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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.

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/155-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-117 

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.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/167-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-118 

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. 
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Introduction
In this issue I’m going to look at an email that was sent to one of our subscribers by a Baptist minister. This particular subscriber has been engaged in a dialogue with this Baptist minister – his wife’s pastor – and seems to be getting under his skin (which is a good thing). 

In this particular email, the pastor, who is a devotee of the once saved always saved dogma, is responding to a question our reader sent him about the Parable of the Prodigal Son. As I always teach folks to do, our reader used the words of the Prodigal Son’s father from Luke 15:24 (“for this my son was dead but is alive again,” to show that once saved always saved is false, and the pastor was responding to that.

I’ll put the pastor’s comments in italics, then I’ll give my response in navy blue color. Read the parable (Luke 15:11-32), paying close attention to verse 24, and then read the newsletter.
Pastor:  First of all, I find it incredibly amusing that you resort to the parable of the Prodigal Son to support losing one’s salvation.  I must admit that, in all of my reading on the subject of “falling from grace” and on the interpretation of this parable, I have never seen it so wrongly handled. 

My Response: By what authority do you declare this interpretation of the Parable of the Prodigal Son to be wrong?  Are you infallible in your interpretation of Scripture?  Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture?  If so, how so?  If not, then could you be wrong when you judge this particular interpretation to be wrong?  After all, you’ve admitted to changing your views on other issues in the past, so you must have realized you were wrong in what you believed, and so you changed those beliefs.  So, is there at least the possibility you could be wrong on this?  Also, do you or do you not believe that everyone has the right to pick up the Bible and decide for themselves, as they feel guided by the Holy Spirit, as to what the words of Scripture are saying?  Or, do you believe that only those who agree with your interpretation of Scripture have the right to read and interpret Scripture for themselves?  
Strategy: The key word here is "interpretation."  Remember the "But That’s My Interpretation," strategy.  How can this man say anyone’s interpretation of the Prodigal Son, or any other passage of Scripture is wrong when, by one of the main pillars of his belief system, he believes everyone has the right to pick up the Bible and read it for themselves to decide for themselves what each and every verse means, without answering to any outside authority?  He can say he "disagrees" with the interpretation, but he cannot say it is "wrong," without betraying himself as a hypocrite.  He believes you can, and should, read the Bible for yourself to decide for yourself what it says, but when someone does that and comes up with an interpretation that is contrary to his, that other person is declared to be wrong, and apparently infallibly so!  Well, how can they be wrong if they have the authority to read the Bible and decide for themselves?!  Hypocrite!

Pastor: Really, I could make just one point and it would suffice.  You build your whole case around the fact that he was “dead.”  Indeed, that’s the graphic language used by the father.  But where does it say that he was ever not his son?  In fact, when the son tried to say that he was “no longer worthy to be called” his father’s son, the father brushed him aside and awarded him the symbols of complete sonship.  Even the son knew he was still his son.  He just thought he was no longer worthy to be “called” his son.  Nice try.

My Response: What, pray tell, do you think the "graphic language" used by the father to describe his son as being "dead," meant?  Is it completely irrelevant to the point of the parable?  Was the son still, biologically-speaking, his father’s son?  Of course he was.  So what?  Do you not know what a Jew meant by declaring a family member "dead" to them, even though that family member was still living?  I think you probably do, but you seem to choose to ignore that in your argument here.  For a Jew to declare a family member as being "dead," even though they were still alive, meant that they were cut off from the father’s household.  They were cut off from the father.  Cut off from the family.  Cut off from any and all rights regarding the family, regarding their birth right, regarding their inheritance.  They were, for all practical purposes, dead to the father…dead to the family.  Was the prodigal son still the biological son?  Yes.  But, was he cut off from the father and all that the father had?  Yes.  So, while you are correct, he was still his father’s biological son, you seem to completely ignore the fact that he was cut off from the father’s house.  
So, I ask you, what does it mean when the father in the parable says that his son was "dead."  You seem to think it is completely irrelevant to the story.  If God the Father – whom I believe you will agree is represented by the father in the parable – said that you, Pastor, were "dead" to Him, what would that mean?  Would being cut off from the household of God be no big deal to you?  Would being persona non grata to God mean that you’re still saved?  That is what your argument is asserting, that for someone to be "dead" to God the Father, to be cut off from God the Father, means that they are still saved.  To you, "dead" equals "saved."  If you want an interpretation that is amusing, I think that one qualifies. 
Strategy:  Ask questions.  Take whatever someone puts in front of you and go over it with a fine-toothed, common sense comb.  Don’t just accept what they say as the Gospel truth.  At the surface, what he says might seem to make sense.  
But, as I’ve shown here, what he really did was completely ignore the fact that the father described the son as being dead.  He makes mention that it was "graphic" language.  So, he seems to recognize the seriousness of the father using such language to describe the prodigal son, but then he goes on to completely ignore the fact that the language the father used meant something, and that it is indeed relevant to the point being made.  And, the conclusion he comes to, which he doesn’t explicitly mention because it is a pretty ridiculous conclusion, is that the son was "saved," even though he was described as being dead.  Being dead, in terms of salvation, means being unsaved…being lost.

Pastor:  Additionally, this parable was not a theological treatise on the uncertainty of one’s salvation.  To read that into it is unjustifiable.  The parable was a rebuke of the self-righteous attitudes of the Pharisees which was depicted by the older brother.  Jesus rebuked the scribes and Pharisees and confronted them with their very ungodly attitudes toward the "sinners" of society. The ending of the parable shows that it was directed to the scribes and Pharisees.  The self-righteous, judgmental attitude of the elder brother is in stark contrast to the greatness of God’s unconditional love for the outcast of society.  Nobody could have been more of an outcast than an apostate, immoral, swine-feeding Jew.  He challenged them to cease their loveless ways and be merciful toward those so greatly in need of the mercy of God.  He was not telling them about the intricacies of gaining and losing one’s salvation.

My Response:  So, the Parable of the Prodigal Son was obviously misnamed, eh?  It should have been the Parable of the Jealous Older Brother, right?  I mean, if the whole point of the parable was focused on the reaction of the older brother, then all of that stuff about the prodigal son leaving his father’s house, dissipating his inheritance on sinful living, repenting of his ways and turning back to the father, the father saying he was dead and then alive "again,"…well, all of that was basically irrelevant to the story.  It was all about the older brother!  
Sorry, Pastor, but the main focus of this parable is salvation, not about how the scribes and Pharisees should be nice to everyone!  Yes, the reaction of the older brother is an important part of the parable, but it is not the main focus.  Yes, the scribes and the Pharisees were who the parable was addressed to, but the point Jesus was making to them is that He came for sinners and that God rejoices over every sinner who turns from their sinful ways.  We see that as the main point of the accompanying parables in Luke 15, do we not? 
In other words, the point of the parable is salvation.  Was the main point about salvation that you could lose it even after you’ve been saved?  No.  The main point was that salvation is open to anyone who repents and turns to the Father, and that God will rejoice over every repentant sinner.  But, the Jews did not believe in once saved always saved, and neither did anyone who called themselves a Christian until the 1500’s, so of course it’s not going to be the main point of the parable.  However, whether it’s the main point or not, it is still something that is part of the parable, as it is part of the accompanying parables.  The son was alive, he was a member of his father’s household.  He rejects the father – which is what asking for his inheritance while his father was still living means…that his father was dead to him – then he goes off and sins and becomes "dead" to his father, no longer a part of the family, of the household.  Then, he repents and returns to his father and is alive "again."  Alive, dead, alive again.  Saved, unsaved, saved again.
Look at the accompanying parables in Luke 15.  The lost sheep; the woman who loses a coin.  They are about finding the lost.  They are about salvation.  Which brings me to an interesting question for you: In the parable of the man who has 100 sheep, and one gets lost, would you say that the lost sheep was "saved," even though it is described as being "lost"?  Does "lost" mean "saved" in your lexicon, just like "dead" means "saved" in your lexicon?  I mean, if I use the same logic you used in your interpretation of the Parable of the Prodigal Son, the lost sheep must have been saved, right?  After all, even though the sheep was lost – like the prodigal son was lost – it was still that man’s sheep – just like the prodigal son was still the father’s son, right?  The lost sheep still belonged to that same man, didn’t it?  So, it must have been saved, even though it was lost, right?  Again, if you want an amusing interpretation, your interpretation that results in "lost" meaning "saved," and in "dead" meaning "saved," would certainly qualify.  Have you ever once interpreted the Parable of the Lost Sheep to mean that the sheep was "saved," even though it was lost?
I would close by simply asking you, again, what did it mean when the father described the son as being "dead."  In salvation terms, does dead mean "saved?"  What does it mean when the father describes the son as having been "lost?"  In salvation terms, does lost mean "saved?"  And, exactly what did it mean when the father said the son was alive "again?"  In salvation terms, what does it mean to be alive "again?"  One cannot be alive "again," unless one is first alive, then dead, then alive once more.  If alive means saved, and if dead means still saved, as your argument claims, then what does alive again mean?  Why didn’t the father say, "…for this my son was still my son and is still alive?"  Why did he use the words "dead" and "alive again?"  
Lastly, when the elder son, who you interpret as meaning the scribes and Pharisees, when he refused to come into their father’s house at the end of the parable, was he still saved?  Were the scribes and Pharisees still saved even though they rejected Jesus Christ?  After all, they were in covenant with God…sons of God…by virtue of their circumcision, so they were still his sons even after they rejected Christ, right?  So, by your logic, they should still be saved, right?  Once a son, always a son, right?  Once saved always saved, eh?
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Introduction
This week I'm going to share with you the draft of a tract I recently wrote for St. Paul Street Evangelization (http://streetevangelization.com).  
Many Christians believe in a concept known as “eternal security,” also known as Once Saved Always Saved (OSAS).  This is the belief that once you’ve accepted Jesus Christ into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior, then you are guaranteed a place in Heaven, no matter what. Once you’ve accepted Christ, you have absolute assurance that you are saved forever - eternal security.  But, is this a truly Christian belief - a truly biblical belief?  Let’s look at the arguments and see.

1) The Argument from Sin

This is the main problem cited in regard to a belief in eternal security.  If, after a person is saved, they cannot lose their salvation, no matter what they do, no matter how many sins they commit, then we are left with a reality where there is, essentially, no consequence for sin.  There is no consequence of sin for the unbeliever, because he is already going to Hell for his unbelief, so whether he sins or not, it makes no difference; and there is no consequence of sin for the believer, because once he believes, he’s on the Salvation Express headed to Heaven, so whether he sins or not, it makes no difference.  In a Once Saved Always Saved belief system, there is no serious consequence for sin.  Is that what Christians really believe?

Sin and the Bible

From the beginning of the Gospels, Jesus makes it a major point of His ministry to talk about repentance from sin and to warn of the consequences of sin.  “From that time Jesus began to preach, saying, ‘Repent, for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand,’” (Matt 4:17).  Why do we need to repent, though, if sin holds no consequences regarding our salvation?  Why didn’t Jesus just say, “Believe, for the Kingdom of Heaven is at hand?”  Why repent?  Because, as Jesus shows us in the Sermon on the Mount, and elsewhere, there are indeed serious consequences of sin.  In Matthew 5:29-30, Jesus said that if your eye causes you to sin, pluck it out.  Or, if your hand causes you to sin, cut it off.  Why? Because it is better to lose an eye or a hand than to have your whole body tossed into Hell. Can Jesus be any more clear that sin can cause believers to end up in Hell?   

Maybe, though, Jesus was referring to unbelievers here?  Not a chance.  Jesus cannot be talking about unbelievers because He is holding out the possibility of salvation for those who take the drastic measure of cutting of their hand or plucking out their eye in order to avoid sin.  Even if unbelievers take such drastic measures to avoid sin, they will still be headed to Hell, not Heaven, for their unbelief!  Which means Jesus is speaking of the consequences of sin for believers!  Unrepented sin, if you believe Jesus, will get you thrown into Hell. This flies in the face of the doctrine of eternal security.

Also, in pretty much every letter he wrote, Paul warns the believers he is writing to about the consequences of sin.  Romans 6:16, “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?”  The Word of God says that there are consequences to sin - that sin leads to death - and Paul makes no distinction between the believer and the unbeliever.

Galatians 5:19-21, “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.”  Ephesians 5:5, “Be sure of this, that no immoral or impure man...has any inheritance in the Kingdom of Christ and of God.”  Sin has consequences, and there is nothing in these passages, or the many others like them, that indicates believers are exempt from the consequences of these sins.

So, contrary to the doctrine of eternal security, Scripture shows us that sin does indeed carry consequences, for the saved and the unsaved, with the worst of those consequences being the loss of one’s salvation.  

2) The Argument from the Bible

There are any number of Scripture verses that are in direct contradiction to a belief in Once Saved Always Saved.  So many, in fact, that it is difficult to decide which ones to mention, but here are just a few:

Eternal Security and the Bible

Romans 17:-24, “Note then the kindness and the severity of God: severity toward those who have fallen [the Jews], but God’s kindness to you, provided you continue in His kindness; otherwise you too will be cut off.”  Paul is talking to Gentiles who have been grafted into God (v.17), who have been saved.  Yet, what is Paul saying to these saved persons?  He is warning them that if they do not continue in God’s kindness, they, too, will be cut off - they will lose their salvation - just as the Jews were.

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...”  Could an unbeliever ever be described as being “enlightened,” or as being a “partaker of the Holy Spirit,” or of having “tasted the heavenly gift?”  Absolutely not!  Which means, this passage is talking about believers; yet, what does it say?  It says that believers can commit apostasy; they can reject Christ even after being saved!  

John 15:1-6: Jesus is the vine (v.1).  Those who believe in Him are the branches (v.5).  Can an unbeliever in any way be said to be a branch of the vine that is Christ?  Absolutely not.  So, what will happen to the branches, to the believers, if they do not produce good fruit?  Are they still saved?  No!  If there is a branch of the vine that does not produce good fruit, then it is cut off from the vine - from Christ - tossed into the fire and burned.  A not so subtle reference to Hell.

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.”  Sounds like the righteous people spoken of here thought they couldn’t lose their salvation either, doesn’t it?

All of these passages, and many, many more, state very plainly and clearly that we can indeed lose our salvation, that we can indeed turn away from Christ, of our own free will, even after we’ve been saved.  

3) Arguments For Once Saved Always Saved

There are a few main verses of Scripture that OSAS believers point to in support of their belief, but do these verses really teach eternal security?  Let’s take a look at them and see:

From the Bible

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.”

Romans 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.”

Romans 8:38-39: “For I am sure that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers, nor height, nor depth, nor anything else in all creation, will be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord.”

John 5:24: Truly, truly, I say to you, he who hears my word and believes him who sent me, has eternal life; he does not come into judgment, but has passed from death to life.”

The arguments are that since a believer cannot be snatched out of the hand of God and that there is nothing that can separate them from the love of God, then once they are saved, they are saved for good.  Plus the fact that there is “no condemnation” for those who are in Christ Jesus, and they have passed “from death to life,” further cements the case in the mind of the OSAS believer that he cannot lose his salvation.    

Twisting the Scripture?

Is that really what those passages say, though?  Or is that simply someone twisting scripture (2 Peter 3:16) to make the Bible fit what they believe?  In John 10:27-29, for example, is this passage really teaching that you cannot lose your salvation, or is it simply saying that no one can forcibly remove, or snatch, you from the hand of God against your will?  Where does this passage say that you cannot walk away from God of your own free will?  It doesn’t, it just says you cannot be pulled away from God against your will.

In Romans 8:1-2, there is indeed no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus; as long as you stay in Christ Jesus. But, nowhere does this verse say one will automatically stay in Christ Jesus regardless of how much sin they commit.  And in Romans 8:38-39, did you notice that sin is not mentioned as something that cannot separate us from God?  Also, if you stop to think about what that verse actually says, you will see it is speaking of God’s unconditional love for us, not unconditional salvation.

John 5:24: Truly, truly, I say to you, he who hears my word and believes him who sent me, has eternal life; he does not come into judgment, but has passed from death to life.”  Yes, if you hear Jesus’ word and believe in God, you have passed from death to life.  But, nowhere does it say that you cannot pass from life to death, as the Prodigal Son did.  He was alive, then was dead, then alive again (Luke 15:24)!  And, nowhere does this verse say you cannot lose your faith in Christ at some point after believing in Him, which is exactly what happens in the Parable of the Sower and the Seed, where Jesus talks about how some will receive the Word with joy, but then fall away from the Word when they are persecuted (Matt 13:20-21).

There is no verse in the Bible that says once you are saved, you are guaranteed to always remain saved.  There is no verse in the Bible that says sin has no consequences.  There is no verse in the Bible that says we can have absolute assurance of our salvation.  In fact, Paul himself tells us not to judge ourselves as being saved, because that judgment is reserved for the Lord when He comes (1 Cor 4:3-5).

4) What About Babies?

Not all, but many, adherents of OSAS believe that if a baby dies, he or she will go to Heaven.  They believe babies are, in essence, “saved.”  But, what happens when someone does not die as a baby, and they grow up and never accept Jesus Christ as their Lord and Savior - are they still saved?  No.  Which means they were saved as babies, but then they lost that state of salvation when they grew up and did not profess a belief in Christ.  If OSAS is true, however, that can’t happen.  If OSAS is true, then if a baby is saved, it shouldn’t matter if they profess Christ or not as adults, because they cannot lose their salvation.  Yet, no believer in Once Saved Always Saved would agree that was the case.  This presents quite a logical dilemma for believers of this doctrine.

5) Does This Make Any Sense?

Finally, there are a number of Scripture verses that make absolutely no sense whatsoever in a Once Saved Always Saved world.  Here are just a few for you to check out yourself: Phil 2:12; Hebrews 4:1, 11; Col 1:21-23; 2 Cor 13:5-6; Hebrews 10:38; 1 Tim 4:1; and there are many more.
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Introduction
In this issue, I'm going to answer a few questions or concerns that came in regarding the last issue on Once Saved Always Saved (OSAS).  Also, I'm going to include a couple more Bible passages that refute OSAS that I wanted to include in the tract, but just didn't have the room to do so.

Question: As a former OSAS adherent, I think this is a very good tract that should provoke some to really think about what they believe.  However, I am bothered by one section: "Even if unbelievers take such drastic measures...they will still be headed to Hell..."  Doesn't this statement go against Church teaching where someone, through no fault of their own does not know Christ can be saved by avoiding sin and doing right?  I know you're not talking about this type of person or that you would necessarily classify that person as an unbeliever in the sense of one who rejects Christ.  An OSAS believer would, however, classify anyone who doesn't know Christ, invincibly ignorant or not as an unbeliever.

 

My Response: Yes, the Church teaches that someone who is invincibly ignorant of Jesus Christ and His Church, may be saved.  The Church holds out the possibility that someone who has never known about Jesus, through no fault of their own - and, therefore, cannot accept or reject Him - may be saved by some "extraordinary" means known only unto God.  The reasoning is that since God is a just God, and since He tells us Himself that He wants all men to be saved (1 Tim 2:4), then it is reasonable to assume that He somehow gives all men some means by which to be saved.  The "ordinary" means of salvation is through the Church and the Sacraments and so on, but there may be some extraordinary means by which men may be saved.  What exactly that extraordinary means is, we don't know, but we do know that that it is available only through the graces merited for us by Jesus Christ.  But, it must be remembered, that invincible ignorance does not automatically get one saved.  One must still live a holy life with whatever graces they receive from God.  The problem is, though, that if it is difficult to lead a holy life with all the graces that we receive through the Sacraments as Catholics - and it is difficult - then how much more difficult to do so without the Sacraments?  In other words, what are the chances of holiness for someone who does not have the Sacraments?  I would think minimal, at best.  Which is why it is so incumbent upon us to whom much has been given, to do what we can to share what we've been given.

Now, having said all that, the statement in my tract on OSAS that is cited above is looking at things from the perspective of the OSAS believer, not from the perspective of the Catholic, so there is absolutely nothing in what I said that is contrary to the Catholic Faith.  For the OSAS believer, non-believers go to Hell, period.  I was simply showing that, from the OSAS perspective, Jesus could not have been talking about unbelievers in Matthew 5 when He says, speaking in hyperbole, to cut off your hand or pluck out your eye if that is what it takes to avoid sin, because unbelievers go to Hell regardless of whether they avoid sin or not - according to OSAS theology; and, in general, according to Catholic theology (exception noted above for invincible ignorance).  I hope that clears that up.

Comment: Good tract!  A couple of notes/points: 1. Sin and the Bible, 1st and 2nd paragraph, you may need to make the distinction of Jesus using hyperbole to make a very forceful point. It's scary but there are some bible literalists who do not distinguish different forms of speech or literature. 2. You left out one of the primary verses used in the OSAS argument for their belief, paragraph From the Bible.....John 3:16. For God so loved the world that he gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life (KJV). That was one of the very first verses I learned for witnessing.

My Response: Regarding both points, I was operating under a restriction of only having so many words that I can put into the tract, so I can't say all that I would like to say were I unrestricted in my comments.  Having said that, to speak to Point #1, I understand that Jesus was using hyperbole when He said to cut off your hand or pluck out your eye to avoid sin, because it is not the hand that actually causes the sin, as the hand can only do what the brain and the will tell it to do.  So, cutting off a hand would not necessarily prevent you from sinning.  Same with the eye - I suppose if you plucked out both eyes, it would definitely help you avoid some sin - such as viewing pornographic materials, ogling women, and such, but just plucking out one eye wouldn't do the trick.  So, it is fairly easy to discern that He was using hyperbole.  Do I need to point that out in my tract, I don't think so, because it is straight from the Bible, and I have never heard of anyone cutting off a hand or plucking out an eye because they read this particular passage, so I doubt anyone who reads my tract would do so.

About Point #2, this is a very good point.  Again, though, I was limited in how many Scripture verses I could use.  The first draft had a whole lot more Bible verses, but it was 2000 words over the limit.  I do think, however, that I am going to go back and substitute John 3:16 for John 5:24.  So, I'll work on doing that before I send anything to the printer.

Comment:  When commenting on Romans 6:16, you wrote, "Romans 6:16, “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?”  The Word of God says that there are consequences to sin - that sin leads to death - and Paul makes no distinction between the believer and the unbeliever."  In fact, Paul has distinguished between saved and unsaved in this context--he is explicitly referring to those who have been saved. 

My Response: Well, in almost all of what Paul says throughout his letters, he is talking to and about believers. And, in Romans 6:16, Paul is indeed speaking to believers, to the "saved," but his comments can be applied to unbelievers as well as believers here, as elsewhere.  If you yield yourself to sin, you will die - spiritually.  That is true of both believers and unbelievers.  So, while Paul is talking to believers, what he is saying applies to unbelievers as well, so it can indeed be said that he is not making any distinction between the saved and the unsaved here.  The ultimate point, however, is that sin does indeed have consequences for believers...it can indeed cause them to lose their salvation.

More Anti-OSAS Bible passages: 
Okay, here are a couple more Bible passages that thoroughly reject the notion of OSAS, I wanted to put them in the tract, but just didn't have enough room:

Galatians 5:1-2, “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.”  Again, Paul is talking to believers - to those who have been set free.  Does he tell them that once they’ve been set free their worries are over, or that they now have no reason to fear falling away from Christ?  No!  He warns them against submitting again to a yoke of slavery which, in this case, is referring to the Old Testament law.  And if they do submit to this yoke of slavery, what will happen?  Are they still saved?  No!  Christ will be of no advantage to them - they will lose their salvation.  Once saved always saved?  I don’t think so.

Luke 15:11-32: This is the Parable of the Prodigal Son.  There is a son who is in his father’s household, who receives his inheritance from his father, but then squanders his inheritance on sinful living.  He then repents and returns to his father to seek forgiveness.  Upon seeing his son’s return, the father proclaims, “For this my son was dead, and is alive again,” (v. 24).  The Father in this parable represents God the Father.  In terms of salvation, to be dead is the equivalent of being lost, or unsaved.  So it is very curious that the father in the story describes his son as having been dead, but upon repenting and returning to the father, the son is said to be alive "again.”  To be alive again, one has to be alive (saved), dead (unsaved), and then alive again (saved again).  The Parable of the Prodigal Son makes a very strong case against the doctrine of Once Saved Always Saved.

In Conclusion

No tract is ever perfect, especially one that has space limitations - only so much you can say in 2000 words or so.  But, when all is said and done, all you really need to describe Once Saved Always Saved is three words: Ain't no way! 
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