramaic – the words that the Jews used in all those instances were "brother" or "sister".  An example of this can be seen in Gen 14:14, where Lot, who was Abraham’s nephew, is called his "brother."  Some Bible translations might say “kinsman” because the translator knows that Lot was not Abram’s brother, but the actual word used in the Hebrew is “brother”.  Lot, however, is clearly identified as Abram’s nephew in Gen 11:27, “Terah was the father of Abram, Nahor, and Haran; and Haran was the father of Lot.”  So, Lot was Abram’s, or Abraham’s, nephew.  Yet, Scripture refers to him as Abraham’s brother.

Second, let’s get the "big picture" regarding Jesus’ "brothers" by looking at some verses that describe the scene at the Crucifixion:

1) Matthew 27:55-56, “There were also many women there, looking on from afar…among whom were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James and Joseph, and the mother of the sons of Zebedee.” 

2) Mark 15:40, "There were also women looking on from afar, among whom were Mary Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses, and Salome…"

3) John 19:25, "But standing by the cross of Jesus were His mother, and His mother’s sister, Mary the wife of Clopas, and Mary Magdalene."

What do we see in these three passages that pertains to the perpetual virginity of Mary?  Well, we see that Mary, the mother of James and Joseph (or Joses), is specifically mentioned in the passages from Matthew and Mark.  Isn’t that interesting?  Where else do we see James and Joses mentioned?  In Mark 6:3, which is the verse mentioned above that contains the reference to Jesus’ "brothers."  And who are two of those brothers?  James and Joses.  But wait a minute, I thought James and Joses were sons of Mary the mother of Jesus?  Not according to Scripture.  Plus, when we look at the passage from John, it seems that Mary the mother of James and Joses is further identified as Mary the wife of Clopas, and she is also further identified as the "sister" of Jesus’ mother.  Which means, that James and Joses, the "brothers" of Jesus, would actually have been the cousins of Jesus.  Which makes perfect sense because the Jews referred to all close male relatives as their "brothers." 

In other words, it seems that the James and Joses identified in Mark 6:3 as the “brothers” of Jesus, indeed had a mother named Mary, but it was not the same Mary who was the mother of Jesus.  This scriptural fact would tend to negate Mark 6:3 as "proof" that Mary, the mother of Jesus, had other children.  It would, in fact, add to the argument for her perpetual virginity.  

There are only two possible arguments someone could make to counter this line of reasoning: 1) The James and Joses mentioned in Matthew 27 and Mark 15 are not the same James and Joses mentioned in Mark 6:3; or 2) To concede that James and Joses were not the "brothers" of Christ, they were instead close relatives, but to still argue that the other "brothers" named in Mark 6:3 – Judas and Simon – and the "sisters" mentioned there, really were the sons and daughters of Mary the mother of Jesus…really! 

The problem with the former argument is that there is absolutely nothing in the Bible that would suggest the James and Joses mentioned in Matthew 27 and Mark 15 are not the same ones mentioned in Mark 6:3.  People who have the same name are clearly distinguished in the New Testament.  For example, we see that there were several women named Mary amongst Jesus’ followers.  We also see that they are clearly identified as separate individuals when they are mentioned in the Scriptures so that there is no confusion as to which Mary is being talked about.  In Matt 27:61, it even mentions the "other" Mary to distinguish Mary, the mother of James and Joses, from Mary Magdalen.  It didn’t just say, "Mary and Mary," or, "The two Mary’s." 

So why would anyone think that the James and Joses in Matt 27 and Mark 15 are anyone other than the James and Joses of Mark 6:3?  In none of the verses that mention these two names does it have any other identifier that would distinguish one pair of James and Joses from another pair of James and Joses.  It seems that there was but one pair of brothers named James and Joses who were apparently well known by the early Christian community. 

In the latter argument above, to concede James and Joses as being close relatives, and not brothers, of Jesus, yet to try and still argue that Judas and Simon were indeed Jesus’ brothers – sons of Mary – is a very weak argument.  If two of the four "brothers" of Jesus listed in that verse are actually cousins of Jesus, then doesn’t it make perfect sense that the other brothers listed there are cousins as well, and that the "sisters" are also cousins?  Think about it.  First of all, if Judas and Simon were also sons of Mary, wouldn’t they have been listed first instead of James and Joses?  After all, wouldn’t you list the actual "brothers" of Jesus ahead of the cousins of Jesus in a list of "brothers" of Jesus?  Secondly, the fact that it has been shown the word "brothers" is referring to at least two "cousins," not blood brothers, proves that  you cannot automatically assume the word "brothers," as used in Mark 6:3, absolutely refers to sons of the same mother.  The word "brothers" in Mark 6:3 has lost its clout in trying to prove that Mary was not a perpetual virgin.

Furthermore, let’s look at Galatians 1:19.  Paul is talking about when he went to Jerusalem to consult with the chief of the Apostles, Peter, and while there, “I saw none of the other apostles except James, the Lord’s brother.”  So, we have James, the “brother” of Jesus as mentioned in Mark 6:3, and James, the “Lord’s brother,” as mentioned in Gal 1:19.  And this time James, the Lord’s brother, is identified as an apostle.  So, if I’m a Bible-only believer – in other words, if the Bible is my sole rule of faith when it comes to all things related to the Christian Faith – then I have to admit that the James in Mark 6:3 and the James in Gal 1:19 are the same James.  There is nothing in Scripture to tell me otherwise.

But there’s a problem for those who would say this James is the son of Mary, the mother of Jesus.  You see, this James is clearly identified as an apostle.  Yet, of the two apostles named James that we find in the list of the twelve apostles (e.g., Matthew 10:1-4), one of them had a father named Zebedee and the other had a father named Alphaeus – neither one of them had a father named Joseph!  So, the Apostle James, who is one of the "brothers of the Lord" from Mark 6:3, cannot actually be a blood brother of Jesus, because he is either the son of Alphaeus or the son of Zebedee, not the son of Joseph.  He has to be a cousin or some similar relation to Jesus, not his brother. 

Now, there is one line of Catholic tradition (small “t” tradition), that identifies the James in Galatians 1:19 as not being one of the original twelve apostles.  However, someone who goes by the Bible alone and who does not put any stock in “tradition” cannot use the argument from tradition, because they only accept the Bible as the authority in matters Christian.  So, using the Bible alone, one cannot argue that the James in Gal 1:19 is a “third” James who had at some point been named an apostle, because the Bible nowhere mentions such a thing.

So, when we look at the “brothers” of Jesus in the broader context of Scripture, rather than just focusing on Mark 6:3, we see that the argument against the perpetual virginity of Mary has no foundation in the Bible.  We also see that Mark 6:3, when taken in a broader scriptural context, tends to actually strengthen the argument for Mary as having been a perpetual virgin.

Another point to consider: If Jesus had had any brothers, if Mary had had any other sons, would the last thing that Jesus did on earth be to grievously offend his surviving brothers? In John 19:26-27, right before Jesus dies, it says that Jesus entrusted the care of His mother to the beloved disciple, John. If Mary had had any other sons, it would have been an incredible slap in the face to them that the Apostle John was entrusted with the care of their mother!  In Jewish society, when the father died, the care of the mother would pass to the eldest son.  If he died, then the care of the mother would pass to the next eldest son, and so on.  The fact that Jesus gave the care of His mother over to the Apostle John provides strong evidence that there were no other "brothers" of Jesus.  If there had been, then one of them would have naturally assumed care for their mother at Jesus’ death. 

One other passage to consider is Acts 1:14-15, "[The Apostles] with one accord devoted themselves to prayer, together with the women and Mary the mother of Jesus and with His brothers…the company of persons was in all about a hundred and twenty."  A company of 120 persons composed of the Apostles, Mary, the women, and the "brothers" of Jesus. Let’s see there were 11 Apostles at the time.  Jesus’ mother makes 12.  The women, probably the same three women mentioned in Matthew 27, but let’s say it was several dozen or so, just for argument’s sake.  So that puts us up to 80 or 90 or so.  Which leaves the number of Jesus’ brothers at about 30 or 40! Do you think Mary had 30 or 40 children?  We would have to have a dogma that proclaimed the perpetual labor of Mary!  No, Scripture does not contradict the teaching of the Catholic Church about the "brothers" of Jesus, not when Scripture is properly interpreted in context.

Chapter 7 continued
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There are two other passages from Scripture that I wish to mention to support the biblical argument for the perpetual virginity of Mary – Ezekiel 44:1-2 and Luke 1:34.

"Then he brought me back to the outer gate of the sanctuary, which faces east; and it was shut.  And he said to me, "This gate shall remain shut; it shall not be opened, and no one shall enter by it; for the Lord, the God of Israel, has entered by it; therefore it shall remain shut." If a gate of the temple which has been used by the Lord is so holy that no one else shall enter through that gate, then how much moreso the gate by which the Lord entered into this life to bring salvation to all mankind?  Mary is the gate through which the Lord, the God of Israel, has entered, and therefore it (her womb) shall remain shut and no one else will enter by it.   

Luke 1:34, "Then said Mary unto the angel, ‘How shall this be, seeing I know not a man?’"  Mary, after being told by an angel she was going to conceive a child in her womb, asks the angel, "How shall this be?"  If Mary was planning on having normal marital relations with Joseph, then this has to be one of the dumbest questions of all time.  Think of a woman, any woman, who is engaged to a man.  This woman is hoping to have many children with her soon-to-be husband.  An angel appears to her and says, "You shall conceive a child in your womb."  What would the woman say?  She would say, "Great!"  "Wonderful!"  "Awesome!"  She would not say, "How can this be?"  She would know that once she got married, and she and her husband engaged in the marital act, that the natural result would be a child.  So, again, if Mary was planning on having normal marital relations with Joseph, then this was a really dumb question. 

But, if Mary had taken a vow of perpetual virginity, if she had made a vow to God to remain a virgin for her entire lifetime, then this question makes perfect sense.  Why else ask that question?  Now, someone might say, "Well, Mary simply had never had the birds and the bees talk with her mom, so she simply didn’t understand the physical process involved."  Sorry, by her own words, we see that Mary clearly knows that one has a child by "knowing" a man.  This was a Jewish euphemism for engaging in the marital act.  So, if it is not out of ignorance that Mary asks that question, what then?  Mary asks that question because she knew that she and Joseph were not going to have physical relations.  That is the only thing that makes this question make sense.  Ask someone who does not believe in the perpetual virginity of Mary the question of why Mary asked this question, and see what they say.  I’ll bet it doesn’t make a whole lotta sense.

So, we see that the Bible actually presents some pretty strong evidence – Old Testament and New – for Mary being a perpetual virgin.  There is no direct "proof" of that from the Bible, but there is a strong case to be made using the Bible.  What objections are raised then, by those who say the Bible proves Mary was not a perpetual virgin?  Outside of the passages like Mark 6:3 which refer to Jesus’ "brothers" and "sisters," which I have already shown are not referring to other children of Mary, there is one Bible passage that is usually laid down as the trump card by folks who object to the Church’s teaching on this matter.  That passage is Matthew 1:24-25, which says, "When Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of the Lord commanded him; he took his wife, but knew her not until she had borne a son…" 

"See," they say, "It says Joseph knew her not UNTIL she had borne a son.  Which means that he did "know" her after she had borne a son.  Therefore, Mary was not a perpetual virgin." 

Does the use of the word "until" automatically mean that something was true up to a certain point of time and then it was no longer true?  Absolutely not.  Let’s look at 1 Tim 4:13.  Paul writes to Timothy and says, "Until I come, attend to the public reading of scripture, to preaching, to teaching."  Does that mean that Timothy, after Paul visited him, never again publicly read the scripture or preached or taught?  It does if "until" automatically means things change after the "until" condition is met.  So, ask those who throw Matthew 1:25 at you if Timothy stopped the public reading of scripture, stopped preaching, and stopped teaching after Paul arrived. 

Also, ask them if Jesus is to reign forever or not.  They will undoubtedly say, "Yes, Jesus will reign forever."  Then simply take them to 1 Cor 15:25 which says, "For He [Christ] must reign until He has put all His enemies under His feet."  Which means, using the same interpretative model they used for Matt 1:24-25, that Jesus is not going to reign forever.  He only reigns "until" He puts all His enemies under His feet, then He no longer reigns.  After all, the word "until" means that things change after the "until" condition is fulfilled. 

Yet, Scripture tells us very plainly that Jesus will reign forever: Luke 1:33, "and He shall reign over the house of Jacob forever; and of His kingdom there will be no end."  Rev 22:5, "And night shall be no more; they need no light of lamp or sun, for the Lord God will be their light, and they [Father and Son] shall reign for ever and ever." 

So, it seems that Jesus does reign forever, even though Scripture says He will reign "until" all of His enemies have been defeated.  Which means the word "until" does not absolutely denote a change of condition.  One more example that proves this is from Acts 8:40.  In Acts 8:40, it tells us that Philip preached the gospels all over the place "until" he came to Caesarea.  So that means he stopped preaching the gospel after getting to Caesarea, right?  I don’t think so.

Does the word "until" ever signify a change of condition?  Absolutely.  In fact, that is the most common usage of the word.  However, as I have clearly shown, it is also used to simply show the way things are up to a certain point in time, without necessarily indicating a change of condition after that certain point in time.

So, Matthew 1:24-25 is simply letting you know that Jesus’ birth was a virgin birth.  That Joseph had no relations with Mary before Jesus’ birth, thus fulfilling the prophecy of a virgin giving birth.  There is no intent here to imply that Joseph did then have relations with Mary after the birth of Jesus. 
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