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Introduction
This week, I am going to answer a question that someone sent to me regarding my YouTube series: “Questions Protestants Can’t Answer.” [https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL43C9B73BDE8DE62B and 11 others of 25 as on date]
The question, from Jeanne in Johannesburg, South Africa, was this:

I would be very interested in your responses to your questions in “Questions Protestants can’t answer”. I think I could answer some but don’t believe I would achieve 70%. I want to be 100% sure. How can I get the answers?
So, below I will put the questions I have posted so far, with the links so you can see the video yourself, and explain why they are, “Questions Protestants Can’t Answer,” and give the “correct” answers – answers that Catholics have no problems giving.

1) Is a dead body really a body? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G8jXidiUc8s
The Catholic answer is…yes.  A dead body is indeed a dead body.

Now, why is this a question Protestants can’t answer?  Well, because there are a number of Protestants who will tell you that faith without works really isn’t faith.  They say that because, when a Catholic confronts them with all of the verses from chapter two of the Letter of James that say works play an important role in our salvation, which is contrary to the majority Protestant belief in salvation by faith alone (Sola Fide), they often respond by saying, "Well, faith without works isn’t really faith."

So, when you point out to a Sola Fide Protestant verses such as: 1) James 2:17, "So faith, by itself, if it has no works, is dead," or 2) James 2:20, "Do you want to be shown, you foolish fellow, that faith apart from works is barren," verses that are very clearly saying works are necessary along with faith for salvation, they respond by saying, "Well, what those verses are really saying is that faith that does not produce works is not really faith." 

But, the problem for them is, the Bible does not support their position that faith without works really isn’t faith.  This is seen no more clearly than in James 2:26: "For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead."  There is an analogy here: faith = body; works = spirit.  So, a body without a spirit is, as everyone knows, a dead body.  It is really a body, but it’s a dead body.  So, if faith is analogous to the body, as Scripture says, then faith without works, is really faith, it’s just dead faith.  Thus the question: Is a dead body really a body?  If they say, "Yes, a dead body is really a body," then they cannot afterwards claim that faith without works is not really faith as that would contradict the analogy we find in James 2:26.  If they say a dead body is not really a body, then they have just stated something that is truly idiotic and you need to drive them down to the morgue and ask them what those "things" are in there.  So their choice is to answer in a way that contradicts one of their beliefs, or to answer in a way that is patently absurd.

Body and spirit are both necessary for life, according to the Bible.  So, for the analogy to hold, faith and works are both necessary for life.  Body and spirit for physical life, faith and works for spiritual life.  Body + spirit = life; Faith + works = Life.  Sola corpus (body without spirit) = dead body.  Sola Fide (faith without works) = dead faith.  So, again, the core belief of much of Protestantism – Sola Fide – is an absurdity since Sola Fide = dead faith and dead faith saves no one.

2) If a man says he has faith, and has no works, can his faith save him? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ykU8Ku4ENDs
This is a question straight out of James 2:14, "What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith but has not works?  Can his faith save him?"

The Catholic answer is…no.  Faith without works is dead.

Now, why is this a question Protestants can’t answer?  Because most Protestants believe in the dogma of Sola Fide – salvation by faith alone.  So, if they say, "Yes, a man can be saved by his faith without works," which is what their belief in Sola Fide teaches them, they are in opposition to the Bible which answers the question in James 2:17, "So faith, by itself, if it has no works, is dead."  And, if they say, "No, a man’s faith without works cannot save him," then they have contradicted their belief in Sola Fide.
3) How are we justified…is it by faith alone?   

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z6Zx9X7S6nQ
The Catholic answer is…no.  As mentioned in the previous two videos, faith and works are both necessary for salvation (all by the grace of God).

Now, why is this a question Protestants can’t answer?  Because if the Protestant says, "Yes, we are justified by faith alone," then they are directly contradicting James 2:24, "You see that a man is justified by works and NOT BY faith alone."  But, if they say, "No, we are not justified by faith alone," then they are contradicting their belief in Sola Fide. 

4) Can an incomplete faith save us?  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LymcTHeLwHc
The Catholic answer is…no.  How can an incomplete faith save anyone? 

Now, why is this a question Protestants can’t answer?  Because, if the Protestant says, "No, an incomplete faith cannot save you," then they have a problem because Scripture tells us that faith is completed by works.  James 2:22, "You see that his faith was active along with his works, and faith was completed by works."  Works complete faith.  So, works are necessary in order to have a complete faith.  And, if works are necessary in order to have a complete faith, a saving faith, then how can anyone say we are saved by faith alone (Sola Fide)?  But, if the Protestant says, "Yes, an incomplete faith can save you," then they have uttered an absurdity, not to mention having no place in Scripture to which to appeal to show that an incomplete faith saves you.  So, again, the Protestant’s choice is to either contradict Scripture, or contradict their belief in salvation by faith alone.

5) Can someone, through well doing (good works), receive eternal life?  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gFQVmaGKR0E
The Catholic answer is…yes.  Although, it should be mentioned that we do not believe that good works "alone" gets one eternal life. 

Now, why is this a question Protestants can’t answer?  Because, one more time, most Protestants believe in Sola Fide.  So, the standard answer from Protestants is, "No, one does not receive eternal life because they do good works."  But, the Bible says, in Romans 2:6-7, "For He will render to every man according to his works: to those who by patience in well-doing [good works] seek for glory and honor and immortality, He will give eternal life."  So, if the Protestant says, "No," he contradicts the Bible.  If he says, "Yes," then he contradicts his belief in Sola Fide.

6) Do I have to do something in order to be saved? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HtFtUgZ5c4I
Brand new video available…check it out…need lots of hits.  I’ll talk about it more in a future newsletter….
The following directly applied to non-Catholic Mike Gendron but could well apply to most Protestants:
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Introduction

I am going to re-visit the last email I sent to Mike Gendron (Issue #150). In that email, I asked him 47 questions – questions that I had asked him in several of my newsletters as I dissected a couple of the articles on his website (Issues #138-#145; #147-150). Well, he never answered me. He didn’t attempt to answer even one of those questions. The reason? Well, I will postulate two reasons:

1) He really isn’t interested in honest dialogue with a Catholic who can explain and defend his faith. 

2) He can’t answer the questions.

So, in this issue, I’m going to go back through those questions and show why Mike Gendron will not and cannot answer them. Again, for those who are new to this newsletter, all of these questions came from Issues #138-#145 and #147-#150, which you can find on the “Newsletter” page of our website (www.biblechristiansociety.com), so you may wish to go back and check out those issues for some background on these questions.

Questions Mike Gendron Will Not or Cannot Answer:

1) How do you know the Bible is divine in both "origin and inspiration"?
He can’t answer because he does not believe in "traditions."  If it’s not in the Bible, it ain’t worth spit, basically.  But the reason we know that all of the Bible is divine in both its "origin and inspiration," is because of Tradition.  

2) Who wrote the Gospel of Mark, and how do you know – did the Bible tell you?

He can’t answer because nowhere does the Bible say who wrote the Gospel of Mark, but he can’t say he knows "because of tradition," because he’s a sola scriptura kind of guy.

3) How do you know the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit – did the Bible tell you?

He can’t answer because the Bible does not say such a thing – again, he has to rely upon tradition, tradition that he doesn’t believe in.
4) How are we to know the spirit of Truth from the spirit of error – by reading the Bible?

He would probably answer, "Yes," but if he does so, he contradicts the Bible (1 John 4:6)

5) What is the pillar and ground of the truth – is it the Bible?

He would probably answer, "Yes," but if he does so, he contradicts the Bible (1 Tim 3:15)

6) If, for the sake of argument, Catholics are right and what we call "Sacred Tradition" is indeed the  "Apostles’ teaching" (Acts 2:42); and it is indeed the "Word of God" which the people "heard" from Paul (1 Thes 2:13);  and it is indeed the "traditions" which the Thessalonians were commanded by Paul to stand firm in, whether they were received by "word of mouth or by letter;" then should they not be placed on an equal footing with the written Word of God?

He can’t answer because it would stick in his craw to ever admit that the Catholic Church could even possibly be right.  And, he cannot bring himself to admit, even in theory, that there could be such a thing as Sacred Tradition.  But, in one of his emails to me, he said he was not infallible, so he could be wrong on anything and everything in regard to the Catholic Church. 

7) Please identify the papal encyclical or the Church Council or any other official magisterial document of the Catholic Church that teaches, as you charge, that Catholics can buy and sell God’s grace?

He can’t, because it doesn’t exist.

8) If the Bible is infallible, and the world has only known, according to you, one infallible teacher, then how can the Bible be infallible if none of those who wrote the Bible were infallible?

He can’t answer because he is caught in a logical inconsistency.  If Jesus is the only infallible teacher to have ever lived, then the various writers of Scripture were not infallible when they wrote Scripture, which means Scripture cannot be said to be infallible. 

9) If Jesus was the one and only infallible teacher, then how could He say to the disciples He sent out that, "He who hears you hear Me, and He who rejects you rejects Me," (Luke 10:16)?  If these disciples, when they taught, were teaching with the authority of Christ to the extent that the people who heard them were hearing Jesus, would they not be infallible in what they were teaching?

He can’t answer because, again, he is caught in a logical inconsistency.

10) You stated: "The Bible is what God says and religion is what man says God says."  Where does the Bible define religion in such a way (book, chapter, and verse)?

He can’t answer because nowhere does the Bible say such a thing.  That is a tradition of men.

11) Does the Catholic Church teach of "the unique character of Christ’s sacrifice as the source of eternal salvation [Hebrews 5:9] and that "His most holy Passion on the wood of the cross merited justification for us."  Yes or no?

He can’t answer because he doesn’t believe the Catholic Church teaches any such thing, yet the Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches otherwise.

12) By what authority do you teach what you teach?

He can’t answer because he can’t admit that he teaches by his own authority and no other.

13) Have you ever been ordained and, if so, can you trace the laying on of hands at your ordination back through a series of laying on of hands all the way back to the Apostles?  In other words, who ordained the person who ordained you and who ordained that person and so on back for 2000 years?

He can’t answer because if he has been ordained, he can in no way trace the authority for the ordination back 2000 years to the Apostles.

14) Are you under authority to any church and, if so, which one? 
He can’t answer because while he might admit to being under some type of authority to a particular church, the moment that pastor teaches something that Gendron doesn’t agree with, then he’s off to another church.

15) Does the Bible say that just anyone can pick up a Bible and start preaching and teaching based on his own personal, fallible interpretation of the Bible?

He can’t answer because nowhere does the Bible say such a thing, yet that is exactly what Gendron does.

16) What is the "perfect offering" that is being offered in all the nations from the rising of the sun to its setting in Malachi 1:11?

He can’t answer because he has probably never thought about it, but, even more to the point, he does not believe Jesus can be offered as a sacrifice from the rising of the sun to its setting, yet Jesus is the only perfect offering ever offered to God.
17) What was the difference between Mike Gendron unsaved vs. Mike Gendron saved…was it something that Jesus did or something that Mike Gendron did (remember, Jesus’ work was finished 2000 years ago on the Cross)?

He can’t answer because he believes it was something Jesus did, but Jesus’ sacrifice was "finished" 2000 years ago, so how did Jesus do something in 1987 or 1990 or whenever Gendron got "saved"? 

18) If Jesus stopped bleeding 2000 years ago, then how is it you were saved by the blood of Christ?  Was Jesus sacrificed again for you?

He can’t answer, again, because he is caught in a logical inconsistency.

19) Are we to "labor for the food which endures to eternal life" or not?

He can’t answer because his belief in the dogma of Sola Fide says we don’t have to labor for anything regarding eternal life, yet the Bible tells us we are to labor for the food which endures to eternal life (John 6:27).

20) Are there different levels of sin?

He can’t answer because he believes all sin is the same in the eyes of God, yet 1 John 5:16-17 says there are definitely two types of sin – mortal (or deadly) and non-mortal (venial in Catholic lingo).

21) Can a person "abide" in Christ if they are not first "in" Christ?

He can’t answer because according to Gendron’s belief in the dogma of once saved always saved, once we’re in Christ we can’t ever not be in Christ.  Yet, Scripture tells us that if we don’t abide in Christ, we end up in Hell (see, for example, John 15:1-6).  So, not abiding in Christ gets you into Hell – according to Scripture – but once we are in Christ already, we can’t go to Hell – according to Gendron.  The only way he gets out of his logical/scriptural inconsistency, is to claim that a person doesn’t have to first be in Christ to abide in Christ – which is itself a logical inconsistency.

22) If a person does not "abide" in Christ, will they be saved?

He can’t answer because the Bible says no, but his once saved always saved dogma says yes.

23) Can you name one passage in the Catechism of the Catholic Church that teaches about what man can do on his own apart from God (other than sin)?

He can’t because there is no such passage.

24) Is it a good work to forgive others their sins?

He can’t answer because it is obvious that forgiving others of their sins against us is indeed a good work, but in Matt 6:14-15 it tells us that this good work is necessary for our salvation – for our sins to be forgiven – but no good work is necessary for our salvation according to Gendron’s belief in the dogma of Sola Fide.

25) If we do not forgive the sins of others, can we be saved?

He can’t answer because of Matt 6:14-15 vs. Sola Fide.

26) In response to the question: "What good deed must I do to have eternal life," Jesus answered: "Keep the Commandments."  Do you disagree with Jesus?

He can’t answer because his Sola Fide dogma doesn’t believe one must keep the Commandments in order to have eternal life; yet, he can’t disagree with Jesus.

27) Was it the Catholic Church’s teaching on Purgatory that kept you Catholic all those years?

He can’t answer because he claims to the ignorant who read the articles on his website that our teaching on Purgatory is the main thing that keeps "fearful" Catholics in the Church, yet I seriously doubt that is what kept him Catholic.
28) If we do something that is contrary to the Word of God, to living the life of Christ, should we not feel guilty about it?

He can’t answer because he has railed against the "guilt" that Catholic teaching causes people; yet who would say we should not feel guilty when we commit a sin? 

29) Do we have to deny ourselves and take up our cross daily in order to be saved (Luke 9:23)? 

He can’t answer because that is indeed what the Bible says, yet he says nothing we do counts towards our salvation.

30) How exactly is it we are being “changed into His likeness from one degree of glory to another,” (2 Cor 3:18).  How can we be changed from one degree of glory to another? 

He can’t answer because he believes we are not actually changed by God’s grace when we are saved, rather we are "covered" by the blood of Christ in a legal way – no actual change in who and what we are.

31) If Jesus’ work was finished on the Cross, then why is it a matter of degrees by which we are being transformed…why isn’t it all or nothing?

He can’t answer because he is caught in a logical inconsistency.
32) In the 4th century, what Church was it that you claim "thousands of pagans" came into?

He can’t answer because while he believes it is the Catholic Church, that would mean he has to admit the Catholic Church was the original Church which will cause him problems because Matt 16 states that the gates of Hell will not prevail against the Church.

33) Do you wear a wedding ring and, if so, do you realize that comes from a pagan tradition?

He might actually be able to answer this one if he doesn’t wear a wedding ring.  If he does wear one, though, then he cannot ever again say that the Christianization of pagan traditions is something that is contrary to God.

34) Do we need to be purified of all sin before we reach Heaven?

He can’t answer this because he knows that we do, but he also knows that if he says, "Yes,’ he opens the door to an argument for Purgatory. 

35) Did David have to suffer punishment due to his sin even after he was forgiven of his sin?  Did Moses?  Did Adam?

He can’t answer because he believes there is no punishment due to sin after one has been forgiven, but David, Moses, and Adam all suffered punishment due to their sins after they had been forgiven.

36) Does love cover a multitude of sins and, if so, how so?

He can’t answer because he believes that only the blood of Christ covers sin, yet Scripture tells us that love covers a multitude of sin (1 Peter 4:8).

37) Is it wrong for pastors to take money for preaching and offering worship services for their congregations?

He can’t answer because he has railed against Catholic priests receiving a small stipend for offering a Mass for the dead.  So, if it’s wrong for a priest to receive a small stipend for saying a Mass, then how wrong must it be for a pastor to receive money for preaching and offering worship services?

38) How much money did a Catholic priest extort from you before he would say your father’s funeral Mass?

He can’t answer because he claims that Catholic priests pray upon the fears of Catholics by refusing to say a Mass for their dearly departed loved ones until they have been paid.  But, did that happen to him at the funeral Mass of his father?  Of course not.

39) By who or what was the canon of the Bible set?

He can’t answer because to do so means he has to go outside of Scripture for the authority that set the canon of the Bible; yet, Scripture is the sole authority according to his belief in the dogma of Sola Scriptura.

40) Exactly where is it that a man’s work is "burned in fire" and they suffer loss, yet are still saved?

He can’t answer because he cannot in any way, shape, or form admit to anything at all like Purgatory.  So, he claims men’s spurious works are indeed burned up as through fire, he will not say where this happens because to do so would open the door to Purgatory.  He has backed himself into a corner.

41) Why does a man’s "spurious works" have to be purged by fire after a man is saved, but not his sins? 

He can’t answer because, again, he has walked himself into a logical/scriptural inconsistency.

42) After a person is saved, does he have to repent of his sins and confess his sins for his sins to be forgiven?

He can’t answer because he has implied that one does not have to repent of his sins in order for them to be forgiven once one has become a Christian.  Yet, it is a pretty ridiculous notion to believe that one does not have to repent in order to be forgiven.  
But, he can’t admit to this because then you are in the situation of having the possibility of a Christian sinning, not repenting of that sin, and then not having that sin forgiven, which means they can’t be saved.  But, once saved always saved says that a Christian is saved no matter what. 

43) If someone is saved, and they commit a venial sin after being saved, and they do not repent or confess that sin, do you contend that if they died immediately after committing that sin, they would not need to be cleansed of that sin before entering Heaven?

He can’t answer because, again, he would be opening the door to Purgatory if he answered in the negative.  But, if he answered in the affirmative, then he is saying one can get into Heaven with the stain of unrepented sin on their soul – which contradicts the Bible.

44) Since you are fallible in your interpretations of the Bible, will you admit that you could be wrong when it comes to your teaching on Purgatory and that the Catholic Church could be right?

He can’t answer because I believe he would rather have his tongue cut out then to admit even the possibility that the Catholic Church could be right on anything.
45) Since you believe that being "perfected" (Hebrews 10:14) means being legally declared innocent, does that mean that in Matthew 5:48 Jesus is telling us to be "legally declared innocent as the Father is legally declared innocent?"

He can’t answer because, again, he has backed himself into the corner of logical inconsistency.  He has indeed said that being "perfected" is to be legally declared innocent, but he is not going to admit that the logical conclusion of his claim about Hebrews 10:14 leads to Matt 5:48 meaning that God the Father is perfect because He has been legally declared innocent.

46) Can someone "build on the foundation which is Christ" before they have been saved?

He can’t answer because of his claims that 1 Cor 3:13-15 is talking about men’s spurious works committed before they come to Christ; yet 1 Cor 3:13-15 talks about the works of men that are built on the foundation of Christ.  Another logical/scriptural inconsistency.

47) What is the exact nature of the fire that burns away the "spurious works"?

He can’t answer because to do so would be to once again open the door to a belief in Purgatory.

Questions for Protestants
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Introduction

This week’s newsletter is a “golden oldie,” of sorts. Below are 42 questions that appear in Issue #38 (see “Newsletter” page; www.biblechristiansociety.com). At that time I only had around 4000 subscribers, and now it’s up to around 25,000, so I wanted to bring these questions to the attention of many of you who may have never seen them, so that you could see the essence of what I do and how I do it, and maybe use one or more of these questions in your discussions with non-Catholics. 

The essence of what I do, and what I teach people to do, in explaining and defending the Faith, is to ask the other guy questions. So, here is a series of questions that I had asked this guy, Matt Johnson – a Christian Church pastor – over the course of several rounds of dialogue/debate. If the context of a particular question or questions is not immediately obvious, you can go to Issue #38 and get that context (my comments begin about half way down in that Issue).

APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH A NON-CATHOLIC PASTOR-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
All of these questions are designed to focus the opponent’s thoughts on what it is he believes and exactly why he believes it, and to show that there are a number of inconsistencies – logical and scriptural – in his beliefs. 

Now, lest you think I was simply hitting him with question after question to overwhelm him, this particular issue was nothing more than a summary of all the questions I had asked him, and which he had avoided answering, in the previous 6 rounds of our debate (Issues #32-#37). So, I simply listed in one place all of the questions that I had previously asked, to make it easy on him to find them, and told him that I would not continue with our debate until he answered those questions.

Here was a guy whom I had given more “air time” to in these newsletters than anyone else either up to that point or since, and yet, out of the tens of thousands of words that he wrote, he would not, or could not, bring himself to just give me a simple “yes” or “no,” or a Bible citation to the questions I asked him. After I sent him those questions, and told him we were going no further until I got my answers, he never sent me another response, even though he had “guaranteed” me right before I sent him that newsletter that I would quit the dialogue before he did. 

He did send me one email after he received these questions to say that he would indeed answer them, and that he would present me with his own list of yes-no questions, but then I never heard from him again. I think he realized that he could not answer those questions in a consistent manner and decided to just quietly withdraw from the battlefield.

And such is the all-too-frequent experience of the Catholic apologist. I know many of you have experienced instances where you were getting bombarded with hostile questions and comments about the Catholic Faith by one of more folks, maybe even over a period of years, but once you learned to start asking your own questions, all of a sudden someone is getting angry with you, calling you names, and the dialogue abruptly ends. They can’t answer the questions and they can’t stand Catholics who know how to ask questions.

So, again, here is a list of questions offered for your consideration, so that you can see how easy it is to come up with logical, common sense questions that will stump most of the folks you come into contact with, or so you can just use one or more of these questions directly in your conversations. 

1) Where in the Bible does it say that we should go by the Bible alone when it comes to all matters pertaining to faith and morals? Scripture verse?

2) Where in the Bible does it list the books which should be part of the Bible? Scripture verse?

3) Where in the Bible does it say that public revelation ended with the death of the last apostle? Scripture verse?

4) Do you believe the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Yes or no?

5) If yes, where in the Bible does it say that the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Scripture verse?

6) Do you believe the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was inspired by the Holy Spirit?

7) If yes, where in the Bible does it tell us that the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Scripture verse?

8) Where in the Bible does it tell us who the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was? Scripture verse?

9) Is keeping someone from profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord an act of charity? Yes or no?

10) By using musical instruments in your worship services, even though you know folks in the Churches of Christ believe that musical instruments should not be used in worship services, are you being “exclusive” in your worship service? Yes or no?

11) Do you interpret the Bible? Yes or no?

12) If the answer to #11 is yes, is your interpretation infallible? Yes or no?

13) If the answer to #12 is no, then will you admit that your interpretations of the Bible could be wrong in one or more places? Yes or no?

14) If the answer to #11 is yes, then does anyone have the authority to tell you, Matt Johnson, that your interpretations of the Bible are wrong? Yes or no?

15) If the answer to #14 is yes, then who? Just one name please.

16) Do you believe that participating at the Lord’s Table in an “unworthy manner” and “profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord” would cause grave peril to someone…either physically or spiritually? Yes or no?

17) If the answer to #16 is yes, then shouldn’t pastors continually warn their congregations about participating unworthily at the Lord’s Table? Yes or no?

18) Do you believe that profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord is a serious sin? Yes or no?

19) Can those who do not have God’s approval be saved? Yes or no?

20) Did the Apostles teach different doctrines to different people? Yes or no?

21) Did the Apostles and other leaders of the early Church believe it was okay to have false doctrines within the Church? Yes or no?

22) Did the Apostles break fellowship with those who were teaching different doctrines than they were teaching? Yes or no?

23) Did Jesus and the Apostles demand conformity to the doctrines they taught? Yes or no?

24) Were the Apostles infallible in their teaching on faith and morals? Yes or no?

25) Can you be “one” with someone who believes in false doctrines? Yes or no?

26) In your church, can two walk together if they are not in agreement? Yes or no?

27) Did Jesus give his real flesh or his symbolic flesh for the life of the world? Real or symbolic?

28) Did Jesus say that the bread he would give us to eat, which, if we ate we would live for ever, was the flesh that He would give for the life of the world? Yes or no?

29) Did Jesus say that we had to eat His flesh and drink His blood in order to have eternal life? Yes or no?

30) Did Jesus say that His flesh was food indeed and that His blood was drink indeed? Yes or no?

31) Do you believe the Body of Christ, the church, with Jesus as its head, can teach error in the areas of faith and morals? Yes or no?

32) If all scholars disagree as to what constitutes exegesis and eisegesis, then do you know with 100% certainty what constitutes exegesis and eisegesis? Yes or no?

33) Can God appear to you under any form He chooses? Yes or no?

34) Is the correlation I am drawing between the flesh that Jesus shall give for the life of the world and the bread that Jesus shall give us to eat, found in John 6:51? Yes or no?

35) Do we need to eat the flesh and drink the blood of Jesus Christ in order to have eternal life? Yes or no?

36) If the answer to #35 is yes, then can we say that His flesh does indeed profit us? Yes or no?

37) If the answer to #36 is yes, then does verse 62 of John 6 mean that it counts as nothing to eat Jesus’ flesh and to drink His blood? Yes or no?

38) Does Jesus’ flesh “count for nothing?” Yes or no?

39) Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

40) If #39 is yes, is your interpretation of Scripture infallible? Yes or no?

41) Am I an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

42) If you are not an authentic interpreter of Scripture, then who is?

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/221-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-171
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/223-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-172
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/225-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-173 
Introduction

After last week’s newsletter, I received a number of emails from folks asking me to answer the questions in that newsletter and to explain the reasoning behind them, so in this week’s newsletter, I will do just that.

Keep in mind that the context for all of these questions was a debate with a pastor, Matt Johnson, from a specific denomination – Christian Church/Disciples of Christ – but even though some of the questions are denomination specific, most of them can be adapted to use when talking with folks from pretty much any denomination.

1) Where in the Bible does it say that we should go by the Bible alone when it comes to all matters pertaining to faith and morals? Scripture verse?

The answer is: There is no such Scripture verse.  Now, there are a few Scripture verses that people point to and say, "See, right there it says to go by Scripture alone," but, the problem is, those passages don’t really say what they think they say if you actually read them and pay attention to what the actual words are saying.  For example, 2 Tim 3:16-17 says, "All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof…that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work."  "There!" the Protestant will say, "Right there it says Scripture alone is all that is necessary for the man of God to be complete."  Well, not so fast.  Catholics agree with that passage 100%!  But, nowhere does it say, "Scripture alone is the sole rule of faith for Christians," nor does it say, "That Scripture is the only thing that the man of God needs to be complete."  All the passage says is that Scripture is inspired by God and that Scripture is needed by the man of God to be complete.  No argument from the Catholic on either of those points. 

The purpose of the question was: 1) To point out that there is no verse that states the Bible is to be the sole rule of faith for Christians; and 2) to use his answer (if he had ever given one) to get him to carefully examine the meaning of any Scripture verse he may have given me and to eventually get to a discussion about authority – which is also the purpose of several of the other questions – since the question of authority is the ultimate question behind all doctrinal disputes with other Christians.  Who has the authority to decide what is right and what is wrong?

2) Where in the Bible does it list the books which should be part of the Bible? Scripture verse?

There is no such Scripture verse.  If a person believes in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura – the belief that the Bible is the sole authority in all matters pertaining to faith and morals – and they refuse to accept many Catholic teachings because, as they say, they are based on "tradition" and not on the Bible, as this pastor did, then I use this question to show them that they actually believe in tradition, too, whether they realize it or not.  And, not only do they believe in tradition, but they believe in tradition in order to have their Bible – which is all they believe in – in the first place.  In other words, the dogma of Sola Scriptura has an inherent flaw: Sola Scriptura is dependent upon a Scriptura that is dependent on tradition.  Nowhere does the Bible give us a list of the books that should be in the Bible.  So, there is some authority, some tradition, outside of the Bible, that everyone relies upon in order to have the Bible in the first place.  Sola Scriptura is a logical inconsistency.

3) Where in the Bible does it say that public revelation ended with the death of the last apostle? Scripture verse?

There is no such Scripture verse.  I use this question to also show "Bible only" believers that they believe in non-biblical traditions.  There is not a single Protestant that I have ever come across who does not believe that the canon of Scripture is closed, and that public revelation – God’s revelations relating to the deposit of faith – ended with the death of the last Apostle.  This is why they believe, as do Catholics, that Scripture cannot be added to.  The problem is, though, nowhere does the Bible say public revelation ended with the death of the last Apostle…that is a tradition.  Which means they believe in non-biblical traditions, which is the very thing they accuse the Catholic Church of teaching and for which reason they reject those Catholic teachings that they consider to be non-biblical.  That’s being a bit hypocritical I do believe.

4) Do you believe the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Yes or no?

This is a set up question.  Every Christian believes the writer of Mark was inspired.  The question is, why?  Why does a Bible-only believer believe that the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit?  The Bible nowhere tells us such a thing, and since the Bible is the sole authority on matters of faith and morals, why do they believe it?  This is yet another "tradition" that people who don’t think they believe in tradition, believe in.

5) If yes, where in the Bible does it say that the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Scripture verse?

This is the follow-up to the set up question #4 above.  There is no such verse in the Bible.  And, no matter what verse they may sling at you, simply point out to them that nowhere does that verse even remotely say that the writer of the Gospel of Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit. 

6) Do you believe the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was inspired by the Holy Spirit?

Another set up question like #4 above…same reasoning.

7) If yes, where in the Bible does it tell us that the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was inspired by the Holy Spirit? Scripture verse?

Same reasoning as #5 above.  No such verse exists in the Bible.

8) Where in the Bible does it tell us who the writer of the Letter to the Hebrews was? Scripture verse?

No such Scripture verse.  Again, this question points to the fact that the reason anyone believes Hebrews is inspired Scripture is because of tradition.  
If the Bible doesn’t even tell you who wrote the letter, then how can you know they were inspired when they wrote the letter if you rely on the Bible alone for everything related to faith and morals?  You can’t. There is an underlying logical contradiction here that needs to be brought out into the light.

9) Is keeping someone from profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord an act of charity? Yes or no?

This question is more specific to the particular conversation I was having with Matt Johnson, but it can be used when discussing the issue of non-Catholics not being able to receive Communion in the Catholic Church with anyone who has a problem with that particular discipline of the Church.  In my discussion with Matt Johnson, he claimed that the Catholic belief in regards to the Eucharist was "unbiblical" and "illogical," yet he said he felt "excluded" by not being allowed to receive the Eucharist at the Catholic Mass.  So, I first asked him why he would feel excluded by not being allowed to participate in something that he considered "unbiblical" and "illogical."  If you want illogical, that is illogical. 

He also said he was "astonished" that I would use the passage from 1 Cor 11:17-34 – Paul’s warning about receiving the Eucharist unworthily – as a reason behind the practice of not allowing non-Catholics to receive the Eucharist.  So, I asked him the above question to hopefully help him understand that we believe, as Catholics, that anyone who does not believe as Catholics do, is participating in a lie if they receive the Eucharist, since the Eucharist is, for us, the sign and seal of unity.  If they don’t believe as we believe, on all things Catholic, then they are not in unity with us and should not, therefore, participate in this act that signifies and seals our unity. There can be no Comm-union without Union.  So, if we believe that someone who is not Catholic would be receiving unworthily…would be participating in a lie…if they received the Eucharist, and we, therefore, are preventing them from doing something that St. Paul says is a very bad thing – is that an act of charity, or an act of exclusion?  It’s an act of charity.  The follow up question to this, had he ever answered this one, would have been: Given our beliefs on this matter, would you not be, in essence, thumbing your nose at our beliefs…deliberately dishonoring our beliefs…by receiving the Eucharist in our Church…would that be the Christian thing to do?

10) By using musical instruments in your worship services, even though you know folks in the Churches of Christ believe that musical instruments should not be used in worship services, are you being “exclusive” in your worship service? Yes or no?

This one is definitely specific to this denomination.  Johnson is the pastor of a denomination that split with the folks in the Campbellite Church of Christ years ago over the issue of using instruments in worship services…which the Church of Christ feels is forbidden by God.  The purpose of the question was to point out that Johnson’s congregation, by the very fact it uses musical instruments, knowing that the folks from the Church of Christ will not attend any service with musical instruments, is inherently excluding the members of the Church of Christ from their worship services.  The point being that it is hypocritical to accuse someone of being "exclusive," when you yourself are being exclusive. 

11) Do you interpret the Bible? Yes or no?

Set up question.  An honest answer has to be, "Yes."  Everyone interprets the Bible when they read it.  Interpreting is inherent to communication – whether it be through the written or the spoken word.  When you read, you interpret symbols that we call letters as certain sounds.  When those symbols are combined they form words which are symbols that represent things, ideas, concepts.  You have to interpret those word symbols.  When words are combined into sentences, those sentences represent thoughts, ideas, expressions, etc. that all have to be interpreted in order to try and understand the meaning, the thoughts, the ideas the author was trying to convey.  So, yes, we all interpret when we read the Bible. 

12) If the answer to #11 is yes, is your interpretation infallible? Yes or no?

Follow up question. Most Protestants will not answer this question.  At least, most Protestants I have dealt with.  They know that they cannot say, "Yes," because they have been taught to tell Catholics that no man (i.e., the Pope) is infallible; yet, they realize they can’t say, "No," because by saying no, they instinctively know they are opening the door to having to admit that their interpretation of this or that Bible passage could be wrong.  And they just can’t admit that.  So, most will not answer and will try to change the subject or will go on the offensive at this point.  The honest ones will say, "No," but they then start trying to talk their way around their admission rather than entering into what could be a productive conversation about how then do we know truth, if there is no authority that can infallibly decide what is true.

13) If the answer to #12 is no, then will you admit that your interpretations of the Bible could be wrong in one or more places? Yes or no?

Follow up question as explained above. 

14) If the answer to #11 is yes, then does anyone have the authority to tell you, Matt Johnson, that your interpretations of the Bible are wrong? Yes or no?

Again, trying to establish who, or what, has final authority when it comes to interpreting the Bible.  Is it each individual on his own, which leads to chaos; or did God set up some authoritative guide that we could rely upon to help us understand His Word?  Does this pastor confer upon himself the ultimate authority to read and interpret Scripture, so as to decide for himself what is true and what is false doctrine, without regard to any authority outside of himself? 

15) If the answer to #14 is yes, then who? Just one name please.

This question points out that Matt Johnson, as do most Protestant pastors, and laity, believes he has been given the sole authority to decide for himself what is true and what is false when it comes to the Bible.  A follow up question to this, had I ever received an answer, would be to point out that nowhere does the Bible give each and every individual such authority.  Rather, the Bible is pretty clear that the church has such authority.  The question, ultimately, for Pastor Johnson is whether or not he submits to the church in matters of faith and morals, or if he can decide for himself regardless of what the church teaches – if he is, in essence, a church unto himself.  So many Protestants give lip service to the authority of the church, but when it comes right down to it, their churches have no binding authority over any individual when it comes to teaching on faith and morals.  

16) Do you believe that participating at the Lord’s Table in an “unworthy manner” and “profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord” would cause grave peril to someone…either physically or spiritually? Yes or no?

Follow up to #9 above.  Simply asking him to comment on what the Bible teaches in 1 Cor 11:17-34, which seems to be at odds with his own words.  Another example of a Bible-only believer whose beliefs actually contradict what the Bible says.

17) If the answer to #16 is yes, then shouldn’t pastors continually warn their congregations about participating unworthily at the Lord’s Table? Yes or no?

Again, trying to show his inner confusion in this regard.  Trying to get him to examine his beliefs at more than just a surface level to help him realize that there are some logical contradictions in what he says and practices vs. what the Bible says.

18) Do you believe that profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord is a serious sin? Yes or no?

Same line of questioning.

I’m going to stop there for now and finish up with the rest of the questions in next week’s edition. 

19) Can those who do not have God’s approval be saved? Yes or no?

In Pastor Johnson’s particular translation of Scripture, 1 Cor 11:18-19 reads as follows: "In the first place, I hear that when you come together as a church, there are divisions among you, and to some extent I believe it. No doubt there have to be differences among you to show which of you have God’s approval." 
So, there were divisions among the Corinthian congregation.  And, these divisions were such that they helped to reveal who had God’s approval.  Which means, on the flip side, that there were those among the Corinthian congregation who did not have God’s approval.  Thus my question to Pastor Johnson about whether or not those who did not have God’s approval could be saved.

You see, Pastor Johnson is one of those Protestants who believes in essential vs. non-essential doctrines and in a sort of Rodney King Christianity: "Why can’t we all just get along?" In other words, as long as we believe in the "essentials," it’s okay to disagree on the "non-essentials."  And, as long as we agree on the "essentials," then we can have union with one another and we’re all saved.  Problem is, who gets to decide what is an essential and what is a non-essential doctrine?  And, since doctrines come from the Word of God, which part of the Word of God does one actually dare to call "non-essential?" 

So, this question, along with questions #20-#26 below, has to do with this false notion that we can be in union with those we have doctrinal disagreements with…that there can be true unity among those with doctrinal differences…those with different versions of what is and is not truth.  1 Cor 11:18-19 shows that divisions among Christians – the Corinthians being written to by Paul were all members of the Church…they were all Christians – cannot simply be ignored by using a contrived theological system which divides doctrines into essential vs. non-essential.  Differences among Christians are serious matters that lead to some being approved by God and some not being approved by God.

Those, like Pastor Johnson, who believe in salvation by faith alone (Sola Fide), would say that as long as one has faith, it doesn’t matter what else they believe, they’re still saved.  So, those who believe in different doctrines, as long as they all have faith, all get saved – all have God’s "approval."  Yet, we see here from 1 Cor 11:18-19, that there were Corinthians who had faith, but they obviously believed and did things that caused division in the congregation, and that these beliefs and/or actions resulted in some of them not receiving God’s approval.  So, can you be saved if you do not have God’s approval?  It doesn’t make any sense to me that God would say of anyone who was saved that they did not have His approval, would He?

If Pastor Johnson answers, "Yes," to #19, then He is basically saying that God’s approval or disapproval doesn’t really mean a thing.  I mean, if you can be saved whether God approves of you or not, then why worry about His approval?  If Pastor Johnson answers, "No," to #19, then he is admitting that doctrinal differences, differences that lead to divisions within Christian congregations, can get someone sent to Hell.  Which means that differences in the beliefs of the various Christian faith traditions cannot simply be glossed over because they can, and do, have very serious eternal consequences.   

20) Did the Apostles teach different doctrines to different people? Yes or no?

This question is a follow up of sorts to #19, and the answer, of course, is "No."  The Apostles all taught the same doctrines…ALL the same doctrines.  After all, Jesus tells us that the Holy Spirit was to guide them into all truth.  
If they are guided into all truth, then they cannot help but teach identical doctrines…they cannot help but teach the same truths…to all the different peoples they came across.  Again, from 1 Cor 11:18-19, it is obvious that there were those among the Corinthians who believed different doctrines.  Who taught them these different doctrines, the Apostles?  I don’t think so. 

Well, if the Apostles didn’t teach different doctrines, then why is it okay for the pastors of today’s thousands upon thousands of Protestant denominations to teach different doctrines one from another?  And, if it wasn’t okay for the Corinthians to hold to different beliefs…beliefs that caused division within the Christian congregation…then why is it okay today for Protestants to hold to different beliefs…beliefs that cause division within Christianity?  This whole business of not only ignoring doctrinal differences within Protestantism, but actually justifying them with this essential vs. non-essential garbage is something that has no biblical basis whatsoever.  Yet, Protestants don’t ever give it a second thought, and they continue to rail constantly against Catholics for the "un-biblical" nature of our beliefs (according to their fallible interpretations of the Bible).

So, our job is to get Protestants to think about things like that by asking questions like these.  If Pastor Johnson says, "Yes," then the next question is: Please show me where the Bible says such a thing, or: How can that be if they were all inspired by the same Holy Spirit? If he says, "No," then the next question is: Then why do you believe it’s okay for the different denominations to do that very thing?

21) Did the Apostles and other leaders of the early Church believe it was okay to have false doctrines within the Church? Yes or no?

If he says, "Yes," I would ask: Please show me where the Bible ever teaches such a thing.  Hint: it doesn’t.  If he says, "No," then the next question is: Then why do you believe it’s okay for any denomination that has one or more contrary doctrines from yours, to do so?  And he does believe it is okay to do so, at least, as long as these false doctrines are "non-essential."  You can also ask: Please tell me where the Bible ever once mentions that there is such a thing as a "non-essential" doctrine.  

In 1 Tim 4:1, Paul even states that there will be those who fall away from the faith by believing false doctrines.  The Church was founded by Jesus Christ.  It teaches the truth and nothing but the truth, unless one believes that the true Body of Christ can teach error.  Also, Scripture tells us Satan is the father of all lies.  So, if there is false doctrine, that doctrine is the spawn of Satan, and believing something that is of Satan would never meet with the approval of the Apostles and other leaders of the early Church.   So, again, if the Apostles and other leaders of the Church did not believe it was okay to have false doctrine within the Church, why do so many Protestants believe otherwise by saying that it’s okay to believe in false "non-essential" doctrines, as long as you believe in the "essential" doctrines?  Nowhere is such a thing even hinted at in the Bible.

22) Did the Apostles break fellowship with those who were teaching different doctrines than they were teaching? Yes or no?

If he says, "No," because he is trying to be ecumenical towards other Protestant denominations, then you have ample biblical evidence to show otherwise.  If he says, "Yes," then you ask: Well, why don’t you do the same?  Paul commands Titus to "have nothing more to do with" any man who is "factious," after he has been warned once or twice (Titus 3:10).  Or, as the King James Bible puts it, "A man that is a heretic, after the first and second admonition reject, knowing that he that is such is subverted, and sinneth, being condemned of himself," (Titus 3:10-11).  So, reject the heretics…those that believe and teach different doctrines.  Break fellowship with them.  Yet, Protestants, for the most part, all believe it’s okay to worship and fellowship with those who believe and teach different doctrines and that there is absolutely no problem in doing so.

23) Did Jesus and the Apostles demand conformity to the doctrines they taught? Yes or no?

If, "Yes," then why don’t you demand conformity from all of the Protestant denominations that teach differing doctrines?  If, "No," well, the Bible says otherwise: Paul to Titus, speaking of those who are bishops, that they should "Give instruction in sound doctrine and also to confute those who contradict it," (Titus 1:9).  "Teach what befits sound doctrine," (Titus 2:1).  "Guard the truth that has been entrusted to you by the Holy Spirit," (2 Tim 1:14).  "That you may charge certain persons not to teach ANY different doctrine," (1 Tim 1:3) – no mention here that it’s okay to teach different doctrine, as long as it is "non-essential." Conformity to doctrine is commanded in all of these instances by Paul.  And we know that Paul is inspired by the Holy Spirit Who was sent by Jesus, so Jesus, as did the Apostles, does indeed demand conformity to the doctrines He taught. 

Which begs the question, why do Protestants think it’s okay to not have doctrinal conformity amongst the various denominations?  How can they think that the lack of doctrinal conformity could in any way be of God? 

24) Were the Apostles infallible in their teaching on faith and morals? Yes or no?

If, "Yes," then that means they had to have all taught and believed the exact same thing – even concerning so-called "non-essential" doctrines.  If, "No," then that means the Holy Spirit, who was guiding them into "all truth," could not be infallible.  The Apostles, guided by the Holy Spirit into all truth, as Jesus said they would be (John 16:13), had to have been infallible in their teaching on faith and morals.  They were teaching what they were taught by Jesus Christ and by the Holy Spirit.  Which means, they all taught one and the same set of truths.  Which means there is one, and only one, set of truths that it is okay to believe in and which everyone should believe in. 

25) Can you be “one” with someone who believes in false doctrines? Yes or no?

If, "Yes," how so?  How can you be in union with one who believes in error…in false doctrine…in lies, if you do not also believe those same lies and false doctrines and errors?  If, "No," then that goes against the false ecumenism Pastor Johnson pushes about being able to be one with those who do not worship at the same altar.  The answer, quite clearly, is no.  Jesus tells us He is "the Way, the Truth, and the Life," (John 14:6).  So, if He is the Truth, and we must know the truth to be set free (John 8:32), and it is only those who are "of the truth" who hear the voice of Jesus (John 19:37), then how can you be one with someone who does not have the whole truth, who may not have been set free, and who may not be hearing the voice of Jesus – a clear reference to Jesus as shepherd and His sheep hearing His voice.  Which means if you don’t hear His voice you probably are not one of His sheep.  Can a believer in the fullness of the truth be one with someone who has, at best, only partial truth?

26) In your church, can two walk together if they are not in agreement? Yes or no?

Pretty much the same question as #25 above, although I was asking specifically for him to answer about how this would work in his particular denomination.  You can do the same with someone from any denomination.  If, "Yes," please explain how so?  If, "No," then same rationale as above.

All of these questions above, #19 – #26, are pointed to one very obvious truth to Catholics, but a truth which Protestants tend to ignore because to acknowledge it would put them in a very difficult position.  And that truth is this: There is one body of doctrinal and moral teachings out there which has to be true in its fullness because it is the body of doctrinal and moral teachings taught by Jesus and His Apostles, defended by them, and then handed on from the Apostles to the next generation of Church leaders and then handed on by them to still others (2 Tim 2:2).  At the beginning of Christianity, there was one, and only one, set of true doctrinal and moral teachings.  Denominations – divisions based on differences in beliefs – were condemned.  They were not tolerated.  Yet, they are now, somehow, okay.  Why? 

If there is one body of doctrines that is completely true, and only one body of doctrines that can be completely true, then all of this garbage about essential vs. non-essential doctrines is shown to be exactly what it is – a justification for not facing the fact that there can be, at most, one Protestant denomination that has the fullness of truth, and that denomination is probably not yours (and we know it is none of them).  In essence, this essential vs. non-essential theological construct, is actually an admission that your church and most, if not all, the other Protestant churches around yours, are not the original Church that was founded by Jesus Christ. 

27) Did Jesus give His real flesh or His symbolic flesh for the life of the world? Real or symbolic?

Pastor Johnson believes that the Eucharist, or the Lord’s Supper, as he calls it, is merely a symbolic re-enactment of what Jesus did at the Last Supper.  He does not accept the idea of the Real Presence.  That’s why I asked him this question.  And this question, or series of questions, is exactly what you need to ask of anyone who does not believe in the Real Presence.  The question is rooted in John 6:51, which says: "I am the living bread which came down from Heaven; if anyone eats of this bread, he will live for ever; and the bread which I shall give for the life of the world is my flesh." 

Well, as a Christian, this is an easy question to answer, right?  I mean, he has to say, as any Christian would, that Jesus gave His real flesh for the life of the world, not His symbolic flesh (were he to ever actually answer the question).  And, when did He give His flesh for the life of the world?  On the Cross, right?  But, to admit this causes him a bit of a theological problem, as we see with the next question.   

28) Did Jesus say that the bread He would give us to eat, which, if we ate we would live for ever, was the flesh that He would give for the life of the world? Yes or no?

Uh-oh.  The answer, for anyone who can read, is obviously, "Yes."  Yes, Jesus did indeed say, in John 6:51, that the bread He would give us to eat is the flesh that He would give for the life of the world.  But, if the bread Jesus is giving us to eat, is the bread that He will give for the life of the world, and the bread which He will give for the life of the world is His flesh, and it was His real flesh not His symbolic flesh that He gave for the life of the world, then it is His real flesh that He is giving us to eat, not His symbolic flesh.  It’s all right there in John 6:51.  And, what He says in verses 52-58 fit perfectly with the fact that Jesus was giving us His real, not symbolic, flesh to eat.  "Eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood."  "Eats My flesh and drinks My blood."  "For My flesh is real food indeed and My blood is real drink indeed."  "Eats My flesh and drinks My blood."

Which means that if Pastor Johnson were to answer these two questions in a scripturally consistent manner, then he would have a theological inconsistency on his hands.  How can he believe that Jesus gave His real flesh on the Cross, yet also believe that Jesus only gave us His symbolic flesh as the bread He gives us to eat, when John 6:51 clearly identifies the bread Jesus will give us to eat as the real flesh that He will give for the life of the world on the Cross?  Do you begin to understand why Pastor Johnson never replied to my questions?  He can’t, not without exposing huge holes in his theological system. 

29) Did Jesus say that we had to eat His flesh and drink His blood in order to have eternal life? Yes or no?

Yes, He did.  And, if Pastor Johnson tries to argue that Jesus was merely speaking symbolically, or metaphorically, then we simply go back to John 6:51 and ask again: Did Jesus give His real flesh on the Cross or His symbolic or metaphoric flesh on the Cross?  You can’t say Scripture is speaking of His real flesh in verse 51, and then turn around and say Scripture is speaking of His symbolic flesh in verses 52-58.  
It always comes back to: Was the flesh Jesus gave on the Cross real, or symbolic?  If it was real, then when He says "the bread which I shall give for the life of the world is my flesh," He is speaking of His real flesh.

30) Did Jesus say that His flesh was food indeed and that His blood was drink indeed? Yes or no?

Yes.  "So, Pastor Johnson, was does it mean when God says His flesh is real food and that His blood is real drink?"  "Why, John, that means that we are to read Scripture and really chew on what God is saying to us in His Word."  Vomit. 

"Why, John, if you go back to verse 35 of John 6, Jesus says that whoever believes in Him shall not hunger nor thirst.  So, when Jesus said to eat His flesh and drink His blood, He meant to believe in Him."  "But, Pastor, in verse 35, does not Jesus say that He is the bread of life?  And, back to verse 51, does not Jesus specifically tell us that this bread is "living" bread, and that this "living" bread which He shall give us is the flesh that He will give for the life of the world, and not merely a belief in Him?  With all due respect, Pastor, but your interpretation results in Jesus telling us that He will give us His real flesh to eat in verse 51, but then in verses 53-58 He is telling us that He will give us His metaphorical flesh to eat.  That doesn’t make any sense, Pastor." 

Folks, they cannot get around the very clear implication of verse 51, which is why you need to keep bringing them back to it because they will do everything in their power to run away from it.

31) Do you believe the Body of Christ, the church, with Jesus as its head, can teach error in the areas of faith and morals? Yes or no?

This question is dedicated to all of those (like Pastor Johnson) who say that Christians can disagree on the "non-essential" doctrines, as long as they agree on the "essential" doctrines.  Which is, in essence, a tacit admission that there is not a Protestant faith tradition in existence that believes it has the "whole truth and nothing but the truth."  This is a CYA kind of thing.  "Well, no, we don’t insist that we have all Christian truth, but it’s not necessary to have all Christian truth as long as you believe in the essentials."  Really?!  Which means they believe, whether they admit it or not, that the Church Jesus founded can, and does, teach error. 

If they say, "Yes," I believe the Church can teach error, then you simply ask how it is that a "church," with Jesus as its head and the Holy Spirit as its guide can teach error?  Either Jesus is not the head or, if He is the head, then He obviously is not guiding this particular "church."  And, if they say, "Yes," the church can teach error, then ask them which errors their church is currently teaching.  And, if they know they are teaching error, then why don’t they change what they teach?  And, if they know other Protestant denominations are teaching error, how can they say that the members of those denominations are in the church?  After all, if other denominations are teaching error, and Satan is the father of all lies (i.e., doctrinal errors), then these other denominations are, essentially, teaching some things that are of Satan.  Would Jesus’ Church teach things that are of Satan?

If they say, "No," the Church that has Jesus as its head cannot teach error, you need to then ask them how it is that people in those denominations that teach at least some error, even on the "non-essentials," can be said to be in the church which has Jesus Christ as its Head.  If they’re in a church that teaches error, and Jesus’ Church doesn’t teach error, then they can’t be in Jesus’ Church, can they?  And, you need to ask them, if their church possibly teaches any error.  And, if not, is their church then THE Church that was founded by Jesus Christ 2000 years ago in Israel?

32) If all scholars disagree as to what constitutes exegesis and eisegesis, then do you know with 100% certainty what constitutes exegesis and eisegesis? Yes or no?

Exegesis, essentially, is listening to what Scripture says – getting out of Scripture what God put in it.  Eisegesis is telling Scripture what it says – putting your own pre-set beliefs into Scripture.  He accused me of eisegesis, but then said that "all scholars" disagree as to what is or is not exegesis vs. eisegesis.  So, I asked him the above question.  Essentially, the core question I’m getting at is one of authority: By what authority do you declare something to be exegesis or eisegesis?  By what authority do you declare any interpretation of Scripture – yours, mine, or anyone else’s – to be right or wrong?  Basically the same thing as asking any Protestant who believes in Sola Scriptura and in each individual privately interpreting Scripture for themselves: Are you an authoritative interpreter of Scripture?  By what authority do you tell me that my interpretation of Scripture is wrong, and yours is right? 

33) Can God appear to you under any form He chooses? Yes or no?

He was having problems, obviously, with the Eucharist.  It looks like bread and wine, but it’s really God…yeah, right!  So, just a simple little question to see if he really believes that all things are possible with God.  If he says, "No," then he doubts the power of God.  If he says, "Yes," then he is tacitly admitting the possibility that Catholic belief on the Eucharist could be true.

34) Is the correlation I am drawing between the flesh that Jesus shall give for the life of the world and the bread that Jesus shall give us to eat, found in John 6:51? Yes or no?

Obviously it is and, given the questions above, it obviously presents a problem to him to admit that it is. 

35) Do we need to eat the flesh and drink the blood of Jesus Christ in order to have eternal life? Yes or no?

A set up question for #36.  His answer, if he is to be in line with Scripture, has to be, "Yes." 

36) If the answer to #35 is yes, then can we say that His flesh does indeed profit us? Yes or no?

For Pastor Johnson and all those Protestants who try to point to John 6:63 – "It is the Spirit that gives life, the flesh is of no avail…" – and say, "See, the flesh is of no avail, so Jesus is not talking about us eating His real flesh," these two questions show the twisted logic they are using.  Jesus just repeated Himself as nowhere else in the Gospels saying that eating His flesh leads to eternal life, and now they think He is turning around and contradicting Himself just seconds later by saying, "Oh, just kidding, My flesh is of no avail."  Plus, this interpretation they use for verse 63 causes another problem for them.  In verse 51, as discussed above, they have to believe Jesus is talking about His real flesh.  Then, in verses 52-58, they believe Jesus is talking about His metaphorical flesh.  Now, in verse 63, all of a sudden Jesus is talking about real flesh again.  It’s amazing how Jesus keeps switching back and forth between talking about his real flesh and his metaphorical flesh – that must have been very confusing for everyone who heard Him that day.  Not a very good Teacher to be switching around like that all the time, is He?

37) If the answer to #36 is yes, then does verse 63 of John 6 mean that it counts as nothing to eat Jesus’ flesh and to drink His blood? Yes or no?

See above. 

38) Does Jesus’ flesh “count for nothing?” Yes or no?

See above.  With these four questions, you’ve demonstrated that the Protestant interpretation of John 6:63 that has Jesus saying that His flesh is of no avail, is in direct contradiction to the verses immediately preceding and to the message of the Gospels as a whole.  You’ve demonstrated that, once again, they have some big logical inconsistencies in their theology and in their interpretations of the Bible.

39) Are you an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

See explanation under #32 above.  If a Protestant is being honest, he has to admit to you, if you press him on it, that his private interpretations of Scripture are indeed fallible in nature – that he could indeed make a mistake in interpreting the Bible.  Oh, they may say they are guided by the Holy Spirit and thus their interpretations are true, but if they say that, then ask them if that means they are infallible.  Because, that is essentially what they are saying.  If they are truly guided by the Holy Spirit in 100% of their interpretation of the Bible, then they truly are infallible.  Yet, pretty much every Protestant believes that no man is infallible – which is one of their arguments against the Pope.  So, if they are not infallible, how is it they are guided by the Holy Spirit?  Are they guided by the Spirit 80% of the time when they interpret Scripture?  75%?  50%?  If they are guided sometimes but not others, how do they know which times they are being guided by the Spirit and which times they aren’t? 

Again, if you press them, you will get them to either admit that they could indeed be wrong in what they believe because their interpretations of the Bible are indeed fallible, or they will get upset with you and stop talking to you, or they will say something like, "Listen, it’s obvious we’re not going to agree on this, so let’s just agree to disagree."  Don’t let them do that, especially if they’re the ones who started the conversation!  "Let’s agree to disagree" means: "Look, I recognize that I am getting my tail kicked here and I have no clue how to respond to you but I simply cannot admit that a Catholic could be right about anything."  Keep pressing the point until they either answer or walk away.  And then, next time they come up to you and start asking you questions, or attacking more Catholic beliefs, you come back to this very point and tell them: "You answer this first, and then we can move on to other things.  And, if you don’t answer it, then we have nothing else to discuss because I have to assume that you concede the point I was making but simply will not admit it, and, with all due respect, I have no time to engage in discussions with someone who is not willing to honestly evaluate their position when they are presented with evidence contrary to that position."

40) If #39 is yes, is your interpretation of Scripture infallible? Yes or no?

If they answer, "Yes," then that means their interpretation of Scripture should be infallible.  And, if they answer, "Yes, then ask them who it is that appointed them an authentic interpreter of Scripture and what evidence they offer to show that they have indeed been appointed an authentic interpreter of Scripture.  Let them know that the Catholic Church can historically trace its line of authority back to Peter and the Apostles.  Can they similarly trace their line of authority?

If they answered, "No," to #39, then ask them how they know any of their interpretations of Scripture to be right, and follow with #42. 

41) Am I an authentic interpreter of Scripture? Yes or no?

Regardless of whether they say, "Yes," or "No," your response is: "By what authority do you say that?" How do they know if I am an authentic interpreter of Scripture or not?  And, if they don’t know if I am or not, or have no authority to say if I am or not, then they really have no authority to say if anyone is or not, including the Pope and Magisterium of the Catholic Church.  Which means, there is the possibility that everything they believe that is contrary to Catholic teaching, could be a lie since it is based on no authority other than themselves.  Make sure you point that out to them.  We’re not talking absolute proofs here, we’re talking about possibilities.  But, possibilities plant seeds.  If you can get whoever you’re talking to start using a bit of logic and common sense, you may be helping them start down the path to the fullness of truth.

42) If you are not an authentic interpreter of Scripture, then who is?

It’s all about authority.  Every dispute between Catholic and non-Catholic Christians can be boiled down to a question of authority.  If there are no authentic interpreters of Scripture out there, then how does anyone know that anything about the Bible is true?  How does anyone know that any interpretation of Scripture is true or false if every interpretation of Scripture has no authority behind except that of any given individual? 

But, if there is an authentic interpreter of Scripture out there, then shouldn’t we try to find them and listen to them and be guided by them?

-———————————————————————————

I hope all of these questions, and the explanations of them, have given you a sense of how easy it is to point out to someone that they need to do some serious examination of what they believe and why they believe it, as it painfully apparent that there are some major contradictions…some major logical inconsistencies…with their theological system and their interpretations of the Bible.  Several of these questions I have asked numerous times to any number of Protestants, and I have yet to get anyone to even attempt to answer them.  They either answer by saying something totally unrelated to the question, or they try to switch the subject altogether, or they get angry and walk away.  Why is that, I wonder?  I believe they either consciously or subconsciously realize that by answering a simple little yes or no question, they would be stepping into some deep Martin Luther and they would not be able to get out of it very easily, if at all.  So, when asked such questions, they follow a strategy of: avoid, avoid, avoid, distract, avoid, cast aspersions, avoid, walk away. 

Most people are comfortable with what they believe, and they don’t like having their worlds rocked.  But, it is our job to do just that.  As Archbishop Fulton Sheen said, "Jesus came to comfort the afflicted and to afflict the comfortable."  We need to continue in His footsteps.   
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