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This is the first of a series of talks addressed to non-Catholic Christians. Not to all non-Catholic Christians, but specifically to those non-Catholic Christians who are not Eastern Orthodox. Some of the names applied to these Christians are: Baptists, Fundamentalists, Evangelicals, non-Denominational, Presbyterian, Methodist, Episcopal, Pentecostal, Church of Christ, Church of God, and so on. For simplicity, I will refer to all of these folks as “Protestants,” whether that is a name they apply to themselves or not. I hope not to offend anyone by doing so, but I find it is simply easier to group Christians as being either Catholic, Orthodox, or Protestant. 


I fully realize, though, that many Baptists do not believe themselves to be “Protestant” nor do those in the “Church of Christ” nor do those who refer to themselves as “just a Christian” nor do those who say they are “non-denominational” nor many others as well. However, using the term “Protestant” to describe those Christians who are not Catholic Christians and who are not Orthodox Christians, is simply easier than saying, “Baptists, Methodists, Presbyterians, Evangelicals, Episcopalians, Church of Christ, Church of God, non-Denominationalists,” etc. over and over again. So, I hope none of these folks are offended by being referred to as “Protestant,” but it is simply a convention I will use as a more efficient way to address the various groups thus mentioned. 


Now, the first topic I wish to address in this series is the one that I find to be the one common thread running throughout the many and varied groups I have lumped together under Protestantism, and that is the topic of Sola Scriptura. There are two dogmas that I call the “Pillars of Protestantism” – these being “Sola Scriptura” – or Scripture Alone – and “Sola Fide” – or Faith Alone. While I have come across Protestants who do not believe in the dogma of Sola Fide, I have yet to come across any Protestants who do not believe in the dogma of Sola Scriptura.


So, near as I can tell, this dogma of Sola Scriptura is the one dogma that all Protestants believe in. Which is why I wanted to start the discussion here.


First, let me define the dogma of Sola Scriptura so that you know exactly what I mean when I use the term. As I understand it, it is the belief that the Bible, and the Bible alone, is the only thing that a Christian needs in order to know whatever they need to know about Christian teaching and practice. 


Using that definition as a basis for this talk, I wish to examine this dogma from several different angles, ask some questions about it, and then contrast it with Catholic teaching. And, while my ultimate purpose here is to hopefully persuade you that Sola Scriptura is not a teaching any Christian should believe, my immediate purpose is to simply get you to understand that Catholics do indeed have good reason for not believing it.


I will examine this teaching on Sola Scriptura from three different perspectives: logically, historically, and scripturally. Many of you may move to immediately dismiss the first two perspectives, since you believe in Sola Scriptura…going by the Bible alone…but I would remind you that God gave us our minds and He told us that we must love Him with all of our mind, in addition to our heart. Logic, good logic, is of God.


Also, God is the Lord of history. What happened in history, particularly in Christian history, is very important for us to know. The early Christians are important witnesses as to what Christianity looked like in their time, and this ought to give us an idea of what it should look like in our time. So to simply dismiss logic and history, out-of-hand, as not being important perspectives to consider when it comes to Christian teaching and practice, is to dismiss the God Who gave us our brains and told us to use them in loving Him and to dismiss the testimony of those who gave their lives to defend and preserve the Faith that we hold so dear. 
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Wow! What a response to last week’s newsletter! I received more than 10 times the normal number of responses…it numbered in the hundreds! I only received 3 or 4 negative responses, so I guess I’ll continue along the lines of what I outlined in the last newsletter.


To those who had objections, or concerns, let me say two things: 1) I will still be conducting exchanges with non-Catholics, it’s just that I’ll be adding these “revised” talks into the newsletter mix every so often; and 2) I will not be watering down the content of what I say. Making a talk more “Protestant-friendly” does not mean backing away from what I believe to be the truth. The main difference will be that when I give these talks, I will not be speaking in front of a Catholic audience, so I won’t be as energized and excited as I am when I talk to Catholics. I think some folks might be offended by my talks because they think I’m yelling at them, when actually I’m just fired up and passionate about my Faith. So, in these new talks, I’ll simply be more subdued and use some slightly different language, but I’ll essentially be saying the same things. Same gift, different package, so to speak. 


To those who had suggestions for what topics I should cover, I want to reiterate that these will be updates of my current set of talks. I will start with Sola Scriptura, then move to Sola Fide, and go from there. After I’ve revised the current set of talks, I may look to add a new talk or two – on the Inquisition; the Crusades; the Divinity of Christ; etc. – but that will only be after I finish going through the current list. 


One last thing, off the topic, but I understand a number of you received an “Opinion Poll” from our ol’ pal Dr. Joe Mizzi*. In this survey, Dr. Mizzi asks the following question:


“According to the Bible, whose faith is accounted for righteousness?
* He who does not work but believes (33 votes) 29%
* He who works and believes (79 votes) 71%”
*FAITH AND WORKS IN JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE WITH ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI - JOE MIZZI

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FAITH_AND_WORKS_IN_JUSTIFICATION-DEBATE_WITH_ANTI-CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc

He is, of course, trying to show that the Bible states that it is “he who does not work but believes,” (Rom 4:5) whose faith is counted as righteousness; therefore, according to Joe, Catholics are going against the Bible when we teach that works have a role in our salvation. And, he will undoubtedly publish the “Catholic Opinion Poll” on his website in a dishonest attempt to show how Catholic belief “contradicts” the Bible. 


The problem is that Joe has not taken into account all of the Bible. He has focused on one verse and left the rest of the Bible completely out of the picture. (That’s so unlike him!) So, I propose we send our own Opinion Poll to Joe to help him broaden his perspective on Scripture a bit.


I would ask everyone who received Dr. Mizzi’s “Opinion Poll” (and anyone else who may want to do this) to copy and paste the following “Opinion Poll” into an email and send it to Joe, to see how he answers:


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

a) His works

b) His faith alone


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

a) Works

b) Faith alone


The answer in both instances is, of course, (a) – but don’t tell Joe that, we’ll just wait and see how he answers, if he does. The pertinent Bible passages for these questions are Romans 2:6-8 and James 2:24, respectively.


I’m more than happy to take any “opinion poll” Joe comes up with, but I doubt he’ll be so willing to take one of mine.


One more thing. If you do not want to receive any more emails from Dr. Mizzi, send him an email to let him know. If he continues to send you emails after you request that he not do it, please let me know. If he does not honor your requests, it could end up causing him some problems.

Introduction

This is continuing the revised talk on Sola Scriptura that I started last week. I’ll reprint the intro I wrote last week (with updates) and then go from there.


You’ll notice that I made a few changes to what I wrote last week based on your feedback. First, I went with “non-Catholic Christian” vs. “Protestant”. My original thinking was that non-Catholic Christian was too broad, since it includes Orthodox Christians as well, but I guess the Orthodox folk, should you come across any, will figure out that these talks are not, for the most part, aimed at them.


Second, I added the words “authority” and “binding” and “rule of faith” and “infallible” in the definition of Sola Scriptura because some folks complained that the original wording came across as being too narrow. There is a debate within Protestantism over a particular nuance of Sola Scriptura that some have come to call “solo” scriptura. In addition to its being bad Latin, “solo” scriptura is a nuance without any substantive difference from “sola” scriptura. But, I was told that my original wording sounded like “solo” scriptura rather than “sola” scriptura, so if I can make more people happy by including those words that I have now included…well, as you all know, I’m all about making people happy.


Third, I added some Bible verses in my discussion on how logic and history cannot be dismissed in this discussion. And, finally, I put in some words up front about how Catholics view Scripture so that it is clear that I am taking issue with a particular doctrine, and not with the Bible itself.


So, thank you to all who wrote in with comments, they are much appreciated and they have all been read and some incorporated into the text. Please let me know what you think about what I’ve added in this issue.

This is the first of a series of talks addressed to non-Catholic Christians. Not to all non-Catholic Christians, but specifically those who are not Eastern Orthodox. Some of the names applied to these Christians are: Baptists, Fundamentalists, Evangelicals, non-Denominational, Presbyterian, Methodist, Pentecostal, Church of Christ, Church of God, and so on. To avoid having to repeat the names of the various faith traditions over and over again, however, I will simply refer to all of these folks as “non-Catholic Christians”, or just “non-Catholics”. I am not doing this to diminish anyone’s faith tradition in any way, shape, or form, but simply to make this talk easier to follow. 


Having said that, I want to start off this series by addressing the topic that seems to be the one common thread running throughout most, if not all, of the non-Catholic faith traditions. That is the topic of Sola Scriptura. There are two basic doctrines that separate Catholic Christians from non-Catholic Christians. Those two being: “Sola Scriptura” – which means Scripture Alone; and “Sola Fide” – which means Faith Alone. There are other doctrines that separate us as well, but these are the two basic ones. Now, while I have come across non-Catholics who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Fide, I have yet to come across any who do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. That’s not to say there aren’t any, I’m just saying that I haven’t run into any. 


So, near as I can tell, this doctrine of Sola Scriptura is the one doctrine that all, or almost all, non-Catholic Christians believe in. Which is why I wanted to start the discussion here.


First, let me define the term “Sola Scriptura” so that you know what I mean when I use the term. It is simply this: The Bible is the sole authority that one needs to decide what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice. Now, that is not to say that one cannot learn things from sources other than the Bible, but these other sources are not infallible, as is the Bible, and do not carry the kind of binding authority that the Bible carries. 


In other words, the Bible is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. If it’s not in the Bible, then I, as a Christian, am not bound to believe it. 


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


Having said that, however, we do not believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura – the doctrine that Scripture “alone” is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. In other words, the issue here is not the Bible, but rather a particular doctrinal belief. And this talk is all about explaining why we don’t believe that particular doctrine. And, as in anything where persuasion is involved, my hope is that you would, after examination and prayer, accept what I have to say on this matter as being true; however, my prayer is that, at the least, you will be able to see that the argument against Sola Scriptura is a substantive one and that you might find yourself thinking, “Well, I may not agree with the Catholics on this, but I can better understand the reasons for why they believe as they do.” In other words, I am hoping this talk will promote better understanding between faith traditions.


Now, I will examine this teaching on Sola Scriptura from three different perspectives – logical, historical, and scriptural – and show that it has difficulty passing the test in all three of these areas. In the past, some that I’ve talked to have moved to immediately dismiss the first two perspectives, since they believe Scripture alone is sufficient to decide the issue. But, I would remind them that God gave us our minds and He told us that we must love Him with all of our mind, as well as our heart (Matt 22:37). In addition, we see from 1 Cor 12 that wisdom and knowledge are gifts of the Spirit, and in Isaiah 1:18, the Lord says, “Come, let us reason together.” Logic, good logic, is of God. 


Also, God is the Lord of history. What happened in history, particularly in Christian history, is very important for us to know. The early Christians are important witnesses as to what Christianity was in their time, and thus to what it ought to be in our time. So to simply dismiss logic and history, out-of-hand, as not being important perspectives to consider when it comes to Christian teaching and practice, is to dismiss the God Who gave us our brains and told us to use them in loving Him and to dismiss the testimony of those who gave their lives to defend and preserve the Faith that we hold so dear. So, I will start with logic and history, then move on to Scripture, where I will spend the majority of my time.


The Perspective Provided by Logic: 

All Christians, Catholic and non-Catholic alike, consider the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God. But the question that needs to be asked is: Why? Why do we believe the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God? What authority do we rely upon for our belief that the Bible is what we believe it to be? Where did the Bible come from? Most people never consider these questions. They merely take it for granted that the Bible is what they believe it to be. But the fact is, everyone who believes the Bible to be the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, relies on some authority, whether they realize it or not, for their beliefs about the Bible. But, what authority do they rely on? The Bible? Well, for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority for the Christian, it must be the authority of the Bible that Christians rely on for their belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God.


But this presents a little bit of a problem. There is a logical inconsistency here. We cannot believe that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, based solely on the authority of the Bible. Why not? 


Three reasons: 
1) The Bible cannot bear witness to itself. There are a number of writings that claim inspiration from God, but we don’t accept them as the inspired, inerrant, Word of God, just because they claim to be. The Koran being one very obvious example of this. If we should believe something is what it says it is, simply because it says it, then we should accept the Koran as the word of God. But, we don’t, do we? Just so, we cannot accept the Bible as the Word of God based solely upon the witness of the Bible. As Jesus Himself said, “If I bear witness to Myself, My testimony is not true,” (John 5:31). 


2) The Bible never claims that it is the sole, infallible, authoritative source for all matters pertaining to Christian belief and practice. I will, however, explore this reason more in depth when discussing the perspective from Scripture in a few minutes. 


3) We can’t even be sure of what the Bible is, if we rely on the authority of “Scripture alone” in matters of Christian belief and practice. 


Let me explain why I say that. You see, the Bible wasn’t put together as we have it today for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. One of the problems in putting the Bible together was that there was a lot of disagreement, among Christians, over what should and should not be considered inspired Scripture. There were a lot of books back then that people were saying were inspired; yet, these books did not end up in the Bible as we have it today. Books such as the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, the Letter of Barnabas, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of Peter, the Apocalypse of Peter, and several more. 


There were also several books that did end up in our Bible that a lot of people were saying were not inspired and should not be considered as part of Scripture…books such as Revelation, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, and others. 


In other words, there was a lot of dispute over just what was and what wasn’t inspired Scripture. So, how did they settle the disputes? Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, you just look in the Bible to find the authoritative answer to any question regarding the Christian faith. So, did they consult the Bible to find out what books should be in the Bible? Obviously not…they couldn’t! There was no Bible to consult because Scripture was what the disputes were over. 


So, the question is, how does someone who believes in Sola Scriptura go about deciding a dispute as to which books should and should not be considered Scripture? You cannot consult the Bible for an answer, because the Bible is what the dispute is over. And, even if you consulted the non-disputed books of the Bible, that still wouldn’t help you because there is no list in any book of the Bible that tells us which books should be in the Bible. 


So, in order to decide one of the most fundamental issues of Christianity…which books should and should not be in the Bible…which books are and are not inspired Scripture… some authority outside of the Bible had to be relied upon.


So, again, a big problem for those who believe that the Bible is the sole binding authority in matters of faith and morals, is that the Bible doesn’t tell us which books should be in the Bible! There is no list, in the Bible, of which books should be in the Bible. Some person, or group of persons, had to decide which books were, and which books were not, inspired Scripture. Think about it! In order to know which books should and should not be inside the Bible, we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to tell us. But, the belief in Sola Scriptura states that the Bible is the sole authority in matters of Christian belief and practice. 


Which presents a logical dilemma. The question of where the Bible came from presents the same kind of problem to those who believe in Sola Scriptura, as the question of where matter came from presents to those who believe in evolution, yet do not believe in God. If you believe in evolution, you have to believe the matter used in evolution came from somewhere. But, if there is no God, then where did matter come from? If you believe in Sola Scriptura, you have to believe the Bible came from somewhere. But, if there is no binding authority outside of the Bible, then where did the Bible come from?


In other words, if you believe in Sola Scriptura, you believe in something that is logically inconsistent. You believe the Bible is the sole authority in deciding Christian belief and practice; yet, you believe in a binding authority outside of the Bible which gave us the Bible in the first place. Therefore, the Bible cannot be the sole authority in matters of faith and morals. There is some authority outside of the Bible that we have to have in order to have the Bible in the first place! 


And, I would like to add that I believe, based on historical documentation, that it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together as we have it today. Now, there are many who disagree with me on that, but whether you agree that it was the Catholic Church that put the Bible together or not, you have to agree that someone did. Someone with binding authority on Christians decided the disputes about which books should and should not be in what we now call the Bible.

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


Questions to ponder:

1) Where did the Bible come from?

2) What authority do we rely on for our belief that the Bible is the inspired, inerrant, Word of God?

3) Is there a list of books in the Bible, which tells us which books should be in the Bible?


The Perspective Provided by History:

What does the perspective of history tell us in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura…the belief in the Bible as the sole rule of faith for Christians?


Well, the main thing the perspective of history tells us is that the early Christians did not believe in this doctrine. We know that because there was no Bible, as we have it now, for them to consult as their authoritative guide in questions of Christian teaching and practice. As previously mentioned, the Bible did not come together as the document that we now call “the Bible” for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. Plus, the first book of the New Testament was not written for at least 10 years or more after the death of Christ. So, for at least 10 years, Christians were having to decide questions of doctrine and practice without a single book of the New Testament to consult. 


Furthermore, the last book of the New Testament wasn’t written for at least 40, and probably more likely 60 years or more, after the death of Christ. And, because of the state of transportation and communication in the world of the 1st century, it could often be years before a particular Christian community received a copy of this or that book of the New Testament. In other words, the early Christians went many decades without even the possibility of being able to use the Bible as the sole source of authority in matters of Christian teaching and practice. Which means they could not, and did not, believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. 


The question is, though, without a Bible as their sole authoritative source for their beliefs, to what, or whom, did the early Christians turn for authoritative decisions on matters of faith…on matters of doctrine? Who decided doctrinal disputes when they arose between Christians if there was no Bible to consult? Who? Well, as I’ll show in a moment, from the Bible, it was the leaders of the Church who decided – infallibly – on matters of doctrinal disputes. So, again, we see a binding authority, outside of Scripture, that was relied upon by the early Christians. 


Another part of the historical perspective is this: When Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church, and started teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, it was around the year 1520. By the year 1600, it is said there were more than two hundred non-Catholic denominations. By the year 1900, it is estimated there were almost a thousand denominations. And, now, in the year 2008, there are estimated to be some thirty thousand or more non-Catholic denominations! Each denomination claims to be based on the Bible alone, and each claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit; yet, none of them have the exact same body of doctrine, and many, many of them have doctrines that absolutely contradict one another. 


How can that be? Can the Holy Spirit – which is supposed to lead us unto all truth – can this same Holy Spirit lead different people into different doctrines – doctrines that contradict each other? No. In other words, the historical perspective shows that the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has resulted in division within the Body of Christ. 

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of history. 


Questions to ponder:

1) Did the early Christians believe in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura?

2) Has the doctrine of Sola Scriptura proven to be a unifying factor or a dividing factor within the Body of Christ?
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The Perspective Provided by Scripture:

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


Well, let’s look and see. First of all, it has to be admitted by all that there is no passage in the Bible which explicitly states that the Bible is the “sole authority” for Christians, or the “sole rule of faith” for Christians. But, are there passages that implicitly state this? Proponents of Sola Scriptura say that indeed there are such Scripture passages, and the first such passage they usually turn to is 2 Tim 3:16-17. 

2 Tim 3:16-17 reads as follows: “All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work.” First, as a Catholic, let me say that I agree 100% with this passage. Amen, I say! However, it nowhere says anything about the Bible being the sole rule of faith for the Christian.


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


What this passage is saying, and all this passage is saying, is that all of Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching and correction and so forth. As a Catholic, I agree…I agree with that 100%. With every passage of Scripture, I, as a Catholic, agree. Scripture is indeed inspired and it is indeed profitable for teaching, reproof, correction, and training in righteousness. We need to read Scripture. We need to know it. We need to ponder it, soak in it, meditate on it, pray it, and be able to share it. But…this passage still doesn’t say Scripture is the sole rule of faith for Christians. People try to force this scripture verse to say something that it doesn’t actually say. 


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


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


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


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


Another big problem with 2 Tim 3:16-17, for those who try to use this passage as scriptural support for the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is that it apparently proves too much when interpreted as they try to interpret it. 
When you put this passage from 2 Timothy in context, it seems to prove more than any Sola Scriptura believer would admit. If you go back just one verse and read 2 Tim 3:15, you’ll see what I mean. In verse 15 Paul says to Timothy, “…and how from childhood you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus.” The sacred writings that Timothy has known from childhood?! Now, even though Timothy was a relatively young man, few, if any, of the books of the New Testament had been written when Timothy was a child. In other words, the “scripture” being referred to here is the Old Testament. 


Paul is talking here about the Old Testament! So, if one wants to interpret this passage as “proving” Sola Scriptura, then what they are actually “proving” is that it is the Old Testament scripture “alone” that is able to make the man of God perfect. Sola Old Testament Scriptura. Paul is talking about the O.T. here, not the N.T.!!! So, again, it would seem to be saying more than any proponent of Sola Scriptura would want to admit to – instead of Sola Scriptura…instead of the Bible Alone…it seems to be saying the Old Testament Alone! 


Now, some have argued that even though when Paul wrote 2 Timothy he was indeed referring to the Old Testament, that his words came to include the New Testament scriptures as well, once the various New Testament books were written down. Well, I would agree with that. I agree that Paul’s words to Timothy are applicable to both Old and New Testament scriptures. 


However, that does not solve the problem for those who try to find Sola Scriptura in these verses. Paul saying that all scripture is inspired of God and profitable for teaching and so forth is indeed true of all Scripture – Old and New Testament – even if Paul was referring specifically to the Old Testament scriptures at the time he wrote those words. But, if you interpret this verse as teaching Sola Scriptura, you still have an insurmountable problem. The problem is that a Sola Scriptura interpretation gives the verse one meaning when Paul wrote it, but a completely different and contradictory meaning now. It also makes the New Testament scriptures unnecessary for the early Christians. 


Think about it. According to a Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses, where Paul is referring to the Old Testament scriptures, Paul had to have been telling Timothy that the Old Testament alone was the sole rule of faith…the sole authority in matters of faith and morals…for the Christian. That has to be the interpretation because Paul is clearly referring to the Old Testament in these verses. But in our day, the Sola Scriptura Christian rejects the notion that the Old Testament alone is the sole rule of faith for the Christian. Which means, a Sola Scriptura interpretation of 2 Tim 3:16-17 necessitates a change in doctrine. What was supposedly true for Timothy and other early Christians…Sola Old Testament Scriptura…is no longer true for Christians of our age. So, for a sola scriptura interpretation of these verses to be true, doctrine needs to have changed…truth, in essence, needs to have changed. But, does truth change? Ever? Do you know of any other place where Scripture gives us a doctrinal teaching that was supposedly true for the early Christians, but is now false for Christians of our time? 


Also, when Paul wrote to Timothy, around 67 A.D., several books of the New Testament had indeed been written. But, these were not books that Timothy would have known “since childhood.” So, again, Paul’s words to Timothy were not referring to these books of the New Testament that had already been written. But, if you interpret these words as teaching Sola Scriptura, then you in essence have Paul saying that, even though many books of the New Testament were in existence at the time of his letter to Timothy, they were basically unnecessary for the man of God to be made complete…to be equipped for all good works. 


In other words, to interpret these verses from 2 Timothy as teaching the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is to basically have Paul telling Timothy that the books of the New Testament, which were in existence at that time, were unnecessary for the man of God to be complete…unnecessary for the man of God to be equipped for every good work. Does that make any sense at all? All the “man of God” of the time needed was the Old Testament? 


Also, a Sola Scriptura interpretation of these verses would necessarily mean that we have to believe that Christian doctrine changes…that truth, in essence, changes. Would anyone who believes in Sola Scriptura agree to that? Yet, that is indeed the position they are inevitably left with if they try to force a Sola Scriptura interpretation onto 2 Tim 3:16-17. So, for all of these reasons just mentioned, I think it is indeed a very reasonable position to reject the notion that 2 Tim 3:16-17 teaches the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. 


“But,” someone might ask, “what about the Bereans?” Acts 17:11 says, “Now these Jews [the Bereans] were more noble than those in Thessalonica, for they received the Word with all eagerness, examining the scriptures daily to see if these things were so.” The King James Version of the Bible says that they “searched” the Scriptures daily. 


You know, I keep hearing about these Berean folks from Acts 17. And, every time I hear about them, someone is using them to “prove” Sola Scriptura…that one should go by the Bible alone. They say that the example of the Bereans proves Sola Scriptura, because the Bereans were searching Scripture to see if what Paul was saying was true. But, again, the problem is that nowhere does this verse say the Bereans went by the Bible alone. 
In fact, it is well known that Jews, whether in Berea or elsewhere, did not go by the Bible alone…they did not practice Sola Scriptura…they believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. Which means Jesus, being a good Jew, didn’t believe in Sola Scriptura. And, as I’ve already mentioned, neither did the early Christians. 


What was going on here with the Bereans in Acts 17 was this: Paul was preaching to them about Jesus being the Messiah. And Paul, in his preaching, would quote Scripture verses – from the Old Testament – that he would say pointed to Jesus. Paul would say something along the lines of, “It has been testified somewhere…” and the Bereans would then simply open up their Scriptures to verify what Paul was saying. They were not searching the Scriptures to settle doctrinal disputes, they were searching the Scriptures to see if what Paul told them was actually in the Scriptures! 


Plus, the fact that the Bereans: a) Didn’t already know the Scripture verses were there, and b) had to “search” the Scriptures to find the verses Paul was quoting, actually might indicate that they weren’t all that familiar with the Scriptures; which, if they were believers in Sola Scriptura, seems to be a pretty odd thing. 


Plus, if this verse is a “proof” of Sola Scriptura then you again have the same problem that I mentioned earlier – the Bereans were Jews and the only scriptures they had were the Old Testament scriptures. So, if Acts 17:11 “proves” Sola Scriptura, then it would be proving Sola Old Testament Scriptura. 


Furthermore, the fact that the Bereans obviously did not understand the true meaning of the Scriptures until Paul explained it to them, actually works against the Sola Scriptura position. One of the necessary corollaries to a belief in Sola Scriptura is the belief in individual interpretation of Scripture. That each individual, guided by the Holy Spirit, has the ability to read the Bible for themselves – without answering to any outside authority – in order to come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation. 


Yet, the example of the Bereans shows us that this obviously isn’t the case. The Bereans needed Paul to explain the Scriptures to them. The Bereans, left alone with the Scriptures, obviously had not come to a correct understanding of the truths necessary for salvation. They needed a guide, Paul, to correctly interpret Scripture for them. Which means the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, with its corollary of individual interpretation of Scripture, obviously isn’t supported by this passage from Acts 17 about the Bereans.


In other words, two of the predominant Scripture passages used by folks to “prove” Sola Scriptura, upon close and thoughtful examination, actually inflict serious, if not fatal, blows upon that doctrine. These passages clearly do not mean what the Sola Scriptura advocates try to make them mean. Furthermore, there are numerous passages that point to the fact that individual interpretation of Scripture…each person reading and interpreting the Bible on their own to determine for themselves what is and is not correct Christian doctrine and practice…is quite contrary to the Word of God. 


In fact, the Bible states that fairly directly. If we look at 2 Peter 1:20, we find the following: “First of all you must understand this, that no prophecy of scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation, because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.” No prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation. I don’t know if it can be said any more plainly or directly that the principal of private interpretation, one of the foundations of the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is contrary to the Bible.


And, look at Acts chapter 8. Acts 8:27-31, “And he [Philip] rose and went. And behold, an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a minister of Candace the queen of the Ethiopians, in charge of all her treasure, had come to Jerusalem to worship and was returning; seated in his chariot, he was reading the prophet Isaiah…So Philip ran to him, and heard him reading Isaiah the prophet, and asked, ‘Do you understand what you are reading?’ And [the Ethiopian] said, ‘How can I, unless someone guides me?’” 


How can I, unless someone guides me? This was obviously an Ethiopian Jew. He was a very educated man, we know that from that fact that he was one of the Queen’s ministers, and not just any minister, but he was, in essence, the Secretary of the Treasury for the entire kingdom of Ethiopia. He was a man of worship, having come all the way from Ethiopia to worship in Jerusalem – no easy task in those days. Yet, what does the Bible say, “do you understand what you are reading?” And the response, from this educated man who had come from so far away to worship in Jerusalem? “How can I unless someone guides me?” 


And what did Philip say in response? Did he say, “Just pray to the Holy Spirit and He will guide you?” No! Philip got up in the chariot with this man and explained the meaning of Scripture to him. Philip was this man’s guide in reading, interpreting, and understanding Scripture. 


Scripture is very clear, as we see in Peter’s letter, and the Book of Acts – both with the Ethiopian eunuch and the Bereans – and other places as well, that we must have a guide, an authority, other than the Bible, in order to properly understand the Bible. Having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is scriptural. Individual interpretation of Scripture, everybody reading the Bible on their own to decide what is and is not correct doctrine…what is and is not sound moral teaching…is not scriptural. In other words, the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, is not scriptural.

And, please don’t take me to say that you cannot, as an individual reading Scripture, come to some knowledge of the truth. You can. As I said earlier, we must read the Bible, study the Bible, meditate on it, soak in it, pray it, live it, and breathe it…as St. Jerome once said, “Ignorance of Scripture is ignorance of Christ.” But, there are very many things in the Bible that are difficult to understand. The Bible itself tells us this. 2 Peter 3:16: “There are some things in them [Paul’s letters] hard to understand, which the ignorant and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other scriptures.” Scripture tells us that there are some things in Scripture that are difficult to understand, and that these things that are hard to understand are important to our salvation. They are not non-essential matters because, as it says, it is possible to twist these things to our own destruction. 


What Peter was saying here in 2 Peter 3:16, is that there were a number of folks out there reading the Scriptures on their own, not paying attention to what Peter or Paul or the other Church leaders were telling them, and these people were misinterpreting things in Paul’s letters, and other parts of the Scriptures as well, in such a way that it was leading to their damnation. That should be a very scary and sobering passage for anyone who believes they can simply pick up the Bible and read it on their own to make a decision in any and all matters pertaining to the Christian faith. 


There is another passage I want to mention on this particular topic of needing a guide to properly interpret Scripture. Listen to what St. John says in one of his letters, 1 John 4:6: “We are of God. Whoever knows God listens to us, and he who is not of God does not listen to us. By this we know the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error.” This is a verse that wreaks absolute havoc with the notion of Sola Scriptura. 


If you asked someone who believes in the doctrine of Sola Scriptura this question: “How do we know the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error?” What do you think they would say? Would they not say something along the lines of, “You get yourself a good Bible and by reading Scripture, and prayer to the Holy Spirit for guidance, you can discern the Spirit of truth from the spirit of error.” But, that is not a biblical answer. The Bible says that we discern the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error by listening to someone…to “us”…to John and apparently to his fellow leaders in the Church. It further says that if you know God you will indeed listen to these Church leaders. And, if you are not of God, you won’t listen to them. Does that sound like the early Christians believed in Sola Scriptura?


Another passage which tells us the early Christians did not believe in Sola Scriptura is from Acts 15. At the Council of Jerusalem, which is described in verses 6-29, what do we see? We see that a dispute arose in the early Church over whether or not the Gentile converts should be circumcised. Well, what did they do? How did they decide the matter? Did they consult Scripture, as they should do if they believed in Sola Scriptura? No. They called a council. The leaders of the Church, in a council, decided the first doctrinal dispute in the early Church. The teaching of Sola Scriptura obviously did not exist in the early Church, because if it had, and they had indeed gone solely by Scripture to decide this dispute, what would have happened? Well, they would have seen in Genesis how God required circumcision and they would have come to a completely different conclusion than the one they came to. 


We have seen, from Scripture, that the early Christians apparently did not believe in Sola Scriptura. We have seen, from Scripture, that relying upon individual interpretation of Scripture to decide on all matters of the Christian faith, is not scriptural. We have seen, from Scripture, that there are some important things in Scripture that are difficult to understand and that having a guide to help us properly interpret Scripture is indeed scriptural. And, we have seen that the passages often relied upon to prove the case for Sola Scriptura do not actually say what some people try to force them to say. 


Now, one more thing that I wish to discuss, which further damages the Sola Scriptura argument – the matter of tradition. As I stated a moment ago, the Jews believed in authoritative Scripture and authoritative tradition. For many non-Catholic Christians, though, the word “tradition” is almost like a curse word. They cringe when they hear that word because they have been mistakenly taught that Catholics believe in the “traditions of men.” And, as they rightly say, Jesus condemns the traditions of men in the Gospels. But, Jesus doesn’t condemn all tradition. Nowhere does Scripture say such a thing. Jesus condemns the traditions of men…and, not even all traditions of men, but, specifically, those traditions of men which negate the Word of God. Traditions, in and of themselves, are not bad things. It’s when they negate the Word of God that Jesus has a problem with them. 


So, tradition, in and of itself, is not necessarily a bad thing. If it were, then how could the Word of God tell us this: “So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter.” That’s from 2 Thessalonians 2:15. Traditions! Traditions taught by word of mouth, in other words, oral tradition, and traditions taught by letter – written tradition, also known as “Scripture.” Traditions which they are being told to “stand firm and hold to”. In other words, authoritative traditions. 


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


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


Back to Thessalonians. 1 Thessalonians 2:13, “And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God, which is at work in you believers.” So, they received as the Word of God that which they heard, not simply that which they read in Scripture. And, in Acts 2:42, we read that the first Christians were “continuing steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine,” or the “Apostles’ teaching”.


And that’s what authoritative tradition is…the Apostles’ doctrine, or the Apostles’ teaching, as given to them by our Lord Jesus Christ. And, as we clearly just saw in several places in the New Testament, traditions that come from the Apostles – because the Apostles were taught by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit – Apostolic traditions are not condemned in Scripture. These traditions, these teachings, are considered, as we saw in 1 Thessalonians 2:13, not the word of men…not the traditions of men…but the Word of God. 


One last word about tradition. Every church has one or more “traditions” that are not found in the Bible, whether they want to admit it or not. Which books should be in the Bible – not in the Bible. Tradition. Sunday as the Sabbath – not in the Bible. Tradition. Wednesday night church meeting – not in the Bible. Tradition. Altar calls – not in the Bible. Tradition. Sola Scriptura – not in the Bible. Tradition. 


To close, I believe I have made a very strong and rational argument – from logic, from history, and from Scripture – for why Catholics believe as we do in regards to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura. You may not agree with everything I have said here, but I hope you will at least think about, and pray about what I’ve said here. These arguments cannot simply be dismissed without consideration. In all good conscience, they demand an answer – even if the answer is only within your own mind and heart. 


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


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


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


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


Well, as I just said, I hope this talk has caused you to stop and think…to really think about and pray about why you believe what you believe. And, to maybe be a little bit curious about Catholics and what we believe. But, if I haven’t gotten you even a little bit curious, I hope I have, at the least, given you a better understanding of the reasons, the principles, and the thinking that Catholics build their beliefs upon in regards to this particular topic. Because a proper understanding of what someone believes, and why they believe it, is essential for a reasoned discussion of differences and for building unity within the Body of Christ.
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In Issue #84 (http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/126-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-84), I mentioned an “Opinion Poll” that Dr. Joe Mizzi, former Catholic turned anti-Catholic, had sent out to a number of you. This is what he asked:


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

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


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


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


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

a) His works 

b) His faith alone 


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

a) Works 

b) Faith alone 


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

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

Dear friends,

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


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


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


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


Domenic, forget about civilization for a moment 

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


Dear friends,

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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


By the way, Dr. Mizzi, have you dedicated any space on your website to the “glorious fact” that God will render to every man “according to his works?” “To those who by patience in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, He will give eternal life?” (Rom 2:6-7) Or to the “glorious fact” that a “man is justified by works and not by faith alone?” (James 2:24). 


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response from Joe Mizzi:

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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

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


Comments/Strategies: 

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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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

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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Okay, Joe, here are my questions for you:


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

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

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

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

5) If I were to deny that the Letter of James was inspired Scripture, by what authority would you declare me to be wrong? Does the Bible say James is “God-breathed?” Yes, or no?
6) If Bible-only Christians can get it wrong when it comes to their interpretation of the Bible in regard to traditions, as you stated can be the case, then can they get it wrong when it comes to their interpretations regarding doctrines? Yes, or no?

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

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

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

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

Questions from Last Newsletter for Joe Mizzi

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dr. Mizzi’s Response:

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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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


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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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

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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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

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


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


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


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


Comments/Strategies 

See Question 4.

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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Now, onto his claim that one can determine the canonicity of a book of Scripture “on the basis of the internal and external evidence.” My first question: Is this a scriptural teaching, or another of Dr. Joe Mizzi’s non-scriptural opinions? It is, quite obviously, the latter. Another question: Why was Martin Luther, the Father of Protestantism, supposed Scripture scholar extraordinaire, spiritual forefather of Dr. Joe Mizzi, unconvinced regarding the canonicity of the Letter of James? What was it about the internal and external evidence for the canonicity of the Letter of James that such a sage as Martin Luther himself was left unconvinced? Martin Luther did indeed include the Letter of James in his German translation, but he included it in the non-canonical section, along with the deuterocanon – the 7 books of the Old Testament that were in the Bible for hundreds of years until Martin Luther came along and threw them out of the Protestant Bible. And, if Martin Luther was unconvinced regarding James’ canonicity, then how does Joe Mizzi know that the Letter of James is indeed truly a part of the canon…that it truly is inspired Scripture? 

How does he know that Martin Luther wasn’t right and that he, Joe Mizzi, is wrong? Does Joe Mizzi fancy himself a greater Scripture scholar than the Father of Protestantism?


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


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


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

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/210-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-159
Hey folks, I’ve got another YouTube video ready for you. This one is on the subject of Sola Scriptura – the Bible Alone. I hope you enjoy it. Here’s the link: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6pW7l2CC_20 


Introduction

This week, since the video I’m releasing is on the topic of Sola Scriptura, I thought I would do the newsletter on the same topic. Someone sent me a Q&A on Sola Scriptura from the website: www.gotquestions.org.  
The website describes its mission in this way: “We will do our best to prayerfully and thoroughly research your question and answer it in a biblically-based manner. It is not our purpose to make you agree with us, but rather to point you to what the Bible says concerning your question. You can be assured that your question will be answered by a trained and dedicated Christian who loves the Lord and desires to assist you in your walk with Him. Our writing staff includes pastors, youth pastors, missionaries, biblical counselors, Bible/Christian College students, Seminary students, and lay students of God’s Word.”
I love it when people say things like that: “It is not our purpose to make you agree with us, but rather to point you to what the Bible says concerning your question.”  Malarkey! What they’re really saying is: “If you don’t agree with us that means you don’t agree with the Bible, because we have THE correct interpretation of the Bible.” So if you disagree with them that makes you a heretic or, even worse, a Catholic or some such thing. I wonder if any of their “writing staff” would claim to be infallible.

Anyway, I will post the entire answer first, and then go back and put my comments betwixt and between.

From the website: http://www.gotquestions.org/sola-scriptura.html 
Question: "What is sola scriptura?"
Answer: The phrase sola scriptura is from the Latin: sola having the idea of “alone,” “ground,” “base,” and the word scriptura meaning “writings”—referring to the Scriptures. Sola scriptura means that Scripture alone is authoritative for the faith and practice of the Christian. The Bible is complete, authoritative, and true. “All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness” (2 Timothy 3:16).

Sola scriptura was the rallying cry of the Protestant Reformation. For centuries the Roman Catholic Church had made its traditions superior in authority to the Bible. This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible. Some examples are prayer to saints and/or Mary, the immaculate conception, transubstantiation, infant baptism, indulgences, and papal authority. Martin Luther, the founder of the Lutheran Church and father of the Protestant Reformation, was publicly rebuking the Catholic Church for its unbiblical teachings. The Catholic Church threatened Martin Luther with excommunication (and death) if he did not recant. Martin Luther’s reply was, “Unless therefore I am convinced by the testimony of Scripture, or by the clearest reasoning, unless I am persuaded by means of the passages I have quoted, and unless they thus render my conscience bound by the Word of God, I cannot and will not retract, for it is unsafe for a Christian to speak against his conscience. Here I stand, I can do no other; may God help me! Amen!”

The primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura is that the Bible does not explicitly teach sola scriptura. Catholics argue that the Bible nowhere states that it is the only authoritative guide for faith and practice. While this is true, they fail to recognize a crucially important issue. We know that the Bible is the Word of God. The Bible declares itself to be God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative. We also know that God does not change His mind or contradict Himself. So, while the Bible itself may not explicitly argue for sola scriptura, it most definitely does not allow for traditions that contradict its message. Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra-biblical and/or anti-biblical doctrines. The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible. We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable. The same cannot be said of tradition.

The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith. Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture. Traditions that contradict the Bible are not of God and are not a valid aspect of the Christian faith. Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible. The essence of sola scriptura is basing your spiritual life on the Bible alone and rejecting any tradition or teaching that is not in full agreement with the Bible. Second Timothy 2:15 declares, “Do your best to present yourself to God as one approved, a workman who does not need to be ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth.”

Sola scriptura does not nullify the concept of church traditions. Rather, sola scriptura gives us a solid foundation on which to base church traditions. There are many practices, in both Catholic and Protestant churches, that are the result of traditions, not the explicit teaching of Scripture. It is good, and even necessary, for the church to have traditions. Traditions play an important role in clarifying and organizing Christian practice. At the same time, in order for these traditions to be valid, they must not be in disagreement with God’s Word. They must be based on the solid foundation of the teaching of Scripture. The problem with the Roman Catholic Church, and many other churches, is that they base traditions on traditions which are based on traditions which are based on traditions, often with the initial tradition not being in full harmony with the Scriptures. That is why Christians must always go back to sola scriptura, the authoritative Word of God, as the only solid basis for faith and practice.
On a practical matter, a frequent objection to the concept of sola scriptura is the fact that the canon of the Bible was not officially agreed upon for at least 250 years after the church was founded. Further, the Scriptures were not available to the masses for over 1500 years after the church was founded. How, then, were early Christians to use sola scriptura, when they did not even have the full Scriptures? And how were Christians who lived before the invention of the printing press supposed to base their faith and practice on Scripture alone if there was no way for them to have a complete copy of the Scriptures? This issue is further compounded by the very high rates of illiteracy throughout history. How does the concept of sola scriptura handle these issues?

The problem with this argument is that it essentially says that Scripture’s authority is based on its availability. This is not the case. Scripture’s authority is universal; because it is God’s Word, it is His authority. The fact that Scripture was not readily available, or that people could not read it, does not change the fact that Scripture is God’s Word. Further, rather than this being an argument against sola scriptura, it is actually an argument for what the church should have done, instead of what it did. The early church should have made producing copies of the Scriptures a high priority. While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it. Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it. Even if the Scriptures could not be made available to the masses, at least church leaders could be well-trained in the Word of God. Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures (2 Timothy 4:2).

Again, traditions are not the problem. Unbiblical traditions are the problem. The availability of the Scriptures throughout the centuries is not the determining factor. The Scriptures themselves are the determining factor. We now have the Scriptures readily available to us. Through the careful study of God’s Word, it is clear that many church traditions which have developed over the centuries are in fact contradictory to the Word of God. This is where sola scriptura applies. Traditions that are based on, and in agreement with, God’s Word can be maintained. Traditions that are not based on, and/or disagree with, God’s Word must be rejected. Sola scriptura points us back to what God has revealed to us in His Word. Sola scriptura ultimately points us back to the God who always speaks the truth, never contradicts Himself, and always proves Himself to be dependable.
www.gotquestions.org:
The phrase sola scriptura is from the Latin: sola having the idea of “alone,” “ground,” “base,” and the word scriptura meaning “writings”—referring to the Scriptures. Sola scriptura means that Scripture alone is authoritative for the faith and practice of the Christian. The Bible is complete, authoritative, and true. “All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness” (2 Timothy 3:16).
 

My Response:
No problems with that definition.  But, there is a problem with the use of 2 Timothy 3:16 as a text that supports the dogma of Sola Scriptura.  If 2 Tim 3:16 supports anything along the lines of Sola Scriptura, then it supports Sola Old Testament Scriptura.  The scripture Paul is talking about with Timothy, that Timothy has known since "childhood," is the Old Testament scripture.  Even though Timothy was relatively young, in his childhood he would have had only the Old Testament and possibly…possibly…a few of the books of the New Testament.  So, if 2 Tim 3:16 is supporting Sola Scriptura, then what it is saying is that only part of the Bible is necessary, since most of the New Testament had not yet been written when Timothy was in his childhood.

 

www.gotquestions.org:
Sola scriptura was the rallying cry of the Protestant Reformation. For centuries the Roman Catholic Church had made its traditions superior in authority to the Bible. This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible. Some examples are prayer to saints and/or Mary, the immaculate conception, transubstantiation, infant baptism, indulgences, and papal authority. Martin Luther, the founder of the Lutheran Church and father of the Protestant Reformation, was publicly rebuking the Catholic Church for its unbiblical teachings. The Catholic Church threatened Martin Luther with excommunication (and death) if he did not recant. Martin Luther’s reply was, “Unless therefore I am convinced by the testimony of Scripture, or by the clearest reasoning, unless I am persuaded by means of the passages I have quoted, and unless they thus render my conscience bound by the Word of God, I cannot and will not retract, for it is unsafe for a Christian to speak against his conscience. Here I stand, I can do no other; may God help me! Amen!”
My Response:
First of all, the Roman Catholic Church has never made its traditions "superior in authority to the Bible."  Sacred Tradition is considered by Catholics to be on the same level with the Bible, not superior to it.  Sacred Tradition and Sacred Scripture are both the Word of God.  The Word of God in one form is not "superior" to the Word of God in another form.

"This resulted in many practices that were in fact contradictory to the Bible."   What they are actually saying is that they believe many Catholic practices are " in fact contradictory to [their private, fallible interpretations of] the Bible."  What’s really ironic in this paragraph is that they cite Martin Luther as the hero of the Deformation, yet one of the "unbiblical" traditions they specifically mention – infant baptism – was believed in and practiced by Martin Luther and the Lutherans.  So, how do they reconcile the fact that Martin Luther, their hero, the man who first shouted and shouted most loudly "Sola Scriptura," the "rallying cry of the Reformation," believed in a tradition (infant baptism) that these folks say is outside of scripture? 
Another irony is that they call Martin Luther the "father" of the Protestant Reformation.  What about the passage in Scripture that says, "Call no man your father?" (Matt 23:9).

Finally, Martin Luther’s words strike at the heart of the problem with Sola Scriptura.  Luther is essentially declaring himself to be his own Pope, Pastor, and Theologian.  Unless "I" am convinced; unless "I" am persuaded.  In other words, Luther is saying that he answers to no authority other than himself when it comes to matters of faith.  And, every believer in Sola Scriptura does basically the same thing.  Everyone is Pope, Pastor, and Theologian for their own private denomination, answering to no authority in matters of faith and morals other than themselves and their private, fallible interpretation of the Bible.

One last irony here: Scripture is considered the Word of God because of the witness of the Catholic Church, but Martin Luther, and every other Sola Scriptura believer, reject the witness of the Catholic Church when it comes to the interpretation of Scripture.  So, they rely on the authority of the Church to know what the Bible is in the first place, but then they reject the authority of the Church once they open the Bible.  
www.gotquestions.org:
The primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura is that the Bible does not explicitly teach sola scriptura. Catholics argue that the Bible nowhere states that it is the only authoritative guide for faith and practice. While this is true, they fail to recognize a crucially important issue. We know that the Bible is the Word of God. The Bible declares itself to be God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative. We also know that God does not change His mind or contradict Himself. So, while the Bible itself may not explicitly argue for sola scriptura, it most definitely does not allow for traditions that contradict its message. Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra-biblical and/or anti-biblical doctrines. The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible. We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable. The same cannot be said of tradition.

My Response:
This is priceless.  They agree with what they call the "primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura" – that nowhere does the Bible teach sola scriptura – but then go on to argue, but not from Scripture, that Sola Scriptura is true nonetheless.  And how do they begin their non-scriptural defense of Sola Scriptura?  With the words, "We know the Bible is the Word of God."  This fits perfectly with the YouTube video I just posted.  How do they know the Bible is the Word of God?  Who told them?  "The Bible declares itself to be God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative."  They rely on the Bible to tell them that the Bible is "God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative?"  That is circular reasoning.  "We believe the Bible to be inerrant because the inerrant Bible tells us so."  So, if I now declare this newsletter to be "God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative," does that make it so?  It must, because the newsletter says it is and the newsletter is "God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative." 

Furthermore, where does the Bible say that every book in the Bible is "God-breathed, inerrant, and authoritative?"  It doesn’t.  And, again, even if it did, so what?  Someone had to be a witness, a reliable, authoritative witness to testify to the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible, or we could not know that the Bible is indeed the Word of God.  Hmmm…who could that witness have been, I wonder?

Did you notice in about the middle of the paragraph how they switched the argument a bit, thus allowing them to avoid a direct answer to the "primary Catholic argument against sola scriptura?" They had to do that because they were honest enough to agree that nowhere does Scripture directly teach Sola Scriptura.  So, they move the argument away from Scripture and now make it an argument about tradition: "Sola scriptura is not as much of an argument against tradition as it is an argument against unbiblical, extra-biblical and/or anti-biblical doctrines."  Pretty sneaky of them, eh?

But, what they are saying here is rather bizarre.  They agree that Sola Scriptura is not directly taught in the Bible, but it is rather, an "argument against unbiblical, extra-biblical and/or anti-biblical doctrines."  Translation: An extra-biblical doctrine, Sola Scriptura, is an argument against extra-biblical doctrines.  Can’t quite get my mind around that argument.  Maybe that’s one of those mysteries…you know…like the Trinity. 

"The only way to know for sure what God expects of us is to stay true to what we know He has revealed—the Bible."   Again, that begs the question.  How do you know God has revealed the Bible?  Who told you that? 

"We can know, beyond the shadow of any doubt, that Scripture is true, authoritative, and reliable."   How, by reading Scripture and Scripture telling us it is?  The same cannot be said of tradition."  Why can the same not be said of tradition?  This argument makes no sense.  Actually, it’s not even an argument, just a statement.  Scripture is nothing but tradition.  Tradition that was written down, but tradition nonetheless.  Tradition that was passed on generation to generation.  So, if the early Christians can faithfully pass on the tradition that we call Scripture from one generation to the next, why can’t they faithfully pass on other traditions from one generation to the next?  And, what about the traditions of the Old Testament?  The first several chapters of Genesis were passed on as "tradition" for hundreds and even thousands of years before they were ever written down.  I guess we can’t really rely on them, can we?  After all, there is no way anyone could faithfully pass on oral traditions over thousands of years, is there?
www.gotquestions.org:
The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith. Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture. 

Traditions that contradict the Bible are not of God and are not a valid aspect of the Christian faith. Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible. The essence of sola scriptura is basing your spiritual life on the Bible alone and rejecting any tradition or teaching that is not in full agreement with the Bible. Second Timothy 2:15 declares, “Do your best to present yourself to God as one approved, a workman who does not need to be ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth.”

My Response:
"The Word of God is the only authority for the Christian faith."  The Word of God is the ultimate authority for the Christian faith, but not the only authority.  For Catholics, we also have the Church as an authority.  An authority to help guide us in our understanding of God’s Word.  For Sola Scriptura Christians, they also have another authority – their own authority that is private to each one of them individually.  The authority they use to "infallibly" interpret the Scriptures. 

"Traditions are valid only when they are based on Scripture and are in full agreement with Scripture."  I agree 100% with what they are saying on the surface of it, but I do not agree with what they are actually saying in-between the lines: "Traditions are valid only when they are based on [our private, fallible interpretations of] Scripture and are in full agreement with [our private, fallible interpretations of] Scripture."  This is what is so difficult to get Sola Scriptura Christians to recognize, that every time they say something must "agree with Scripture," what they are really saying is it must agree with their private, fallible interpretations of Scripture.  It must be based on Scripture as they interpret it, as they see it.  If you don’t agree with their private, fallible interpretations, then you are wrong, period.

So many times I’ve had people tell me that they don’t want me to accept their word for something, that they just want me to read Scripture and see for myself.  But, when I read Scripture and tell them what I saw for myself in Scripture, they then proceed to tell me I’m wrong.  So, it’s not Scripture itself they want me to agree with, it’s their private, fallible interpretation of Scripture that they want me to agree with.

"Sola scriptura is the only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinion from taking priority over the teachings of the Bible."  So, let me get this straight.  The only way to avoid subjectivity and keep personal opinions out of all of this, is for each and every person to read the Bible for themselves to arrive at their own conclusions of what it actually says, based solely on their own authority?  Hey makes sense to me.  Instead of having one opinion – that of the Church which Jesus Christ Himself founded – we need to have an opinion from everyone who picks up the Bible and reads it.  And that will keep personal opinion and subjectivity out of all of this?  Folks, you are witnessing the death of logic.
www.gotquestions.org:
Sola scriptura does not nullify the concept of church traditions. Rather, sola scriptura gives us a solid foundation on which to base church traditions. There are many practices, in both Catholic and Protestant churches, that are the result of traditions, not the explicit teaching of Scripture. It is good, and even necessary, for the church to have traditions. Traditions play an important role in clarifying and organizing Christian practice. At the same time, in order for these traditions to be valid, they must not be in disagreement with God’s Word. They must be based on the solid foundation of the teaching of Scripture. The problem with the Roman Catholic Church, and many other churches, is that they base traditions on traditions which are based on traditions which are based on traditions, often with the initial tradition not being in full harmony with the Scriptures. That is why Christians must always go back to sola scriptura, the authoritative Word of God, as the only solid basis for faith and practice.

My Response:
First, if I could talk to whoever wrote this, I would ask them to name me one tradition of the Catholic Church that is "based on traditions which are based on traditions which are based on traditions?"  What happened to their statement of "prayerfully and thoroughly" researching the answers they would give?  I’m willing to bet that this person has no clue as to what the Church actually teaches and why it teaches it.

Again, though, they are faced with the same problem: Who is it that decides which traditions are biblically-based and which are not?  For example, the tradition of altar calls?  Is that a tradition that is biblically-based?  Nowhere in the Bible does it mention such a thing as an altar call, but I’ll bet the person who answered this question would find a way to say that altar calls are indeed in accord with Scripture.  But, what about the Assumption of Mary?  Is that a tradition that is biblically-based?  Nowhere in the Bible does it mention Mary being assumed into Heaven.  But, there are instances of others in the Bible being assumed body and soul into Heaven, so Mary being assumed into Heaven would not run counter to any scriptural principle.  But, how much do you want to bet that the person who wrote this answer would say the Assumption is an unbiblical tradition?  What’s the difference between the two?  Neither is mentioned directly in the Bible.  And, in fact, there is indirect evidence in the Bible for Mary’s Assumption, whereas there is no indirect evidence for altar calls in the Bible.  So why are altar calls an "okay" tradition, but Mary’s Assumption is not?  Subjectivity and personal opinion couldn’t have anything to do with it, could it?
WHY CATHOLICS DON’T DO ALTAR CALLS 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WHY_CATHOLICS_DONT_DO_ALTAR_CALLS.doc
www.gotquestions.org:
On a practical matter, a frequent objection to the concept of sola scriptura is the fact that the canon of the Bible was not officially agreed upon for at least 250 years after the church was founded. Further, the Scriptures were not available to the masses for over 1500 years after the church was founded. How, then, were early Christians to use sola scriptura, when they did not even have the full Scriptures? And how were Christians who lived before the invention of the printing press supposed to base their faith and practice on Scripture alone if there was no way for them to have a complete copy of the Scriptures? This issue is further compounded by the very high rates of illiteracy throughout history. How does the concept of sola scriptura handle these issues?

My Response:
Notice, they do not disagree with the arguments themselves, but watch the sleight of hand that takes place in the answer to how sola scriptura handles these issues.
www.gotquestions.org:
The problem with this argument is that it essentially says that Scripture’s authority is based on its availability. This is not the case. Scripture’s authority is universal; because it is God’s Word, it is His authority. The fact that Scripture was not readily available, or that people could not read it, does not change the fact that Scripture is God’s Word. Further, rather than this being an argument against sola scriptura, it is actually an argument for what the church should have done, instead of what it did. The early church should have made producing copies of the Scriptures a high priority. While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it. Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it. Even if the Scriptures could not be made available to the masses, at least church leaders could be well-trained in the Word of God. Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures (2 Timothy 4:2).
My Response:
Did you see what they did?!  They twisted the very valid "practical" arguments against Sola Scriptura and made them into a straw man argument about Scripture’s authority being based on its availability.  Thus, they don’t have to address the points in the arguments as they were actually made.  The arguments about the availability of Scripture have nothing at all to do with the authority of Scripture, rather they are about the workability and the logic of a doctrine that depends on reading the Bible for yourself in order to know what is true or not true, when most people either did not have a Bible and/or could not read, for hundreds of years after the Bible was written? 

And, how can you have sola scriptura when you don’t have a set scriptura for a few hundred years after Jesus, or when you don’t even have a single book of the New Testament for at least 10 years or more after the death of Christ and a complete New Testament for at least 40 years after the death of Christ and possibly as many as 65 years after the death of Christ?  How does sola scriptura work without a scriptura?  Was sola scriptura a doctrine believed in by the first Christians?  If so, then they were believing in sola Old Testament scriptura, because that was all the scriptura they had at the time. 

And can you believe how they try to turn the arguments around by saying that they are actually arguments for "what the church should have done?!"  "While it was unrealistic for every Christian to possess a complete copy of the Bible, it was possible that every church could have some, most, or all of the Scriptures available to it."  Uhmm…they did.  What do these folks think was being read at every Mass in the early Christian communities?  

"Early church leaders should have made studying the Scriptures their highest priority so they could accurately teach it."  Uhmm…they did.  Has he not read any of the writings of the Early Church Fathers?  The writings are all about Scripture.  They are overflowing with Scripture.  One of the main reasons universities were started by…ahem…the Catholic Church, was to promote the deeper study, and better understanding, of Scripture.  To train men to go out and teach others about God.

"Instead of building traditions upon traditions and passing them on from generation to generation, the church should have copied the Scriptures and taught the Scriptures."  It’s kind of funny, but by trying to slam the church, what they are really doing here is admitting that the Catholic Church was indeed the early Church, the Church that gave us the Scriptures in the first place.  Also, when they say the church "should have copied the Scriptures," they seem to think that it is some sort of easy and inexpensive task to copy a Bible by hand.  The question also comes to mind, as to why they believe the Church should be churning out copies of the Bible when it has already been admitted that most people could not read?  Finally, was it Baptist monks, or Methodist monks, or Evangelical monks who were sitting in their scriptorums day after day, month after month, year after year making copies of the Bible by hand?  Don’t think so. 

www.gotquestions.org:
Again, traditions are not the problem. Unbiblical traditions are the problem. The availability of the Scriptures throughout the centuries is not the determining factor. The Scriptures themselves are the determining factor. We now have the Scriptures readily available to us. Through the careful study of God’s Word, it is clear that many church traditions which have developed over the centuries are in fact contradictory to the Word of God. This is where sola scriptura applies. 

Traditions that are based on, and in agreement with, God’s Word can be maintained. Traditions that are not based on, and/or disagree with, God’s Word must be rejected. Sola scriptura points us back to what God has revealed to us in His Word. Sola scriptura ultimately points us back to the God who always speaks the truth, never contradicts Himself, and always proves Himself to be dependable.

My Response:
Again, and always, the problem of…whose interpretation of Scripture is the standard by which we determine what is and is not in accord with Scripture?  Sola Scriptura does not ultimately point us back to the God who always speaks the truth, if that were true then there would not be thousands of different denominations, all operating on the principle of Sola Scriptura, yet with thousands of different and contradictory teachings.  No, Sola Scriptura ultimately points us back to us.  It tells each of us that we can be the Pope for our own little denomination.  It tells us that we have no authority outside of ourselves to which we have to answer in determining what is true and what is false doctrine.  Sola Scriptura is a disaster.
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/258-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-205
Introduction

In this week’s newsletter, I want to present you with a tract that I recently wrote for St. Paul Street Evangelization. If you are not familiar with this organization, you need to get familiar with them. They are doing exactly what the name implies – street evangelization. Check out their website at: www.streetevangelization.com. They’re doing an awesome job of “Takin’ It to the Streets,” as the Doobie Brothers would say. Watch the video on their website, check out their resources, and pray about starting a chapter in your city!
Anyway, this tract below, on Sola Scriptura, is actually one that I was planning on writing in the near future, but their request for me to write one for their efforts sped my timetable up a little bit – which is a good thing. I also have 3 or 4 more tracts in my head which I hope to get done in the next few weeks. Once I get them all put together, I will be offering them on my website.

The Bible…Alone? (The Doctrine of Sola Scriptura)
Introduction
Many Christians believe that the Bible, and the Bible alone, is the sole authority, or the sole rule of faith, that one needs in order to know what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice.  This belief is known as Sola Scriptura, or Scripture Alone.  Catholic Christians, however, believe that both Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition are authoritative and that both are necessary when deciding what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice.  Who’s right?  Let’s look at this situation from three perspectives: logical, scriptural, and historical.

1) The Logical Perspective
The biggest problem with the doctrine of Sola Scriptura from this perspective is that there is no list, in the Bible, of what books should be, in the Bible. The table of contents is not part of the inspired Scripture!  This is very important point to realize.  There is no inspired list, in the Bible, of which books should be in the Bible.    

Disputes Over Scripture
You see, God didn’t just drop the Bible down out of the sky one day and say, “Hey, guys, here it is.”  No.  The Bible wasn’t put together as we have it today for more than 300 years after the death of Christ. 300 years! And, one of the problems in putting the Bible together was that there was a lot of disagreement, among Christians, over exactly what should be considered inspired Scripture.  There were a lot of books back then that people thought were inspired; yet, these books did not end up in the Bible as we have it today.  Books such as the Letter of Clement to the Corinthians, the Letter of Barnabas, the Acts of Paul, the Acts of Peter, and many more. 
There were also several books that did end up in our Bible that a lot of people did not think were inspired and should not be considered as part of Scripture.  Books such as Revelation, 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, Hebrews, and others. 

In other words, there was a lot of dispute over just what was and what wasn’t inspired Scripture.  So, how did the early Christians settle the disputes?  Well, according to the doctrine of Sola Scriptura, you just look in the Bible to find the authoritative answer to any question regarding the Christian faith, right?  So, did they consult the Bible to find out which books should be in the Bible?  No!  They couldn’t consult the Bible because the Bible was what the disputes were over. 

So, in order to decide one of the most fundamental issues of Christianity: Which books are and are not inspired Scripture – some authority outside of the Bible had to be relied upon.  Some person, or group of persons, outside of the Bible, had to decide which books were, and which books were not, inspired Scripture.  Think about it!  

Sacred Tradition
In other words, we know which books are indeed part of the Bible, not because of Sacred Scripture, but because of – Sacred Tradition!  All Christians believe that their Bible contains exactly the right books – no more and no less – not because of what Sacred Scripture tells us, but because of what Sacred Tradition tells us. 
Again, in order to know which books should and should not be inside the Bible, we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible to tell us.  This is a logical inconsistency if you believe in Sola Scriptura.  We got our list, of which books should be in the Bible, from a source other than the Bible!  How then can we say the Bible is our sole authority on all matters of faith and morals, when the Bible doesn’t even tell us something as basic as which books should be in the Bible?
Two Simple Questions
A couple of questions will prove this point: 1) Who wrote the Gospel of Mark?  And, 2) How do you know?  The answers to these 2 seemingly simple questions, demonstrate that every Christian relies on an authority outside of Scripture when it comes to some very important Christian beliefs – the beliefs about the inspiration of Scripture itself. 

We do not have an original manuscript of the Gospel of Mark that has Mark’s signature on it, and nowhere does this particular book mention its author’s name.  So, how do we know that Mark wrote Mark?  And, which Mark wrote Mark?  And, how do you know that the Mark who wrote Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit?  Does the Bible tell you?  No!  Is there anyone reading this who can give the verse from Scripture which tells us which Mark wrote the Gospel of Mark and also tells us that this particular Mark was inspired by the Holy Spirit? 

So, since the Bible itself does not give us a list of books which should be in the Bible, we have to rely on some authority outside of the Bible in order to have the Bible in the first place.  Therefore, the Bible cannot be our sole authority in matters pertaining to the Christian faith.

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of logic.    
    
2) The Scriptural Perspective
The biggest problem with the doctrine of Sola Scriptura from this perspective, is that nowhere in the Bible does it say that the Bible should be used by Christians as the sole authority, the sole rule of faith, in matters of belief and practice – nowhere!.

The Bible does, however, very clearly support the Catholic Church’s teaching that it is Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition that make up the deposit of faith; Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition that comprise the Christian rule of faith.
The Bible and Tradition        
2 Thessalonians 2:15, “So then, brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, either by word of mouth or by letter.”  Traditions! Oral traditions and written traditions.  Sacred Tradition and Sacred Scripture, both of which the Thessalonians are being told to “stand firm and hold to.” 

And how does Paul refer to these oral traditions elsewhere?  1 Thessalonians 2:13,  “And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received the Word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men but as what it really is, the Word of God, which is at work in you believers.”  The Thessalonians received as the Word of God that which they heard from Paul, not simply that which they read in his letters. 

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

2 Tim 2:2: "…and what you have heard from me before many witnesses entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also.”  What we have here in 2 Timothy is an instance, in Scripture, of Paul commanding the passing on of Sacred Tradition. 

So we see that he Bible clearly supports the Catholic Church’s teaching that the Word of God is contained in both Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition.
We Need a Guide
Another scriptural problem with the doctrine of Sola Scriptura is that it teaches that each and every individual has the right – the duty, in fact – to read the Bible and decide for themselves what is and is not the truth in all things concerning the Christian Faith.  Yet, that is decidedly unscriptural.  The Bible quite plainly teaches us that each individual, reading the Bible on their own, does not have the authority to simply decide, on their own, what is true and false doctrine.  

2 Peter 3:16, for example, tells us that there are some things in Scripture that are “hard to understand,” and that because of this, the “ignorant” twist these Scriptures to “their own destruction.”  Which of us could say that we are not ignorant of Scripture in at least one way or another?  Which means that we are at risk of twisting the Scriptures to our own destruction. This is pretty serious business! 

So, how do we get around this problem of our own ignorance?  Does the Bible give us a clue?  Indeed it does: Acts 8:31.  Here the Ethiopian eunuch is reading Scripture and Philip comes up and asks him if he understands what he is reading.  What does the eunuch say, “Of course I understand it. I don’t need any help from anyone to understand the Bible?”  No, he doesn’t say that!  He says, “How can I [understand the Scriptures] unless someone guides me.”

The Bible tells us that we need a guide – some authority other than ourselves – in order to be sure we don’t twist the Scriptures to our own destruction.  Not that we can’t understand a lot of Scripture on our own, because we can.  But, as the Bible itself tells us, there are things in the Bible that are indeed hard to understand.  Things that are important enough that one could lose their salvation over.  Which is why God gave us the Church.
Scripture That Supports Sola Scriptura?
There are, however, a few Scripture passages that Sola Scriptura believers point to back up their belief.  The most prominent of these being 2 Timothy 3:16-17: “All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction…that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work.”  “See,” someone will say, “all you need is Scripture to be complete and fully equipped.  That proves Sola Scriptura!”

There are, however, a few holes in that argument.  One of the largest of those holes becomes clear if you back up just one verse, to 2 Timothy 3:15.  This verse tells you that the scriptures Paul is talking about here, are scriptures that Timothy has known since his “childhood.”  When Timothy was a child, very few, if any, of the New Testament books had been written.  Which means Paul is talking about the Old Testament in this passage, not the New Testament.  So, if you interpret 2 Tim 3:16-17 as Sola Scriptura believers do, then it actually doesn’t prove Sola Scriptura as they imagine it does, it really “proves” Sola Old Testament Scriptura.  Which no Christian would say is true.

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of Scripture.

3) The Historical Perspective
The biggest problem with the doctrine of Sola Scriptura from this perspective, is the existence of literally thousands, if not tens of thousands, of Christian denominations and all of the contradictory beliefs and practices that go with them. Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church around the year 1520.  It was at this time that we first see the doctrine of Sola Scriptura enter the scene.  That’s right, the teaching that the Bible alone is the Christian’s sole authority, sole rule of faith, was first taught some 1500 years after the death of Christ.  

The Fruits of Sola Scriptura
And, what were the fruits of Sola Scriptura?  Again, Martin Luther broke from the Catholic Church around 1520.  By the year 1600, there were more than two hundred denominations.  By the year 1900, almost a thousand denominations.  And, now, here in our century, we have literally thousands upon thousands of denominations.  Yet, each claims to be based on the Bible alone; each claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit; but none of them have the exact same doctrines and practices as the others, and many, many of them have doctrines that completely contradict one another. 

How can that be?  How can we get so many contradictory interpretations from this one book?  The answer, very plainly, is we can’t, unless of course we’re doing something wrong.  The doctrine of Sola Scriptura has done nothing but cause division within the Body of Christ, that is an historical fact. 

The doctrine of Sola Scriptura fails the test of history.
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After my last newsletter, which was a tract on Sola Scriptura, I received an email from one of our subscribers who sent me an email they had received from our old pal, Dr. Joe Mizzi. Apparently, he gets my newsletter, or someone sent him a copy of it, and he felt compelled to respond to the tract I had written. Below is his response, first in its entirety, and then with my comments interspersed.
If I were a Catholic Apologist
If I were a Catholic apologist, I would concentrate my attacks on evangelicals on two doctrines, namely sola scriptura and sola fide. Given the gross spiritual ignorance and rampant error among evangelicals, I should be able to destroy the very foundations of their religion in no time.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

If you are a Catholic I hope that tonight you will sleep peacefully after you realize that one of the main argument against the unique, ultimate and absolute authority of the Bible is spurious.
Gospel e-Letter (February 2013) © Dr. Joseph Mizzi
Joe Mizzi

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

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

So, in contrast to what Dr. Joe Mizzi would claim he would do as a Catholic apologist, as a Catholic apologist, what I say is this: I do not concentrate my attacks on any Evangelicals, I concentrate my attacks on the errors that are believed by many Evangelicals. And, two of the biggest errors are indeed Sola Scriptura and Sola Fide, so I do indeed spend a great deal of time on them.  Also, my intent is not to destroy the foundations of anyone’s religion, my intent is to bring all men to the truth (1 Tim 2:4). 
Joe Mizzi
Take the popular concept of sola scriptura among many evangelicals. They think that the Bible teaches that the Bible alone is the only authority, and thus they reject the claims of an infallible magisterium of the Roman Catholic Church, and indeed of every other authority, including the authority of their own local churches and their pastors.
John Martignoni
Oh, my…what is Dr. Mizzi doing here?  He is setting up a straw man that he can then knock down and proclaim himself champion of the corn field.  You see, Joe is saying that all of these “grossly spiritually ignorant” Evangelicals out there, simply do not understand the true teaching of Sola Scriptura in the same way as the “spiritually advanced” folks, like Joe, do.  But, as I will show below, on the most important point of this issue – who decides what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice – Joe believes the exact same thing as the Evangelicals he calls "grossly spiritually ignorant."
Joe Mizzi
There is no need for many arguments. One is enough. I would ask a very simple question: “Since you believe that the Bible is the only authority, show me from the Bible alone which books should be included in the Bible and which should be excluded?”
Their answer will be dead silence. You cannot show from the Bible alone which books are inspired and which books are not canonical. That concept of sola scriptura cannot be defended from the Bible.
John Martignoni
Joe Mizzi concedes the argument that the Bible nowhere tells us which books should or should not be in the Bible.  In other words, he concedes the argument that in order to have the Bible in the first place, Christians have to believe in some authority outside of the Bible.  Now, he is going to do his best to talk around this, as we see below, but I am going rope him and tie him up like a calf in a rodeo. 
Joe Mizzi
It’s an easy win. But my conscience would not let me sleep. I cannot be at peace with myself knowing that I have been deceptive.
For contrary to what many people think, sola scriptura does not assert that the Bible alone is the only authority. Sola scriptura asserts that the Bible, being the Word of God, is the only INFALLIBLE authority. Sola scriptura most definitely allows and upholds the authority of the church and tradition, which the Bible itself affirms.
John Martignoni
Well, if Joe Mizzi’s conscience doesn’t let him sleep when he has been deceptive, then he must not have had much sleep since he put up his justforcatholics website however many years ago.  Talk about deceptive.  And talk about relying on the ignorance of others – Catholic and non-Catholic alike – in order to get away with teaching falsehood.  That is his website in spades.

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

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

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

Finally, I find it a bit humorous that Dr. Mizzi is taking issue with Evangelicals who disagree with his interpretation of what Sola Scriptura actually means.  After all, nowhere does the Bible give the definition for Sola Scriptura that Dr. Mizzi gives – which means he is pushing an extra-biblical man-made tradition – so by what authority does he claim to be right on this matter and the "grossly spiritual ignorant" Evangelicals wrong?  Is he infallible on this matter?  Here we see proof of what I said in my last newsletter – the doctrine of Sola Scriptura has done nothing but divide Christians.  Thanks, Joe, for proving my case.
Joe Mizzi
We know which books belong to the canon and which are apocryphal through the work of our forefathers in the faith, namely the church. That is the way that things happened historically. God gave his inspired Word through chosen men like Matthew, Peter and Paul, which were handed on to the first Christian believers, who then copied and passed them on to other churches and to successive generations. The church received the holy books and preserved them to this very day as her most precious heritage. Thanks to the church we can hold the Book in our hands and say, ‘This is the Word of God!’
John Martignoni 
Again, Joe Mizzi concedes the argument that we have the Bible because of the Church and because of Sacred Tradition.  I find this absolutely fascinating.  But, I wonder which church it was that preserved the Sacred Tradition as to which books should and should not be in the Bible?  I wonder to which church did the folks who copied and handed on the books of the Bible belong.  The Baptist Church?  The Lutheran Church?  The Methodist Church?  The Presbyterian Church of America?  The Church of Mizzi?  Which church, Dr. Joe?  Now, let’s read as he digs himself an even deeper hole…
Joe Mizzi
Now I can almost hear someone object, ‘But how can you know for certain which books are canonical since you do not believe that the church is infallible?
The answer is simple. The church does not have to be infallible to be correct. I am certainly not immune from error, but if I say that 4 plus 6 equals 10, I am nonetheless correct in my answer. We should ask, therefore, can God use a very fallible church – for evidently the church has made many mistakes during its history – to establish correctly the canonical books?
John Martignoni
Oh my goodness!  Let’s talk a little circular reasoning here.  Let’s talk a little distraction here.  Let’s talk deep left field.  First of all, Joe believes the church is correct in its choice of canonical books. How does he know it’s correct?  Because he believes it is.  He starts with the assumption that his Bible is exactly what it should be, and since the church gave him his Bible, that means the church was correct in this instance.  Circular reasoning. 

Now, Joe will claim that he believes what he believes about the Bible because of the authority of the church and tradition.  The question is, though: Which church?  Which tradition?  Who gets to decide which church and which tradition is authentic?  The Catholic Church has a tradition, that is far older than any Protestant tradition, that the Bible contains 73 books, rather than 66 as Joe Mizzi and all other Protestants believe.  It is historical fact that Martin Luther threw out seven books of the Old Testament when he split from the Catholic Church.  How does Joe Mizzi decide which church or which tradition is authoritative in this matter?  Well, he decides based on his authority…none other.  He doesn’t decide based on Scripture, or the church, or tradition.  So, while he may say that church and tradition indeed have authority, when it comes right down to it, he grants authority to no one other than himself in deciding what is authentic Christian teaching and practice.

So, how does he know for certain which books are canonical?  He knows for certain because he knows that 4+6=10.  Well, that certainly makes sense.  He is getting off the point here. The whole question is not about whether or not the church is infallible.  The question is, is there some authority, outside of the Bible, that Christian’s rely upon in order to know what is and is not authentic Christian teaching and practice…yes or no?  The answer, as he has admitted, is yes.    

This whole thing about arithmetic is just a distraction.  Yes, fallible man can indeed know some things with certainty, such as the fact that 4+6=10.  However, an arithmetic equation is much different than a theological question.  You see, I can get 4 apples and put them together with 6 other apples and I can prove beyond any reasonable doubt that 4+6=10.  I can speak infallibly on the question of what does 4+6 equal. 10. That is an infallible answer.  

The problem is, that Dr. Mizzi cannot make a similar demonstration when it comes to the books of the Bible.  Can he demonstrate that the writer of Mark was indeed inspired by God in the writing of that Gospel in some manner that does not rely upon Sacred Tradition?  No, he cannot.  So, if he wishes to stick to his claim that “the Bible is the only INFALLIBLE authority,” and the Church is not nor has it ever been infallible, then he has a huge problem.  He is left with, as Protestant theologian R.C. Sproull states it, "A fallible collection of infallible books," which is an absurdity.

He’s also setting up a straw man when he implies that "infallibility" means one is "immune from error," and that Catholics believe one has to be infallible in order to be correct.  That is not the how the Catholic Church uses the word "infallibility" and he knows it.  Someone who is infallible, can indeed make mistakes, just not any mistakes when teaching on faith and morals to the Church.  The problem for him is, though, that without a church that can speak infallibly on matters of faith and morals, then you have no authority that can decide disputes between Christians on such matters.  You have no authority that can definitively teach what is and what is not authentic Christian teaching and practice.  You have no authority that can definitively decide what is and is not inspired Scripture. 

Is it infallible teaching that the Bible has 66 books as he believes?  If not, then it is fallible teaching.  Fallible teaching is teaching that could be wrong.  Will Joe then admit, that since there is no infallible authority that can pronounce definitively which books should and should not be considered inspired Scripture, that he could be wrong about how many books there are in the Bible?  He has to admit that – although he won’t – because he admits that there is no infallible authority that can pronounce on such things.  I say there are 73 books in the Bible.  He says there are 66 books in the Bible.  By what authority does he tell me I’m wrong?  None but his own.
 

Joe Mizzi
The staunchest Catholic apologist must admit this is possible. Moreover, we know that God has already done so before the church era. To our spiritual brethren, the saints of the Old Testament, God also gave the Holy Scriptures. 
The Jews knew which books were canonical Scriptures not on the basis of an infallible degree of their king, high priest or an ecumenical council of their leaders. They cherished the sacred books which they had received from their forefather without attributing infallibility to their leaders.
John Martignoni
The staunchest Catholic apologist will admit that God can indeed give men – men who are prone to mistakes and errors and sin – the grace to infallibly pronounce on matters of faith and morals.  Will Joe Mizzi deny this?  He gave Peter the grace to make an infallible pronouncement in Matthew 16:16-17.  The high priest Caiaphas made an infallible prophecy, not "of his own accord," in John 11:49-52.  Will Joe Mizzi deny that God can use fallible men to teach the Church infallibly on matters of faith and morals?

Joe is a bit ignorant of history and Scripture it seems.  He says the Jews knew which books were canonical not because of any infallible decree from king, high priest, or ecumenical council.  Really?  How can he say that the Jews knew which books were canonical when the Jews disputed amongst themselves as to which books were canonical?  The Sadducees had one canon of Scripture.  The Pharisees had another.  The Greek-speaking Jews had another.  Hmm.  Seems like the Jews needed an infallible authority to decide the matter.  Furthermore, how can he say the Jews did not attribute infallibility to their leaders?  Maybe they didn’t, but maybe some of them did?  What source is he using to make such a claim?  The Bible?  Well, in the Bible, it seems like Jesus (Matthew 23) might be implying that those that sit on Moses’ seat are indeed infallible in their teaching, even though they behave badly.  After all, He tells His own disciples, and the crowds, to do whatever the scribes and Pharisees tell them to do.  Again, hmm….

Also, regarding the swipe he took at the infallibility of an ecumenical council, would Joe deny that the Council of Jerusalem, in chapter 15 of Acts, issued an infallible decree about circumcision?  Indeed it did.  How then, can Dr. Mizzi claim that the church has never acted infallibly?
Joe Mizzi
We can to do the same today. We can confidently accept and treasure the canonical scriptures, as indeed our spiritual forefathers had done for the first fifteen hundred years since the birth of the NT church (prior to the Council of Trent). We should be grateful to God for his people and his appointed leaders – fallible as they were – as he used them throughout the centuries to identify, preserve and transmit the Scriptures to us today.
John Martignoni
Joe Mizzi can "confidently accept and treasure the canonical scriptures" only because, whether he admits it or not, he relies on the infallible authority of the Catholic Church to pronounce on such matters.  Without the Church, and without the gift of infallibility that God has given to His Church, as guided by the Holy Spirit, then the best we can do is know that we have a fallible canon of what we think is infallible scripture, but we would have to admit that we could be wrong, because we are relying on a fallible church to tell us these things. 
Joe Mizzi
If you are a Catholic I hope that tonight you will sleep peacefully after you realize that one of the main argument against the unique, ultimate and absolute authority of the Bible is spurious.
John Martignoni
If you are a member of the Church of Mizzi, I hope you will sleep restlessly tonight, knowing that you are relying on man-made, non-authoritative, fallible interpretations of the Bible for your beliefs, while at the same time relying on some authority outside of the Bible in order to have your Bible in the first place. And, what authority could that be?

To conclude, Joe Mizzi’s response to my tract has all kinds of problems, but the point to really focus on, is that even though he says that the church and traditions have authority, he is just giving lip service to that idea.  In reality, Joe cedes authority to no one and to no thing that disagrees with him, and with his interpretation of the Bible, in matters of faith and morals.  If there is a church or a tradition that disagrees with him, then he is just like all of those poor "grossly spiritually ignorant" Evangelicals that he speaks of – who believe in one authority and one authority only – Sola Scriptura.   Which means that everything I said in my tract is valid and holds true for Joe Mizzi and all those Evangelicals that he looks down upon.   

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/159-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-112 
This is a continuation from where http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/127-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-85 leaves off on page 10. -Michael
Questions to Ask:
1) Did the leaders of the early Christian Church believe in Sola Scriptura? If, yes, then why did they call a Council (Acts 15) to decide a doctrinal dispute, why didn’t they just consult the Bible to settle the matter?

2) When Paul wrote 2 Tim 3:16-17, was the Old Testament alone sufficient for the man of God to be made complete, or perfect? Yes or no? 
If, yes, then of what need does the Christian have for the New Testament? If, no, then what books of the New Testament, in addition to the books of the Old Testament, did Timothy know since childhood? And, is it then only these books of the New Testament along with the Old Testament that the Christian of the time needed to be made complete, or perfect?

3) Where in Scripture does it say that each person should read Scripture for themselves, to determine by themselves – without reference to any outside authority – what is and is not correct Christian doctrine and practice?

4) At what point did authority for deciding doctrinal matters pass from the leaders of the early Church (as we see, for example, in Acts 15 and 1 John 4:6) to each individual reading the Bible on their own?

5) Is it scriptural to have an authoritative guide for the proper interpretation of Scripture (see Acts 8, for example)?

6) Did Paul commend the Corinthians and the Thessalonians for keeping the traditions he had passed on to them? Yes or no? If, yes, where does the Bible record that every one of these traditions was subsequently recorded in Scripture?

7) If all of the oral traditions Paul passed on to the Corinthians and the Thessalonians, and which he commanded Timothy to pass on, were not recorded in Scripture, then where is the Scripture verse that says those traditions should no longer be maintained?
Strategy: 
Asking questions – "How to be Offensive Without Being Offensive" strategy. Any time someone might dispute a Catholic interpretation of Scripture – "But That’s My Interpretation" strategy. 

An example of using both of these at one time: If someone says that 2 Tim 3:16-17 isn’t referring to the Old Testament, you can first ask, "Then what are the scriptures Paul is referring to that Timothy has known ‘since childhood’?" Then, when they ignore your question, no matter how many times you ask it, or they provide some explanation that doesn’t really make any sense given the context of the passage, you can simply say, "Look, that’s my interpretation of this passage. Am I not allowed to interpret Scripture for myself? And, if I am allowed to interpret Scripture for myself, then how can you tell me I’m wrong? By what authority do you say that I’m wrong?"
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