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Two-minute apologetics 02*
By John Martignoni, Catholic Apologist
One can follow John on Twitter here, and visit the Bible Christian Society here.  
How to read your Bible
https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/6-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-10
I began taking a Catholic Bible Study course a few weeks ago…The teacher has degrees in Divinity and Theology…He says that the Bible cannot be taken “literally”…I understand that, am open to that and believe that…however,
I was of the mind that the New Testament was true as written…he used the miracle of the loaves and fishes to challenge us as to whether we thought this “actually” happened or…if the five thousand men listening to Jesus preach were moved to share the food that they had been hoarding…I left there (and my small group of 5 others) feeling upset, confused, and a bit sad…we began to question whether the water became wine at Cana and if all other miracles can be dismissed as well…what are your thoughts on this and what should we do at our next class? -Donna
First of all, please feel free to tell your teacher that I said he/she is an idiot. 

Second, if you paid money for this course, ask for a refund. 

Third, tell your teacher that the official teaching of the Catholic Church, as found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC), is that Catholics are to take the Bible literally. CCC #115: "According to an ancient tradition, one can distinguish between two senses of Scripture: the literal and the spiritual… CCC #116: “The literal sense is the meaning conveyed by the words of Scripture and discovered by exegesis, following the rules of sound interpretation: ‘All other senses of Sacred Scripture are based on the literal.’” 

Fourth, say to your teacher that since this is a “Catholic” bible study, you would like for him to give you the official documents of the Catholic Church that teach what he was teaching. He won’t be able to do it because that is not what the Church teaches. 

Fifth, tell him that he obviously is not reading the passage on the loaves and the fishes in context. If the “miracle” was that Jesus got everyone to “share” their hidden food that they had been hoarding, then why would they want to make him king because of that (John 6:11-15)? I can just imagine one of the Jews yelling, “Hey, he got us to share our food, let’s make him king!” And all the other Jews shouting, “Yeah! He got us to share, let’s make him king!!!!” Oh, please…

Also, if they were hoarding this food, why does it say that they filled twelve baskets with fragments from the “five barley loaves?” And please ask your teacher to give one historical document as evidence to support his interpretation of events…just one. We have an historical document, the Bible…it says what it says. It would make sense that one would need to rely on some other historical document, which gives a different account of events, in order to reach the conclusion that it didn’t happen the way the Bible relates it. 

But, your teacher has no such historical document. Nor does he have a document from the official teachings of the Church that says what he’s saying. What your teacher has is a loss of faith. He does not believe in miracles. He obviously does not believe in the divinity of Christ. He obviously does not believe in the Eucharist. And, in order to make himself feel better about his lack of faith, he wants you to lose your faith, too. Kind of like the kids who do bad things, they want other kids to do bad things with them…it kind of helps them to justify and rationalize what they’re doing. 


Sixth, go back to my website and click on the “Booklets” page. Print off the booklet entitled “Catholics and the Bible,” and read some of the quotes that I have there from official Church documents. Also, order the tape/CD entitled “Catholics and the Bible.” You might want to order one for everyone in your class, including your teacher. 


Seventh, tell your teacher that I challenge him/her to a public debate on the “literal” nature of Scripture. 

Eighth, go to www.catholicscripturestudy.com and sign up for one of their Bible studies. You won’t get any of the garbage from them that you got from this other anti-Catholic, anti-Christian Bible study. 

Ninth, the events of the New Testament really did happen. 
And, tenth, tell your teacher he needs to seriously consider the words of Scripture about those who teach error and lead others astray. 

By the way, if anyone is offended because I use the word “idiot”…well, sorry ‘bout that, but that’s the word I use for Catholics who teach garbage and try to convince others that you can be healthy if you would just eat their garbage. I never use that word with non-Catholics…just for the Catholics who should, and usually do, know that they are teaching in opposition to the Church.


[An extract from http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/3-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-3
Catholics interpret the Bible, all of the Bible, in a “literal” manner. By that I mean that when we read a passage, we look for the meaning the writer of that passage intended to convey. For example, let’s take the phrase, “It was raining cats and dogs.” The literal meaning is that it was raining very hard. That’s the meaning the writer was trying to convey. Many fundamentalists, evangelicals, non-denominationalists, etc. interpret the Bible in a "literalist" manner. They would interpret the phrase, “It was raining cats and dogs,” if it was in the Bible, as some phenomenon where cats and dogs were falling from the sky like rain. So, you are correct, there are passages where folks are speaking literally, and there are passages where folks are speaking metaphorically and we need to determine which is which in order to properly understand the Scriptures. My question to you is: Why do you get to decide which is which? Why do you get to say that in John 6, Jesus was speaking metaphorically or symbolically, when I say he wasn’t? Is there no way to determine truth in this matter? Why does your opinion carry more weight than my opinion? Than the Church’s opinion? Than the opinion of billions of Catholics over 2000 years? Than the opinion of the early Christians and the Church Fathers?
What was the author of John 6 trying to tell us? Was Jesus speaking literally or metaphorically when He said to eat His body and drink His blood? Well, let’s look at the evidence. If Jesus was speaking symbolically, then please tell me what He meant by saying one must eat His body and drink His blood to have eternal life. A symbolic interpretation of these passages, doesn’t make a whole lot of sense. 

Plus, if Jesus was speaking symbolically, why did everyone who heard Him speak on that day, the Jews, His disciples…even the Apostles…take Him literally? Why do you, 2000 years after the fact, not take Him literally when everyone who heard him on that day did? 

And, if Jesus was speaking symbolically, why did His disciples say it was a “hard teaching?” Do you have the “Lord’s Supper” in whatever church you now attend? If so, is symbolically eating Jesus’ body and symbolically drinking His blood by eating a piece of bread and drinking some grape juice…do you consider that a “hard teaching” as you are saying the disciples apparently did?

Plus, Jesus repeats Himself over and over here saying the same thing. Why didn’t He explain to His disciples that they misunderstood Him (if they did misunderstand Him)? Every other passage in Scripture (every one!) where the disciples don’t understand something He says, He takes them aside and explains it to them. But not here. Why? Because maybe they didn’t misunderstand Him?

And, very important to consider is this: in verse 51, Jesus says He is the “living bread which came down from heaven” and “if anyone eats of this bread, he will live forever.” Now, what exactly is this bread that folks must eat? Well, Jesus tells us in the last part of verse 51, “and the bread that I shall give for the life of the world is My FLESH.” Was He speaking symbolically here? When did Jesus give His flesh for the life of the world? On the cross, right? So, is Jesus speaking symbolically here in verse 51? Is He telling us to eat His symbolic flesh that He will give for the life of the world? If that’s your interpretation, then Jesus only gave His symbolic flesh for us on the cross, not His real flesh…according to your interpretation. I could go on and on… 
So, just from the Bible… forget about what Christians from the 1st century on have said…just from the Bible, there is ample evidence to show that Jesus was speaking literally in John 6 about eating His body and drinking His blood.]

The two resurrections

                         https://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/6-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-10
I am a Deacon in the Archdiocese of _____. Admittedly my strong suit is not in prophesy. I found your lecture on the “Rapture” very insightful. However I am getting some flack over the concept of “one resurrection”. My opponents cite Revelation 20 pointing out that it says “first resurrection” which implies more than one. Plus “the rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years were over”. -Deacon Tom
There are indeed two resurrections, just as there are two deaths (Rev 20:14). First, let’s address the two deaths: 1) The first death is the death of the body, which we all know about and are familiar with; 2) The 2nd death is obviously the death of the soul, for eternity, in hell (the lake of fire)…again, we see this in Rev 20:14. So, two deaths: one of the body and one of the soul. 

Now, regarding the 2 resurrections. If we have two deaths, one of the body and one of the soul, then, to be consistent, the two resurrections must be one of the body and one of the soul. The resurrection that most folks are familiar with is actually the 2nd resurrection…the resurrection of the body. This will occur at the 2nd coming of Christ at the end of time. 

As you stated, Rev. 20 mentions the first resurrection…this is the resurrection of the soul. We can see this from scripture itself. First, Rev 20:4 says that John saw the “souls” of these particular folks. Then it says they (the souls) came to life and reigned with Christ and that this is the first resurrection. How does someone’s soul “come to life?” 
The soul doesn’t die when the body dies, so how does a soul come to life? A soul comes to life, when it puts on Christ. When it goes from darkness to light. 

Also, it goes on to say here that those who share in the first resurrection, “Over such the second death has no power.” Now, just a few verses later in Rev 20, John mentions the 2nd death. And, who is it over which the second death has no power? Well, verse 15 tells us that those whose name was written in the Book of Life, avoid the 2nd death. 
So, what is the first resurrection? It is the moment our names are written into the book of life. The moment our souls are taken out of darkness and brought into the light of Christ. It is the moment of our salvation. For Catholics, the 1st resurrection would be the moment of baptism. For most Protestants, the 1st resurrection would be the moment they accepted Christ into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior. Either way, the first resurrection is NOT a physical resurrection, it is the resurrection of the soul.

Now, regarding the 1000 years. You need to understand that the language in this passage, as in a lot of the Book of Revelation is figurative. It is not historical narrative. It is more akin to poetry. You cannot take it in a literalist manner. Keep in mind the phrase, “It’s raining cats and dogs.” Does that mean cats and dogs are falling from the sky like rain? No, of course not. That’s the principle to keep in mind when reading Revelation…there is something behind the words. 

St. Augustine believed that the one thousand years represent the period of time between Christ’s Incarnation up until just before His return at the 2nd coming. In other words, the “one thousand years” is not an exact timeframe, it is simply representative of the period of time between Christ’s first and second coming. 

Just before Christ comes again, Satan is let loose and we have the Great Tribulation. After all, isn’t Satan being restrained right now? Isn’t the power of Christ restraining Satan from running totally amuck? Isn’t Christ already reigning in Heaven and on Earth? Isn’t He reigning in the hearts and minds of His followers? Well, if Christ is already reigning on earth amongst His followers, then aren’t His followers, the members of the Body of Christ, also reigning with Him? I mean, they’re members of His Body, aren’t they? And, again, when you consider that the 1st resurrection is the resurrection of the soul from darkness, which occurs when we become members of the Body of Christ, then this passage makes absolutely no sense when interpreted in the context of a physical reign of Christ on earth for exactly one thousand years at some point in the future. 

So, the first resurrection, the soul coming to life, is directly related to the 2nd death…death of the soul. Those whose souls have been resurrected avoid the 2nd death…eternity in hell. Which would mean, that the 2nd resurrection is directly related to the 1st death…death of the body. Which, we know to be true. Okay: 1) 1st death…death of the body, corresponds to 2nd resurrection…resurrection of the body. 2) 2nd death…death of the soul, corresponds to the first resurrection…resurrection of the soul. 

1st resurrection…resurrection of the soul; then comes the 1st death…death of the body; then comes the 2nd resurrection…resurrection of the body; then comes the 2nd death…death of the soul (for those who are not of the 1st resurrection). The “rest of the dead” are those who have not been saved…who did not receive baptism. They will rise at the end of the thousand years, at the return of Christ, to be judged. 

If you are in the 1st resurrection, you avoid the 2nd death. If you are not in the 1st resurrection, you are in the 2nd death. So, 2 resurrections…one death. 1 resurrection…two deaths. 

I hope that makes sense, and I hope it helps. Once you can show your opponents that the 1st resurrection is not a physical one, that it is a resurrection of the soul…bringing the soul from darkness to light…the adding of one’s name to the Book of Life…then I think you may be on your way to planting some seeds of truth with some folks and of showing that these passages simply don’t make sense if you try to interpret them as a physical, one-thousand year reign of Christ on earth.


“Born again” (See also page 53)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/17-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-11
In Issue #9, I responded to an email that had come to me through EWTN from a young lady who was not Catholic, but was worried about the souls of her Catholic sister and brother-in-law. In my answer, I asked her to give me a verse showing where the Bible teaches that we are “born again” by confessing Jesus as our personal Lord and Savior.

Several of you wrote to me to say, “John, Protestants will counter with Romans 10:8-10 to say that you must confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord.” Well, you guys were right. I received an email from a Protestant who did just that. 

His email is below (in italics), followed by my response and strategies. Instead of breaking up his relatively short email, I just put the strategies after each of my paragraphs.

Dear Sirs,

I just read one of your newsletters about salvation, and you said that it doesn’t say in the Bible that public confession has to be made to be saved. That we are saved by baptism. That is not the truth. It is belief in Christ, and confessing him before others that we are saved by. The Holy Spirit will only come to those who accept Jesus as their Lord and Savior.


Romans 10 vs. 8-10
“But what saith it? The word is nigh thee, even in thy mouth and in thy heart; that is, the word of faith, which we preach; That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved. For with the heart man believeth unto righteousness; and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation.” -Jon

In response to your email, I didn’t quite say what you say I said. You stated, “…you said that it doesn’t say in the Bible that public confession has to be made to be saved.” Actually, what I did was ask the young lady (Karen) I was writing to the following question, “Where does it say that someone must make a declaration in which they ‘accept Jesus as their Lord and Savior’ in order to be Born Again?” And then I stated that the Bible nowhere says such a thing. Big difference between that and saying that one doesn’t need to publicly confess Jesus. 
Strategy:

Make sure they don’t distort what you are saying. Quite often Catholics get “told” what they believe and what they “mean” when they say something, by folks who don’t understand Catholic theology or terminology. For example, I don’t know how many times I’ve been told I worship Mary. When I respond that I don’t, I have only once had someone say, “Oh, I was misinformed.” Every other time the response is, “Yes you do.” So, make it very clear what you are saying and what you are not saying, to try and avoid confusion. [Back to response.]


As a Catholic, I believe we must make a public confession of Christ. After all, Jesus said that whoever acknowledges Him, will, in turn, be acknowledged by Him before the Father. In fact, as Catholics, we make a public confession of Christ every Sunday during our worship service…the Mass. One cannot deny Christ and still be saved.


Strategy:

Simply making sure he understands that Catholics do indeed believe in publicly confessing Christ. [Back to response.]


However, my point to Karen was that the Bible nowhere states that one is “born again” by accepting Jesus Christ into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior. Nowhere does the Bible say that. If you know of such a passage, please let me know about it. You quote Romans 10:8-10, “The word is near you, on your lips and in your heart (that is, the word of faith which we preach); because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved. For man believes with his heart and so is justified and he confesses with his lips and so is saved.” 


Amen! As a Catholic, I believe that 100%. As a Catholic, I believe every passage of the Bible 100%. The problem for you, though, is it doesn’t say anything about being born again by accepting Jesus Christ into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior. Again, I’m not saying one doesn’t need to accept Jesus Christ as their Lord and Savior, I’m just saying that’s not what the Bible says makes you “born again.” 


Strategy:

Any time anyone puts a Bible verse in front of you, respond with, “Amen! I believe that 100%!” But, you don’t necessarily agree with their fallible interpretation of that verse. Also, clarifying and repeating the question. Keep repeating your questions until you get answers to them. And don’t accept any verse that doesn’t clearly and expressly say what they are saying. [Back to response.]


The Bible states, very clearly and unequivocally, that one must be born of “water and the Spirit” in order to be “born again” (John 3:3-8). Furthermore, the fact that Jesus is talking about baptism in this verse is shown by the fact that in all 4 Gospel accounts of Jesus’ baptism, we see what? Water and the Spirit. And, in John 3, right after His discussion with Nicodemus, what does the Bible say Jesus did? He and His disciples went into the land and…baptized. So, it is through Baptism that one is born again, not by accepting Jesus Christ into your heart as your personal Lord and Savior, at least, according to the Bible.


Furthermore, you state that it is “not the truth” that we are saved by baptism. May I direct your attention to 1 Peter 3:20-21, “…who formerly did not obey, when God’s patience waited in the days of Noah, during the building of the ark, in which a few, that is, eight persons, were saved through water. Baptism, which corresponds to this, NOW SAVES YOU.” Baptism “now saves you” according to the Bible. The words are very clear and very unambiguous. 


Strategy:

Showing that the Bible is indeed the Catholic’s best friend when talking to non-Catholic Christians. Engage folks by asking questions, even if you then provide the answers…keep asking questions. [Back to response.]


However, since as Catholics we know that you cannot simply take a verse out here and there and make it trump the rest of the Bible, we realize that Baptism is not the be all and end all in regards to salvation, but rather it is the beginning of salvation. One must be baptized in order to enter the Kingdom of Heaven as it says in John 3, but one must have faith (Rom 3:28), and one must do the will of the Father (Matt 7:21), and one must forgive others in order to be forgiven (Matt 6:14-15), and one must keep the Commandments (Matt 19:16-17), and one must labor for the food which endures to eternal life (John 6:27), and one must eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Son of Man (John 6:51-58), and one must seek for glory and for honor and for immortality (Rom 2:6-8), and do good works (James 2:14-26 and Matt 25:31-46), and so on. In other words, salvation is a process that begins with Baptism. 

Strategy:

Showing again that the Bible supports the Catholic position on salvation…as it does on every other aspect of Catholic teaching…and hopefully getting Jon to go and read these verses and maybe really pay attention to what they say…giving him some food for thought and maybe planting some seeds [Back to response.]

Again, though, if you know of a verse that says a person is “born again” by accepting Jesus Christ into their hearts as their personal Lord and Savior, I’m open to hearing about it. Also, if you can find a verse that states we are “not saved” by Baptism, I would be very interested in that one as well. 
Differences in the Protestant and Catholic Decalogues

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/18-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-12
I was in an apologetic discussion today and could not answer why our commandments are different than the protestant version. Can you help? -Diane
Our 10 commandments do not differ from the Protestant version, there is simply a difference in how they are organized. The Protestants first two commandments are: 1) I am the Lord thy God, thou shalt not have any false gods before me; 2) Thou shalt not make any graven images… And, their last commandment is simply: Thou shalt not covet.

The 1st two commandments, Catholic version are: 1) I am the Lord thy God…; 2) Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain. 
And, our last two commandments are: 9) Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s wife; 10) Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s goods. 

So, the Protestants combine our #9 and #10, into their #10. While we combine the Protestants’ #1 and #2, into our #1. Now, some folks say that the Catholics purposely left out the graven image thing so that we could worship our statues and all that kind of rot. Which is probably what this person you were talking to was saying, but, you can take anyone to page 496 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church and show them that we did not leave out the graven image thing. In the left hand column of that page, you will see the whole first commandment written out just like it appears in Exodus 20. You have the long version on the left, the shorter version in the middle, and the traditional version for catechesis on the right. 

So, in essence, we simply don’t write the whole thing out, because we know that not worshipping graven images falls under: thou shalt not have any false gods before me. Just so, the Protestants shorten the commandment about coveting. Go to page 497 of the Catechism (or go to Exodus 20) and see all the things that are included in the “thou shalt not covet” section. The Protestants don’t write out all those things, they just say, “Thou shalt not covet.” Did they change or leave out part of that commandment? No. It’s understood that thou shalt not covet means all those things. Just like we understand that thou shalt not have any false gods before me means that we should not worship idols (false gods). 

Lack of enthusiasm displayed by Catholics as compared to Protestants
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/18-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-12
I’ve recently found your radio program and listen in the mornings – about a week now. I have been raised in the Roman Catholic Church, but have been away from it since I was 19 years old (now 54 years old). I’ve been searching for a spiritual home for 15 years and most recently a fundamental, bible-believing church – 3 years now. I am questioning where I belong and re-thinking Catholicism because of your radio show and this website. I went to mass a few weeks ago, and I can’t help but feel like there is no heartfelt participation by the congregation. It feels like the worship singing is done by the “singer” up front and not very much singing from the people. I almost want to come back to my upbringing, but not sure if I can get past this stumbling block. I have seen and felt the enthusiasm in my bible church and feel like this is something I would have to give up to come back to Catholicism. Can you help me with this? More than anything, I want sincerity in my worship. Am I being too judgemental of the mass attendees? -Sally
I know exactly what you’re talking about, but my question to you is: Which is more important, the way other people react to the truth, or the truth itself? Are there Catholics who just go through the motions at Mass and who, in general, just go through the motions of being Christian? Absolutely…way too many in fact. Are there priests, and even some bishops, who don’t properly instruct their people and give bland and fairly meaningless homilies? Absolutely. Are there parishes where the singing (or lack thereof) leaves a whole lot to be desired? Absolutely. 


But, again, do you allow those who don’t appreciate the priceless treasure they have right in front of them to keep you away from that treasure? Would you have allowed the reactions of the twelve apostles on Holy Thursday to keep you away from Christ? After all, one of them betrayed Him and 10 of the other 11 abandoned Him. Would you have said, “Well, if that’s how those closest to Him react, then I don’t want to have anything to do with Him?” Should the sincerity of worship be the determining factor in what you believe to be true? Mormons worship very sincerely, and they have some incredible singing. Muslims are very sincere in their worship…they stop, wherever they are, five times a day to hit their knees and pray. The trouble is, sincerity has nothing to do with determining truth. 
Also, you need to consider that Catholics, in general, are not as emotional in their worship service as are Protestants. Why not? Because we don’t need to be. Now, that’s not to say that we shouldn’t have good singing and more participation in the singing and things like that, but our worship service is not about making us feel good, it’s about worshipping God. The God Who is physically present in the Eucharist in a way that He is not present in any other church. And, while it is possible that at any particular parish there is a lack of “heartfelt participation,” it is also possible that the participation which on the surface doesn’t appear to be heartfelt, is actually much more heartfelt and much more intimate than at other churches…it simply isn’t expressed in song or such.
Catholics have a lot we can learn from our Protestant brothers and sisters…particularly in the areas of fellowshipping, Bible reading, youth ministry, singing, etc. That’s not to say that there isn’t good singing or good youth groups or Bible studies or fellowshipping in the Catholic Church, there is. But, on average, Protestant churches do such things better. However, we have something that no other church has…the fullness of the truth as given to us by Jesus Christ. We have the Eucharist. We have the other Sacraments. We have the Priesthood. We have the Pope and the Magisterium. We have the Communion of Saints. And so much more. Do we often fail to appreciate all that we have…yes, unfortunately. But, that shouldn’t be enough to keep someone who knows the truth away from the truth. 


I would simply say to keep attending Mass, but do some independent study on the Mass. Know what’s going on and why. If you would like, I could suggest some resources. And keep praying that Christ show you the truth and ask Him to help you get past this particular stumbling block. And, don’t be surprised if, once you get past this stumbling block, others get thrown in your way.

MORAL RELATIVISM-WHAT IS TRUTH or WHY ATHEISTS HAVE NO RIGHTS
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/20-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-14 

What comes to my mind when I try to justify treating others civilly even though there is no God is this: Because I want to be treated civilly. We have this society and its rules so that we can ensure that we ourselves are treated civilly. We all just sort of agree not to bop someone else over the head for the fun of it, because we don’t want someone else bopping us over the head for the fun of it.

Therefore, when a person can’t protest, can’t vote, can’t even scream, that makes it ok to violate their rights without repercussions (abortion, euthanasia).

How would you handle this atheistic, humanist reasoning? -Jeff

If an atheist/humanist hits you with that kind of argument, it doesn’t negate any of what I said in my arguments (http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MORAL_RELATIVISM-WHAT_IS_TRUTH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc). They are actually making my argument that, without God, might makes right. You could point out to them that they believe what Hitler did was essentially moral – to kill those he considered without value – but that they simply disagree with him on where to draw the line for whose life has value and whose doesn’t.


And, you could further argue that if it’s okay to take a person’s life as long as they “can’t protest, can’t vote, or can’t even scream,” then all you have to do is get a law passed saying atheists have no right to protest nor do they have a right to vote. They can scream if they want to, but we’ll lock them up in a prison camp where no one can hear their screams. Ask them if doing that would be morally wrong. If they say, yes, ask them how so?


Theirs is not an argument that human life has inherent value, theirs is merely an argument as to whose life has value in their eyes…in other words, it is a purely subjective valuation based on individual opinion. There is no objective moral standard involved here.


And this thing about I’ll treat you civilly so that you’ll treat me civilly is, again, merely a subjective social construct, which will work only if you can get rid of greed, envy, lust, jealousy, the love of power, and so on. In other words, it would never work. But, regardless of that, there is nothing there about human life having inherent value. Or about killing others being morally wrong. You need to make it clear that if the door is open for some individuals to place a value on some other individuals’ lives, then the door is actually open for all individuals to place a value on all other individuals’ lives. You, having this right to place a value on others’ lives, therefore place a value of zero on the life of every atheist and believe they should all be summarily executed. How can they tell you you’re morally wrong to do that? They can’t. 


I want to pose an answer to the question about the source of human rights that an atheist might give and I wonder about your response. What if they answered your question: Human “rights” are simply an implementation of the principle of “live and let live”. In other words the reason I want to insure you have “rights” are because I want to have those same “rights” for myself. If I am allowed to deprive you of your life and property, then there is nothing stopping others from depriving me of my life and property. 

You Christians say “love your neighbor as yourself”. I say “love your neighbor if you want to be loved” and conversely “hate and kill your neighbor if you want to be hated and killed”. So God has nothing to do with it. Human “rights” derive from the animal instinct to survive and preserve one’s own existence. –Paul

Basically the same question I answered above about wanting to be treated civilly, so you treat others civilly. I would give your argument pretty much the same answer. 

My argument was that without God, one cannot make an objective assessment about the value of human life and one cannot say that Hitler was wrong to do what he did. The argument you have presented in no way negates what I said. And, in fact, the argument you present actually reinforces what I said.


You stated: “Human ‘rights’ derive from the animal instinct to survive and preserve one’s own existence.” If that is the case, then worm “rights” derive from the exact same instinct in worms. Do worm rights have the same moral equivalent as human rights? They do if there is no God. Without God, one cannot say that he objectively has more value than a worm, or than a slug, or than a bacteria, or any other living creature. You can only give your subjective opinion in this matter. And, if it’s okay to put a worm on a hook to catch a trout, then it’s okay to put an atheist on a hook to catch a great white shark.


Again, this particular argument which you think an atheist might give says nothing about the value of human life or about why Hitler was morally wrong to do what he did. It is merely a utilitarian argument for not killing someone else so that your hide will hopefully be spared. 


In your argument for value coming from God, what if the atheist says that God is just your opinion- as it was the signers of the Declaration. Then what do say? -Fred

First, I say that it is not my “opinion” that our system of law is based on the belief in God. It may be my “opinion” (and that of the signers of the Declaration) that there is a God, but it is not anyone’s “opinion” that our system of law – our system of believing that each individual has the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness – is based on a belief in a God Who endows individuals with these rights – it is a fact. That can be clearly seen by reading the Declaration. So, if there is no God, then atheists have no rights under our system of law.


Then, I say that while the existence of God may be my opinion, it is also my opinion that atheists should be shot on sight and can they give me one good reason, other than their opinion, as to why that would be wrong to do so.


The following was my favorite:

I just finished reading Apologetics for the masses, volume 13 and have a complaint. While i agree with most of what you said, you can believe that all humans have a right to life without believing in God. While i am a firm believer in God and in the Catholic Church, what you said struck me as wrong. I actually wondered if this was the same man who spoke on the tapes or wrote the other newsletters. [Ed. comment: Ouch!] You don’t need a belief in a higher being or any religious values to believe in life. The simple fact that we are self-aware gives us the right to live. -Alex

Says who? Why does the simple fact that we are self-aware give us the right to live? That’s merely your opinion. What if someone disagrees with your opinion? What do you fall back on? Without God, you have nothing to fall back on but your own subjective opinion.


Why was Hitler wrong? Well, in your opinion, he was wrong because everyone he killed was self-aware. Why does human life have value? Well, in your opinion, human life has value because we are self-aware. So, does that mean it’s morally okay to kill an unborn child? They’re not self-aware. In fact, children aren’t really self-aware until several months after their birth. So, can we say it is morally acceptable to kill a 2-month old because he is not self-aware? Well, it is if your opinion holds sway. What about someone in a coma? They’re not self-aware, so it’s okay to kill them? What about someone who has been knocked unconscious, they’re not self-aware…does their life not have value while they’re unconscious and therefore it’s morally acceptable to kill them? 


You are right in that one does not have to believe in the existence of God to believe that all human life has value, but the point is, that without the existence of God, your belief that all human life has value is merely a subjective opinion…it is not an objective moral standard. And, the danger is, that someone can disagree with your opinion and not be morally wrong, since there is no moral standard other than someone’s opinion.


As I said in the last newsletter, without God, you can’t make the case that the Holocaust was wrong. In fact, without God, you can’t make the case that any killing is wrong. Without God, you can’t make the case that the terrorist attacks at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon were wrong. After all, without God, we are just animals, and no one says that one animal killing another animal is morally wrong. To say otherwise, without God, is merely one’s opinion.

In Conclusion
You cannot come up with an objective argument for saying that killing another human being is morally wrong without the belief in a God Who gives value to all human life and Who endows all human life with unalienable (aka inalienable) human rights. Without God, it is merely one’s subjective opinion that killing another is wrong. Which inevitably leads to the position of might makes right. Whoever is the strongest…well, his opinion carries the day.

Atheists, secular humanists, social liberals (those who see no problem with abortion, euthanasia, embryonic stem cell research, etc.) cannot make a consistent moral argument for their positions because they leave God out of the equation. They leave God out because I believe they know that to allow God into the equation means they would have to recognize their positions on those above-mentioned moral issues as being “immoral.” And, they simply can’t admit to that.

Catholic tradition

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/29-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-22 

Thank you so much for your “e-blast.” We are homeschoolers who have a very good friend who’s a “Bible-Only” Christian. I try my best to be polite, explaining the best I can about what Catholic-Christians believe. During Lent, I took her to the Stations of the Cross at our parish, since her church “didn’t do much before Easter.” She seemed to enjoy it, even kneeling at the appropriate times (after several stations.) 

However, when we got in the car, she questioned me on Veronica…not found in the Bible, etc. Several days later, she questioned again and it turned into a “we pray to Mary…do you think she’s perfect…etc. etc.” thing. How should I respond about Veronica? I am a convert of 12 years; I’m so comfortable with Sacred Scripture/Tradition that it doesn’t bother me at all. My friend seemed to know, however, that there really is no “Biblical” evidence for Station 6. -Heather

All you can really say, is that the tradition of Veronica and the Stations of the Cross dates back to the earliest centuries of Christianity. No, nothing about her in the Bible. But, what you can do, is ask her if everything that happened to Jesus during His Passion is recorded in the Scriptures? For example, the Bible doesn’t tell us which shoulder Jesus carried His cross on, so, what if a movie shows Jesus carrying His cross on His left shoulder, when He actually carried it on His right shoulder? Or vice versa? Is that necessarily a bad thing? 


To believe that the only things that happened to and around Jesus during His passion are the things recorded in the Bible, is to leave a whole lot of gaps in the story. The Bible simply doesn’t cover 100% of what happened. So, are we necessarily wrong to believe Veronica wiped Jesus’ face, just because the Bible says nothing about it? 


I would simply ask her if she believes that everything that happened to and around Jesus during His Passion is recorded in the Bible. If she says, “Yes,” then go through one of the accounts of the Passion and ask her why it only takes a few minutes to read about every single thing that happened to Jesus in a period of time that is somewhere around 15-18 hours long. 


If she says, “No,” that not everything that happened to Jesus during His Passion is in the Bible, then I would just ask her if it is possible that Veronica did indeed wipe Jesus’ face on His way to Calvary, since the Bible does not record everything that happened to and around Jesus that day. She pretty much has to say yes, that it is a “possibility.” If she says, “No,” it’s not at least a possibility, then I would ask her why. If she says, "It’s not in the Bible, then go back to the 1st question above.


If she says, “Yes,” it could have happened, then simply tell her that it is not an article of the Catholic Faith that it did indeed happen. But, based upon the best information we have…we believe that this 2000-year old tradition may indeed be true. And, therefore, we use this tradition as a point of meditation and prayer. It’s just that simple. One doesn’t have to believe that Veronica wiped the face of Christ in order to be Catholic. And, if she didn’t, that still doesn’t nullify the prayers we pray at that particular station of the cross. God knows our intent and our hearts and He uses our prayers regardless of whether Veronica wiped the face of Christ or not.


In Conclusion
Not much to say about this one. The Bible doesn’t say that Veronica wiped the face of Christ. However, neither does the Bible say that she didn’t wipe the face of Christ. So, again, if this tradition which dates back to the early centuries of Christianity says it did happen, and the Bible itself is silent on it, and the Bible doesn’t record every single thing that happened to Christ during His Passion, and it in no way contradicts anything in the Bible…how can anyone say with absolute certainty that it didn’t happen? They can’t. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/30-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-23 

Dear John,

I’d like to write about the Veronica issue. We were giving an ecumenical Stations of the Cross to all Christian youth in our small community during Lent last year. The image of the “Pieta” came up and of course the question presented was that the Pieta, as such, does not appear in the Bible. In response, a non-Catholic Christian who had lost a son in a recent car accident quickly responded, much to the chagrin of the non-Catholics, “How do I know that Mary held Jesus on her lap after His death? Because when my son died, I grasped his lifeless body on my lap until they pulled me away, that’s how. Mary had love and compassion for her Son and therefore, even if it’s not in the Bible, I truly believe that she held Him. The Pieta image is the truth of life.” Silence was the only thing to be heard in the church for several minutes at that point. -Rich 

The Eucharist (See also page 26)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/30-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-23
Introduction
This week I’m responding to someone who wrote in to tell me that I was wrong in one of the “2-Minute Apologetics” blurbs that I have on my website (www.biblechristiansociety.com) about the Eucharist. 

The argument he uses is one I have come across a couple of times, but not very often. But, we haven’t touched on this particular argument before, so I thought it would be a good thing to look at here.

Your answer for Apologetics 101 – 18 is not accurate.
While Jesus truly told people to eat His flesh and drink His blood, what we partake of is, according to the Bible, still bread (1 Corinthians 11:26-28), and not literally flesh.
After Jesus said, “This is My blood,” it was still literally ‘fruit of the vine’, and not literal blood (Matthew 26:29).
To say that there was a change in substance is to claim that both the inspired apostle Paul and our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ were either wrong or lying.
Please accept these words in the spirit in which they were intended, an attempt to correct a mistake – the same purpose as your website. -Timothy

Regarding your contention that the Apologetics 101-18 tract on my website is not accurate, I would have to say that your interpretation of those passages from Scripture is where the problem lies here. 

Let’s look at Matthew 26:29, “I tell you I shall not drink again of this fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom.” Your interpretation is that since Jesus said “this” fruit of the vine, then the wine was still wine, not His blood. If it was His blood, then He wouldn’t have called it the “fruit of the vine.” Thus, making Catholic teaching opposed to the clear words of Scripture. Right?

Well, the problem is that you are not taking all of Scripture into account, and you are obviously not aware of what takes place at a Passover meal…the meal Jesus and the Apostles were eating. 


Strategy:
Just letting him know that I am not ceding him any authority in regards to his interpretation of Scripture and, in fact, I am outright questioning his knowledge of Scripture…hoping to plant the seed that maybe his take on things is not quite up to snuff. 


First, a little background on the Passover meal. During the meal, four cups of wine are passed around and everyone in attendance drinks from each of these four cups. So, keep that in mind…four cups of wine. 


Strategy:
If I can give him some information that he is not aware of, and most people are not aware that there are four cups of wine passed around at a Passover meal, then I will have hopefully planted a seed that maybe there is something here that this Catholic knows that he might need to pay some attention to. 


Now, let’s look at Luke 22:17-20, “And He took a cup, and when He had given thanks He said, ‘Take this, and divide it among yourselves; for I tell you that from now on I shall not drink of the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God comes.’ And He took bread, and when He had given thanks He broke it and gave it to them, saying, ‘This is My body which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of Me.’ And likewise the cup after supper, saying, ‘This cup which is poured out for you is the new covenant in My blood.’” 

What do we see from Luke? We have a better picture of the order in which things were said and done at the Last Supper than we have in either Mark or Matthew, don’t we? We actually see that Jesus said, “I shall not drink again of the fruit of the vine,” after the second cup of wine. (We know it was the 2nd cup because in the Passover Meal, you drink the 2nd cup before the bread is eaten, and then you drink the 3rd cup at the end of the meal – which is exactly how Luke describes it.)

Then, after supper, the third cup of wine, the Cup of Blessing it is called, was the cup that Jesus said was being poured out as a new covenant in His blood. So, it wasn’t the cup of wine that had been turned into His blood that Jesus spoke of when He said He will not drink again of the fruit of the vine, it was the 2nd cup that he said those words about. So, your interpretation of this passage is an uninformed interpretation, and it is an interpretation that causes Scripture to contradict itself. Which we know can’t happen, therefore, your interpretation must be wrong.


Strategy:
I know he’s never even considered these verses from Luke before and he has never been presented with an alternative to the interpretation he was given. So, again, just throwing those seeds out. 


Now, you might say, "Well, Jesus must have said those words both after He drank from the 2nd cup and after He drank from the 3rd cup, because in Matthew it clearly has Jesus saying those words after the 3rd cup. Well, Jesus could not have said those words after both the 2nd and 3rd cup. That would make Jesus a liar, wouldn’t it? 
I mean, if He said He wouldn’t drink again of the fruit of the vine after He drank of the 2nd cup, and then He drank some of the 3rd cup and said it again, well…that wouldn’t make much sense, would it? If He said it after drinking the 2nd cup, then He wouldn’t have had any wine from the 3rd cup, right?! And, if he didn’t have any wine from the 3rd cup, why say that He will not drink of the fruit of the vine “again,” until some later date? Makes no sense. 

It seems that there is a contradiction, but there really isn’t, if you are familiar with the fact that things in the Gospels were not necessarily recorded in chronological order. Recording things along a nice and neat linear timeline was not necessarily a concern of the sacred writers, and wasn’t a concern for most folks in the Middle East 2000 years ago. Our Western, 21st century minds just naturally assume that if you are going to record an historical event, that you record it in chronological order. But, that’s not necessarily how the folks of that time thought. They were interested in recording the events, but not necessarily the chronology of the events. For example, in Luke 2, we see Jesus being taken to the Temple within a few weeks of His birth. After leaving the Temple, it appears He and His family go straight to Nazareth. But, is that the way it happened? Couldn’t have been, because we know from Matthew’s Gospel that they went into Egypt for a period of time out of fear of Herod. Yet, nowhere is that sojourn in Egypt mentioned in Luke. It seems they go straight from Jerusalem to Nazareth. Why? Because Luke wasn’t trying to give a nice neat linear timeline of events. 


Strategy:
Just more information that he’s probably never been exposed to before. Again, if you can give someone who fancies themself a “Bible Christian,” as opposed to you being an “Ignorant Catholic,” something about the Bible that they are unfamiliar with or haven’t heard before…all of a sudden you’re not such an ignorant Catholic. That, in and of itself, plants some seeds. 


Knowing this about the Gospel writers, it becomes clear that in order to reconcile the seeming discrepancy between Matthew and Luke on the timing of Jesus’ statement, we have to go with Jesus saying those words about not drinking of the fruit of the vine after the 2nd cup, rather than the 3rd cup. This is because Luke’s account of this particular event is much more specific as to the timing of Jesus’ statement than Matthew’s Gospel is. In Matthew, Jesus’ statement comes after Matthew talks about the distribution of the 3rd cup, but it doesn’t say, specifically, that the statement was made by Jesus after passing around the 3rd cup. Luke, however, is very specific as to the timing of the statement.


Now, one could make the argument that rather than Matthew inserting that statement into the account in a non-linear fashion, that it was Luke who had done that. That is indeed a valid argument. But, again, Luke’s account is much more specific as to the timing than Matthew’s, and, in general, one would go with the account that has the more details as being more accurate…in terms of the actual order of events. However, we obviously cannot “prove” it either way. But, the weight of evidence appears to be on the side of Jesus speaking those words after the 2nd cup, not the 3rd.


Strategy: 
Trying to be fair and consider other possibilities, because we cannot actually “prove,” from the Scripture alone, that one interpretation or the other is THE interpretation. But, using some good ol’ logic, we can make a better case for one than the other 


But, either way, your argument that Matthew 26:29 disproves the teachings of the Catholic Church is reduced to mere interpretative speculation on your part, rather than something that could be termed as cold hard fact. 


Strategy: 
Everything that a non-Catholic throws at you from the Bible, is, in its essence, merely their fallible interpretation of this or that passage of Scripture. They read the Word of God, then they give you their interpretation of it. Their interpretation of any passage is not infallible. And, since they don’t believe in infallibility, they themselves have to admit to that fact. 


But, let’s say, for argument’s sake, that Jesus did say those words in reference to the 3rd cup. So what? Doesn’t Jesus refer to Himself as the TRUE vine at the Last Supper (John 15:1)? So, when He said the words “this” fruit of the vine, would He not then be referring to His blood, if He indeed is the true vine? In other words, your fallible interpretation of this verse is just that…a fallible interpretation. 


Strategy: 
I didn’t say it directly, but this is basically the “That’s My Interpretation” strategy. If everyone is allowed to interpret Scripture for themselves to definitively decide what is true doctrine and what is false doctrine, well, this interpretation regarding Jesus and the fruit of the vine is “My Interpretation.” He can’t tell me I’m wrong (although he will, but he doesn’t realize he’s being a hypocrite when he does so), all he can actually do is say that he disagrees with my interpretation…after all, I have a right, according to his theology, to have my own interpretation. 


Now, regarding Paul and the passage from 1 Cor 11:26-28. His use of the word “bread,” you claim, makes Catholic teaching null and void. But, what about His use of the term “body” and the term “blood”? Does that not then make your claim null and void? 
How can someone be guilty of profaning the body and blood of the Lord, if it isn’t the body and blood of the Lord? And, furthermore, how can one discern the body of the Lord, if it isn’t the body of the Lord? How can you discern something that isn’t there? 


Strategy: 
Asking questions. Always make sure you ask questions whenever you discuss religion with someone. Make sure to ask more questions than they do. 

The fact of the matter is, that after the consecration of the bread and the wine, they still appear to be bread and wine. Therefore, it is not stretching the bounds of reason to believe that Paul would refer to them as such while also then referring to them as the body and blood of the Lord, to reiterate to folks that what they see as bread and wine, are actually the body and blood of the Lord. 


Basically, it comes down to the fact that when Jesus says, “This is My body,” I say, “Yes, Lord, I believe you.” You say, “No, Lord, it’s not.” 


Strategy: 
This is pretty much what they are doing. Jesus says, “This is,” they say, “This isn’t.” 


And, when you throw in the passages from John 6:51 and following, where Jesus repeats Himself as He does like nowhere else in the Gospels, that we must eat His Body and drink His blood, and that His body and blood are real food and real drink…well, that is pretty much Katy barred the door, from a scriptural perspective. And that isn’t even getting into the witness of the early Church regarding this. 


Sorry, but, again, yours is merely a fallible interpretation which is not supported by Scripture when looked at as a whole, and which is not supported by the witness of the early Christians, and which is not supported by the witness of the Church.


One question: Look at John 6:51. The bread which Jesus is talking about giving us to eat, is the flesh that He will give for the life of the world, right? When did He give His flesh for the life of the world? On the cross, right? So, if Jesus is speaking symbolically in John 6 – He wants us to eat His symbolic flesh and drink His symbolic blood, then it seems He must have given us only symbolic flesh on the cross, and it must have only been symbolic blood shed on the cross, right? I mean, He’s talking about giving us to eat His flesh that He will give for the life of the world. If, therefore, He’s talking about giving us His symbolic flesh to eat, then it must have only been His symbolic flesh hanging on the cross, not the real thing…right?


Strategy: 
I love asking folks this question. I have asked it numerous times, and I have yet to have a single person even attempt to respond to it. It is ignored time and time again when I ask it. Which tells me, they have no answer to this question. Make sure you keep it as one of the arrows in your apologetics quiver. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/31-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-24 
Some of you wrote to me to say that I should have made a mention in last week’s newsletter regarding the fourth cup of the Last Supper. Specifically, how the fourth cup is linked to Jesus’ death on the cross. Well, for those who are interested in finding out more about the link between the Passover, the Last Supper, Jesus’ death, and the Eucharist…I recommend a talk by Dr. Scott Hahn entitled, “The Fourth Cup.” It is a “must-have” for any serious Catholic. The CD version is good, but the video version is absolutely incredible. I’ve seen crowds give a standing ovation after viewing the video. 

You can get the CD version at www.saintjoe.com (Saint Joseph Communications) for $7.95, or the VHS version for $24.95. You might be able to get it elsewhere for less, but I know for sure they have it at Saint Joseph’s. 

General confessions and general absolution
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/34-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-27
My brother-in-law lives in Rochester, NY…His parish priest conducts “general confessions” and gives absolution…now my brother-in-law believes that he (no one) needs to go to private confession … is this true? -Nn

Your brother-in-law’s parish priest is in grave error in what he is doing, and it could very well cost him the life of his soul. And, if your brother-in-law no longer goes to private confession, then it could cost him the life of his soul, as well. 

General confessions are the exception, not the rule. They are only to be used in instances where the priest does not have time to hear the confessions of all those who wish to confess, and there is a danger of death for those who wish to confess but are unable to. The perfect example is if a priest is ministering to troops who are about to go into battle. If there are hundreds of troops who wish to confess, but only limited time before they go into battle, then the priest can give “general” absolution. However, any troops that survive the battle, then have to make a private confession and receive private absolution, or the general absolution is of no effect. 

In other words, general confessions, or general absolution, only has effect if it is given when there is danger of death to a large number of people, and the priest does not have time to hear each person’s individual confession. But, general absolution only takes effect if one of those persons actually dies after receiving it. If the person does not die, then, the first chance they have, they are required to go to individual (private) confession.

You need to read the Catechism of the Catholic Church, pages 357-374, particularly paragraphs #1456 (“Confession to a priest is an ESSENTIAL part of the sacrament of Penance…”); #1483, and #1484.

Drinking alcohol
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/34-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-27
A few times now I’ve had this happen to me, so I need some help. I would be sharing my Catholic faith to people and they mention to me that Catholics like to drink alcohol and how wrong that is and it’s like they build this wall up around them and discredit any valid points that I would make afterwards. How would I respond to this? -Mike
I would ask them to tell you where in the Scriptures does it say anything about drinking alcohol being wrong? Quick answer…it doesn’t. It says getting drunk is wrong, but it doesn’t say merely drinking is wrong. In fact, it tells us just the opposite. 


1 Tim 3:8, “Deacons likewise must be serious, not double-tongued, not addicted to much wine…” Obviously, it is okay for them to drink some wine, they just cannot be addicted to “much” wine.


1 Tim 4:4, “For everything created by God is good, and nothing is to be rejected if it is received with thanksgiving.” The materials from which alcohol is made are all natural materials made by God.


1 Tim 5:23, “No longer drink only water, but use a little wine for the sake of your stomach and your frequent ailments.” Timothy is ordered to drink wine.


All 3 accounts of the Last Supper in Matthew, Mark, and Luke have Jesus and the Apostles drinking wine (the “fruit of the vine”).


Jesus’ first miracle was to turn some 120-180 gallons of water into wine (John 2:3-10), for folks to drink. And, it was better wine than any of the wine that had already been served at that particular wedding. 


Matthew 15:10-11, “Hear and understand, not what goes into the mouth defiles a man, but what comes out of the mouth…”


Luke 7:33-34, “For John the Baptist has come eating no bread and drinking no wine; and you say, ‘He has a demon.’ The Son of Man has come eating and drinking; and you say, ’Behold, a glutton and a drunkard…” Now, what do you think Jesus was drinking that they would have called Him a drunkard? Grape juice? I don’t think so. Now, this is not to say that He was a drunkard…obviously He wasn’t. But, the only way someone could even begin to make that case would be if He was known to drink wine.


Scripture gives strong testament to the fact that merely drinking alcohol is not a sin, getting drunk on alcohol is.

WHAT DOES THE CHURCH SAY ABOUT USING ALCOHOL AND TOBACCO? 
http://WHAT_DOES_THE_CHURCH_SAY_ABOUT_USING_ALCOHOL_AND_TOBACCO.doc
SAINTS WHO SMOKED POPES WHO PUFFED AND OTHERS WHO SNUFFED 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SAINTS_WHO_SMOKED_POPES_WHO_PUFFED_AND_OTHERS_WHO_SNUFFED.doc
Eating pork
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/47-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-39 

I was talking to a non-Catholic friend today about Christianity in general, and he happened to mention that Christians are not supposed to eat pork. I don’t know how to approach that comment with him but I told him I will find out and get back to him. Can u please help with some references in the bible where it says we are ok to eat pork and an explanation? -James

At the Council of Jerusalem in chapter 15 of the Acts of the Apostles, they had a great debate over whether or not the old law needed to be kept in order to be Christian. The main argument was about circumcision, but as you read in Acts 15:5, it was also about the entire Law of Moses, which included the clean vs. unclean animal thing (pork was from an unclean animal). The verdict of the Council was that only a few things had to stay in effect in regards to Christian practice vs. Jewish practice. Those things are found in Acts 15:19-20. Abstaining from pork is not one of the requirements. 


Also, read Acts 10, particularly about Peter’s dream involving unclean foods. The Gentiles were under no obligation to not eat pork, or the other unclean foods, and when they were brought into Christianity, they never had that obligation placed upon them. Ask your non-Catholic friend where in the Bible, given the passages you can now show him, does it say that the Law of Moses, in particular the prohibition against eating pork, is to be applied to Christians? Quick answer: it doesn’t.

Baptism in the name of Jesus or in the name of the Trinity?
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/47-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-39 
When being baptized we are baptized in the name of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, but in a lot of verses like the one below, it says that you are baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.

“Peter [said] to them, ‘Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of sins; and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.’” – Acts 2:38

I know that Jesus tells us to be baptized in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit as quoted below: 

Matthew 28:19-20. “Make disciples of all nations baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you.”

I agree with it because it’s Jesus telling us that he wants it done that way. The reason I was asking is because I saw a discussion about this on a Catholic forum and the person’s argument was that Jesus’ apostles only said be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ, not in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 

I was wondering how you would answer this. -Brett

Being baptized in the “name of Jesus” is not referring to the formula for Baptism that Jesus gave the Apostles in Matthew 28. If it was referring to the formula for baptism, then you would have Jesus giving them the formula for baptism one day, and then, nine days later the Apostles completely ignoring that formula and coming up with a new one. That would have Peter contradicting Jesus, and one scripture verse contradicting another. Doesn’t make sense.

Being baptized in the “name of Jesus” is referring to the fact that it is by the authority of Jesus that they are baptizing anyone at all, and that they are being baptized into the Body of Christ. It is Jesus who instituted the Sacrament of Baptism, so it is in His name, by His authority, that one is baptized. I was baptized in the name of Jesus. The formula for my baptism, as given by Jesus Christ Himself, was: “In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” There is no contradiction in those two statements when interpreted properly. 

To interpret the Scriptures mentioned above in any other way, is to lead to a contradiction or to the conclusion that Peter and the Apostles disobeyed Jesus’ direct command. In other words, it would be a bad interpretation.

Strategy/Comments: 

As I always say, whenever you’re told something that doesn’t sound quite right, ask for the source. When what you’re being told comes from a non-Catholic Christian, ask them to tell you where it says that in the Bible. And, if they can give you a verse, make sure to read it in context, and to read it very carefully, because it probably doesn’t actually say what they are trying to make it say. 

This pertains to both the questions above. In the first, were James to have asked, “Where in Scripture is the prohibition against Christians eating pork,” his friend would have been hard pressed to find such a passage. 

In the second, when taken in context…and this time the context is not just a few verses above and below, but the broader context of the entire New Testament…we see that an interpretation of the phrase to be baptized “in the name of Jesus,” which makes that a formula for Baptism (which is an interpretation made by a lot of Pentecostals), contradicts Jesus’ direct command from the end of Matthew. So, in that broader context, such an interpretation makes no sense. 

The Novus Ordo Mass
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How do you feel about the “Novus Ordo” in relation to the old “Traditional Mass” (Tridentine) and what is your stance?

In my search for “Truth”….going to Mass, Bible study, listening to your CD’s, reading books on my own (Catholic) and internet, especially…I have come across some interesting websites, speaking of the “Novus Ordo Mass”…and I am getting confused. I hope you can shed some light for me. -Bert

When I was relatively new in my return to the Faith, I received a bunch of literature in the mail that really confused me. Things that said the Novus Ordo was not valid, that the Pope wasn’t really the Pope, that Vatican Council II wasn’t a real council, and a bunch of other stuff along those lines. It had me pretty bothered for a few weeks, until I realized that all the stuff they were saying was such that I would basically have to have a Ph.D. in Theology, be fluent in Latin, be an expert in Canon Law, and a whole bunch of other things in order to even have a chance of verifying what all these folks were saying, much less be certain about any of it. So, I asked myself, “Would God set things up so that I would have to be an expert in all of these things in order to know the truth that He wants me to know?” The answer came back, “No.” And, I was no longer confused or upset. I knew immediately to reject that which was causing the confusion. God is not a God of confusion.


One of the early Church Fathers said, where Peter is, there is the Church. The Mass was promulgated by the Pope. If the Pope is indeed infallible, as all the folks writing the stuff you described believe him to be, then when he promulgated the Novus Ordo, to the entire Church, it had to be free from doctrinal error. If it’s not free from doctrinal error, then the Pope is not infallible, and we are basically left with a situation of every man for himself…just like the Protestants. 


I had one of these guys who believes all of this stuff write me some emails. He said I was wrong to believe the Novus Ordo was valid and other things along those lines, and gave me a couple of websites that he said I needed to go to and read to see if what he was saying was true. I asked him five questions:

1) Vatican Council I dogmatically defined the teaching on the infallibility of the Pope. Do you believe the teaching of Vatican Council I? He said, “Yes.”


2) Therefore, based on the teaching of Vatican Council I, who has final authority to decide on matters of faith and morals? He said, “The Pope.”


3) Are issues relating to the Mass issues of faith? He said, “Yes.”


4) Do the guys who run this website have more authority than the Pope to decide on matters of faith and morals? He said, “No.”


5) Why, then, should I listen to what these guys who run these websites say over what the Pope says regarding the Mass? He had no answer, but he got very angry with me.


Ask those questions to anyone who is telling you that the Novus Ordo is not valid or contains errors or any such thing. They cannot answer them and be consistent in their Faith. They either have to say the Pope is not infallible (which is heretical), or they have to say that the Mass is not about a matter of faith (which is ridiculous), or they have to say that someone other than the Pope has the final say in matters of faith and morals (which is thoroughly Protestant). 


Basically, I boil it down to this: Who do you listen to on matters of faith and morals? The successor of Peter, or some guys who write a book or run a website? Let’s say, for example, that you die and go to Heaven, and God says, “Why did you go to the invalid Novus Ordo Mass?” And you answer, “Because the guy You told me to listen to in the Church You established said it was okay,” what do you think God would say? However, if you die and go to Heaven, and God says: “Why did you believe that My Novus Ordo Mass was invalid?” And you answer, “Because some guy at this website said so,” what do you think God would say? 


I am more than happy to take my chances with the former situation. I wouldn’t ever want to find myself in the latter situation.
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The last newsletter, with my comments about folks who trash the Novus Ordo Mass, resulted in a few emails. So, I would like to take this opportunity to clear up something. In that newsletter, I spoke of those who say “the Novus Ordo Mass [is] not valid, that the Pope [isn’t] really the Pope, that Vatican Council II wasn’t a real council, and a bunch of other stuff along those lines.” And then I made some comments about the Novus Ordo Mass being free from doctrinal error.


Two things: 1) I want to make clear that those comments were directed primarily at folks who would commonly be called schismatics, not folks who would commonly be referred to as “Traditionalists.” Schismatics are those who have broken from the one true Church of Christ, whether they admit it or not. Traditionalists, however, are Catholics in good standing with the Church. Most folks I know who are Traditionalists, do not say there is currently no valid Pope, or that Vatican II was a false council, or that the Novus Ordo Mass contains doctrinal error, as do most schismatics that I have come across. 


These folks who call themselves Traditionalists, simply prefer the Tridentine Mass to the Novus Ordo Mass. They believe that the Novus Ordo Mass has some problems with it, not doctrinal errors per se, but flaws that lead to doctrinal confusion. They simply believe the Novus Ordo is bad liturgy. That does not affect their standing within the Church. 


2) I am not saying that the Novus Ordo Mass is perfect and cannot be improved upon. However, I am not an expert in the field of liturgy, and will not venture any more deeply into that subject. What I am saying, is that there are no doctrinal errors in the Mass. There may be bad liturgy… again, I am not saying yea or nay to that… there may be things that lead to doctrinal confusion… I am not saying yea or nay to that… I am simply saying that it is free from doctrinal error. Nothing more.

Cremation
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Once cremated does the church allow the ashes to be spread? -Bert

No. The ashes should be interred in a place of respect and honor so that anyone who wishes to do so may come and pay their respects. The scattering of ashes is forbidden.


That is part of my not understanding, if from dust to dust and ashes to ashes and it is the persons desire to be spread over a particular area what is wrong with it, once a person is buried it is only for a very short time that anyone visits the grave but lives with the memory why not the other? -Bert

Well, if everything was okay or not okay based upon a “person’s desire,” where would we be? If a man desires to marry another man…what’s wrong with that? After all, they love each other…isn’t love a good thing? If I desire to look at pornography, what’s wrong with that…no one gets hurt and it makes me feel good? What a person desires is not the issue. I cannot give you the precise theological reasons behind this particular aspect of Church teaching. What I can say, though, is that the Church, the Body of Christ, teaches it, so I believe it.


Let’s look at the 4 possibilities: 1) If the Church is right in its teaching, and they don’t have their ashes scattered… then that will go well with them in the next life. 2) If the Church is right in its teaching, and they decide to disobey the clear teaching of the Church… then that may not bode well with them in the next life. To deliberately disobey the authority of the Church, which was founded by Jesus Christ Himself, and which was given the power to bind and loose on earth, by Jesus Christ Himself, is not a good thing. It is a very serious sin. 3) If the Church is wrong in its teaching (saying that just for the sake of argument) and they don’t have their ashes scattered, how are they harmed? After all, they’re dead. 4) If the Church is wrong in its teaching, and they have their ashes scattered… how do they gain any benefit? Again, they’re dead.

If I’m a risk averse, thinking person, I look at all the possibilities and go with the action that carries that highest potential benefit with the least risk. That would be to not have my ashes scattered. Again, I cannot give precise theological reasons here, but I can say that I believe everything I believe about Jesus, about God, about religion, because of the Church. I believe these things based on the authority of the Church. It makes no sense to me to believe one thing based on the Church’s authority, but then not to believe something else that is taught by that same Church authority. 

Don’t know if that helps, but that’s the way I see things.

AD RESURGENDUM CUM CHRISTO-IN CASE OF CREMATION CDF OCTOBER 25, 2016 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AD_RESURGENDUM_CUM_CHRISTO-IN_CASE_OF_CREMATION.doc
CREMATION, BURIAL AND FUNERAL MASSES 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CREMATION_BURIAL_AND_FUNERAL_MASSES.doc
Jesus’ “descent into hell”
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This week I want to briefly re-visit something Matt Johnson said in one of his emails (http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_A_NON-CATHOLIC_PASTOR-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc). It was regarding the Apostles’ Creed. Particularly, the part of the Apostles’ Creed which states that Jesus “descended into hell.” I’ll reproduce the relevant part of our previous discussion on this topic below, and then expand on it a bit.

Matt: My specific point here does not even involve the veracity of this creed. My point is that you have gone outside the scriptures for something you call essential. I find that very telling. 


John: Actually, I haven’t gone “outside the scriptures” for anything. Everything in the Apostles’ Creed is scriptural. That’s why I asked you those questions – which are quite relevant to this discussion – about which part, or parts, of the Apostles’ Creed do you not believe in. It’s all from the Word of God. Do you really think that my believing in God the Father as Creator of heaven and earth as a core belief of Christianity, is going outside the scriptures? And do you further think that my believing in Jesus Christ being incarnated and born of a virgin as a core belief of Christianity, is going outside the scriptures? Again, please let me know which parts of the Apostles’ Creed you don’t believe in. 


Matt: Could you quote me the chapter and verse where the Bible says “He descended into hell.”? Where specifically does the Bible teach this clearly? Please show me where the Bible says “descended into Hell”. It must be an important and clear teaching to be recognized as a “core belief” of yours. Or is it possible that some of your core beliefs are really just late interpretations of scripture? 


John2: There is no verse in Scripture that says the exact words, “He descended into hell.” Just as there are no words in Scripture that say there is one God, but that one God is a trinity of 3 persons – Father, Son, and Holy Spirit – each consubstantially God. Yet, you believe that don’t you? 


Matt: The reason I believe in the concept of the Trinity is because the Bible supports the concept.

John: However, there are verses in Scripture which mention how Jesus descended into the “heart of the earth,” (Matt 12:38-41); “the abyss,” (Rom 10:6-7); “the lower parts of the earth,” (Ephesians 4:8-9), and how he preached to the “spirits in prison,” (1 Peter 3:19) after His death. So, call it the “heart of the earth,” “the lower parts of the earth,” “the abyss,” “prison,” or whatever else you want to…we call it hell or hades. 

Matt: Interesting. You can call it what you like, huh? God doesn’t call it hell. You do. Changing words often changes meaning. Are you sure you haven’t changed both the words and the meaning? Are those words interchangeable? Are hell and hades the exact same thing?

Matt found one thing in the Creed that he took issue with, the fact that he can find no Scripture verse that directly states that Jesus descended into “hell.” So, I pointed out to him that there is no Scripture verse that directly states that there is one God, and that God is a trinity of three persons, each one being consubstantially God – yet, even though there is no Scripture verse that says such a thing – he believes in this teaching. He responded by claiming that Scripture “supports the concept.” 


Isn’t that nice?! Scripture has to say exactly what Catholics believe (as long as Matt disagrees with that belief), but it doesn’t have to say exactly what Matt believes…it just has to “support the concept.” Don’t get me wrong, I’m not disagreeing with him about Scripture supporting the concept of the Trinity…I’m just pointing out that he is rather inconsistent in how he applies his standards. There is one biblical standard for Catholic belief…it has to be stated exactly (although, even when it is stated exactly – as in John 6 – he still may not believe it) and there is another biblical standard for what Matt Johnson believes…it just has to be supported “in concept.” 


Next, I pointed out to Matt that there are several verses in Scripture which say that Jesus did descend somewhere, which he agreed with. The problem he had, is that it didn’t say he descended into hell, and he took issue when I basically said it was a matter of semantics, that we were saying the same thing, just in different ways. You read his response above about “changing words often changes meanings.” 


My response to that is, sometimes changing words does change the meaning, sometimes it doesn’t. He should agree with that since he said changing words “often” changes meanings. He knows that is not an absolute. The problem Matt has here, is the same problem he has everywhere else. Matt leans unto his own understanding. Which, Scripture tells us, is not a wise thing to do. 


Let’s examine the verses that mention Jesus descending somewhere and see what we come up with. And I’m going to do something here which I don’t usually do, which is to get into the Greek wording of Scripture a bit – it’s kind of necessary in this instance. 


First let’s repeat the verses mentioned above: 


1) Matthew 12:38-41: Jesus descended into the “heart of the earth;” 2) Rom 10:6-7: “the abyss;” 3) Ephesians 4:8-9: "the lower parts of the earth;” and 4) 1 Peter 3:19: He preached to the “spirits in prison.” 


Okay, first issue I want to address, is that Matt, as shown above, has a problem with me using the word “hell” in place of the word “hades” or in place of any of the other terms mentioned above describing where Jesus descended to. Well, that also means he has a problem, then, with the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible. Because, the Greek word “hades” appears 10 or 11 times in the New Testament. In every place that the Greek word “hades” is used, do you know what word the KJV uses? That’s right, it uses the word “hell.” So, I hope Matt takes the translators of the KJV to task in the same way he takes me and the Catholic Church to task on this issue.


The question is, though, why do we use the word “hell” in the Creed instead of the Greek word “hades,” and why did the translators of the KJV use the word “hell” instead of the Greek word “hades”? Could it possibly be because for the longest time the two words were, in fact, used interchangeably by a whole lot of folks? 


First, let’s get the definition of the Greek word “hades.” And, this definition is from Thayer’s Lexicon – which is a Protestant lexicon. 


“Hades: 1) name Hades or Pluto – the god of the lower regions; 2) Orcus – the nether world, the realm of the dead; 3) later use of this word: the grave, death, hell.” 


Did you catch that? “Hades” was used to refer to “hell.” So, right here from a Protestant resource, we see that the two words were, in fact, used interchangeably. So, just by using a Protestant lexicon, we could probably rest our case right there, but let’s look at some other things as well.


In Matt 12:38-41 and in Ephesians 4:8-9, it says that Jesus descended into the “heart of the earth,” and the “lower parts of the earth,” respectively. Then, in Rom 10:6-7, it says that Jesus went into the “abyss.” Let’s take a look at the definition of the Greek word “abyss.” The definition, from Thayer’s Lexicon – again, a Protestant lexicon – is as follows:


“The abyss: a) the pit; b) the immeasurable depth; c) of Orcus – a very deep gulf or chasm in the lowest parts of the earth used as the common receptacle of the dead and especially the abode of demons.” 


Hmmm. Did you catch that? It is “of Orcus.” We saw “Orcus” mentioned in the definition of “hades,” as well. This abyss is in the lowest parts of the earth. Where did Jesus descend to? The lower parts of the earth. The abyss…the pit…the abode of demons. Now, where is it that the demons reside? 


Also, in Rev 20:1-7, it talks about Satan being tossed into the bottomless “pit” and then about him being loosed from his “prison”. Well, we saw in the other verses quoted earlier, that Jesus preached to the spirits in “prison.” That he went into the “abyss,” which is the same Greek word used in Rev 20:1-7 that is translated as the “bottomless pit.” Hmmm. So, Jesus is being described as descending into the very same place that Satan is tossed. Where does Satan reside? 


In essence folks, when the Creed says Jesus descended into “hell,” it is not “adding to Scripture” or any such thing. It is merely a not so uncommon translation of the Greek word “hades” as “hell.” It does not cause different doctrine to be taught than what is found in the Scriptures. It is simply, again, that the word “hell” was quite often used when translating the Greek word “hades.” And, “hades,” “the abyss,” the “heart of the earth,” and the “lower parts of the earth,” are all pretty much describing the same thing in the minds of the folks who were writing the Scriptures. To use the word “hell” in place of the word “hades,” is to essentially use the word “hell” in place of all of these terms. Again, something that a Protestant resource tells us was in fact done.


As we see from the Scriptures themselves, Jesus descended to the place where the demons reside and where Satan was locked up. Was that hell? Was that hades? Were hell and hades thought to be entirely separate places at the time? Is Satan not in hell? Is he in hades? Where exactly is he? Where are the demons? Because Jesus apparently went to the same place Satan and the demons were thought to be. 


To wrap this up, the fact that in the 21st century, we generally refer to “hell” and “hades” as two different places, shows that the meaning of the words have changed over time. But, it doesn’t mean that the Creed is adding to the Scripture by saying Jesus descended into Hell. It simply means that the Creed is using terminology that, in the minds of some, has become outdated and simply needs to be updated. Which, might in fact, happen. We may see the English translation changed to “hades” from “hell” in the not-so-distant future. That doesn’t mean that the Church has changed its teachings, it simply means that the meaning of the words has changed a bit, and so the Church uses new terminology to more accurately reflect the current meaning of those words. 
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A little extra explanation regarding last week’s newsletter about Jesus “descending into hell.” I had a couple of you respond thinking that I was saying Jesus descended to the hell of the damned to preach to them. Let me give you the official teaching of the Church on this, from Paragraph 633 of the Catechism of the Catholic Church: 


“Scripture calls the abode of the dead, to which the dead Christ went down, ‘hell’ – Sheol in Hebrew or Hades in Greek – because those who are there are deprived of the vision of God. Such is the case for all the dead, whether evil or righteous, while they await the redeemer: which does not mean that their lot is identical, as Jesus shows through the parable of the poor man Lazarus who was received into ’Abraham’s bosom’; ‘It is precisely these holy souls, who awaited their Savior in Abraham’s bosom, whom Christ the Lord delivered when He descended into hell.’ Jesus did not descend into hell to deliver the damned, nor to destroy the hell of damnation, but to free the just who had gone before Him.”


In other words, Jesus did not descend into the hell of the damned when He descended into the lower parts of the earth…the abyss…He descended to the “hell” of the just. The just ones who had died before Christ opened the Gates of Heaven by His death and resurrection. 


The main point of my newsletter last week, was that many folks today consider hell and hades (sheol) to be entirely separate places – hades being a temporary abode of the dead, both wicked and just, and hell being the permanent abode of the wicked. However, in the past, the terms “hell” and “hades” were, and still are in some quarters, used interchangeably. We can see this quite readily in the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible (a Protestant Bible) where in every instance the Greek word “hades” is used, it is translated as “hell.” Was this bad theology on the part of the KJV translators, or was it simply the fact that the words “hell” and “hades” were used interchangeably at the time? 


Part of that interchangeability results from the fact that in Jewish theology, the thinking on hades (sheol) evolved over the centuries. 
To quote some more Protestant sources: “sheol: literally, pit, grave, and nether-world…Sheol is pictured as a gaping monster and as ‘the appointed house of all living,’ whence none return. The growing [Jewish] belief in God’s sovereignty in death as in life, transformed Sheol into the scene of punishment of the wicked. In post-Canonical Jewish literature Sheol merged with Gehenna,” (An Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Vergilius Ferm – College of Wooster.) We see here, according to a Protestant source, that in Jewish theology Sheol (Hades) started off as the final destination for all the living, then became the place of punishment for the wicked and finally merged with Gehenna. Gehenna being the word Christ Himself used to describe hell – the place of eternal fire and punishment of the damned. So, Sheol and Gehenna are said to be basically the same thing in later Jewish literature. Hmmm…isn’t that interesting?!


“Hades: Sometimes all the dead seem to be in Hades (Acts 2:27), but elsewhere believers are in paradise (Luke 16:9, 23ff), or with the Lord (2 Cor 5:8), or under the altar (Rev 7:9). Hence Hades is sometimes just the abode of the wicked (Lk 16:23; Rev 20:13-14),” (Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Geoffrey Bromley). Hades is sometimes just the abode of the wicked…isn’t that hell?! I’ve also read in places that Sheol (Hades) was essentially Hell, but that it basically had two levels…the just in the upper level (Abraham’s bosom), the wicked in the lower level. 


Again, most (not all) folks today have a clear separation in their minds between Hades (Sheol) and Hell, so the terms are used to designate completely different places. However, that has not always been the case. So, again, when the Apostles’ Creed says that Jesus descended into “hell,” it is not to say that he descended to the damned to preach to them, but rather to say that he descended to the place of the just who had died before Christ (whether you call that place Hades, Sheol, Hell, the upper level of Hell, the lower parts of the earth, the abyss, or whatever) who were waiting for the Gates of Heaven to be opened to them. 


The secondary point that I was making in last week’s newsletter, and this is where some may have gotten confused, is that I can, going by the Bible alone, make a case to say that Jesus descended into the abode of demons and to the place where Satan resides. And where is it that the demons and Satan dwell? Well? Is it Hell? In other words, using the Protestant method of Scripture interpretation…where I am my own Pope, theologian, pastor, and Scripture scholar…I can come up with an interpretation that Scripture says Jesus descended into hell. Especially, if I am using the King James Version of the Bible, which translates “hades” as “hell.” 


In other words, to claim that the part of the Apostles Creed which says that Jesus “descended into hell” is contrary to Scripture, is simply to show one’s ignorance (sometimes wilful and deliberate ignorance) of Church teaching. It also shows ignorance of the historical development of language, and the historical development of doctrine – primarily Jewish doctrine.


The phrase, “descended into hell,” means exactly what Scripture teaches regarding Jesus’ descent after His death. If you have a problem with the terminology, if you think it should be worded differently so as to better reflect the current meaning of certain words, I would tend to agree with you. As I said in the last newsletter, I have heard tale that the English translation may be changed to read, “descended into hades” or, possibly, “descended to the dead.” This is not a change in doctrine or a change in theology, but merely an updating of what many consider to be outdated language. 


If, however, you wish to insist that this is a matter of theology, a matter of “adding to Scripture,” then, again, I would simply say you are suffering from a case of wilful and deliberate ignorance. The Church very clearly teaches what she means by the phrase, “descended into hell.” Anyone can see that by opening up the Catechism of the Catholic Church. To read what the Church teaches, and then to deny that the Church teaches it, is simply intellectually dishonest. 

The good thief
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Regarding your most recent newsletter correspondence with Raymond Woodward (http://ephesians-511.net/docs/A_QUESTION_OF_AUTHORITY-WHO_CAN_AUTHORITATIVELY_INTERPRET_SCRIPTURE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc) on the topic of salvation and works I have a comment. If we look at the good thief crucified with Jesus, he accepted Jesus as the Savior through faith. He was not in much of a position to do any type of good works hanging on the cross. He was not baptized. Yet Jesus said that today he would be with Jesus in paradise. So it is possible for a person to be saved by faith alone as in a death bed conversion, with no real opportunity to do good works. Yet, it is clear that if we are able to do so we must or our faith is not real and it will not save us. -Craig 


Well, if the good thief had kept his mouth shut…had not rebuked the bad thief…had not said anything to Jesus…would he still have been saved? I consider it a mighty work for someone with nails through his hands and feet, struggling to breathe because of the fluid building up in his lungs, to use some of his precious breath to defend Christ.


Also, the New Covenant had not yet been instituted…the Old Covenant was still in effect. The Old Covenant equivalent of baptism was circumcision…and this thief being a Jew, he was undoubtedly circumcised. Therefore, the fact that he wasn’t baptized (as far as we know) is not really relevant. 
Plus, if you consider that Scripture tells us that the act of having faith is, in and of itself, a work (John 6:27-29), then it is not possible to be saved by faith alone…the act of having faith is a work 
of the intellect and a work of the will. 

The supremacy of the Pope
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I guess my biggest stumbling block is not any Catholic doctrine per se but the idea of the Bishop of Rome, the Pope being the supreme head of the whole church. The Orthodox are just as old and have a plausible claim of going back to the beginning of Christianity, but never accepted claims of papal supremacy. They accept him as first among equals but not as supreme head. I think they see the Catholic concept of the papacy as a historical development not as something from the beginning. –Bill

First of all, isn’t first among equals…still “first?” I think we see from the examples of the New and Old Testaments that God’s people had one person ultimately in charge. Wasn’t Moses in charge? Wasn’t David? Wasn’t there always a high priest? 


I think so much depends on whether or not there was one apostle, Peter, who was given authority at a higher level than all of the other apostles. I believe the Bible clearly supports this. For example, Peter walked on water…albeit for only a very short period of time, but he did walk on water. Peter is mentioned first in any list of the apostles save one. Peter is mentioned almost twice as much as all the other apostles combined. Peter has his named changed to Rock. Peter decides that Judas needs to be replaced. Peter speaks at the Council of Jerusalem, and the issue is decided…all are silent after he speaks. Peter is the first to preach to the Gentiles. 


It is Peter that Christ appoints as shepherd (John 21:15-19). It is Peter, and Peter alone, who is given the keys to the kingdom (Matt 16:15-19). All the apostles as a group are given the power to bind and loose (Matt 18:18), but Peter is given that power specifically and individually (Matt 16:19). The first half of the Acts of the Apostles is all about Peter. Peter speaks to the crowds at Pentecost. Compare what the Lord says to Peter in Matt 16 with what is said of the Prime Minister of the Davidic Kingdom in Isaiah 22:19-22. One last thing, Luke 22:31-32. Satan has demanded all of the Apostles, that he might sift them like wheat, but Jesus has prayed for Peter, and Peter alone, so that when Peter has “turned again” (after his denial of Christ), he (Peter) can strengthen his brethren. 


So, if Peter was the head of the Apostles…head of the Church…which I believe he was, then Peter’s successor should also be the head of the Church. And, we can see in Clement’s Letter to the Corinthians, which was written when the Apostle John was still alive, that he was obviously acting as if he, the bishop of Rome, had authority over the Corinthians. Why did Clement write that letter? Why didn’t the Apostle John step in instead?


Also, there is a book written by a convert named David Currie, which is called, “Born Fundamentalist, Born Again Catholic.” Have you ever read it? (You can order it through the “Recommended Reading” page on my website if you’re interested.) In that book is a fascinating chart. Across the top of the chart are the 5 main bishoprics of the ancient world…Rome, Jerusalem, Alexandria, Constantinople, and Antioch. Down the side is a listing of the major heresies that popped up in the first several hundred years of Christianity. The chart shows that Bishops of Constantinople, Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch all taught one or more of these heresies at some point during the first few hundred years of the Church. Never did a bishop of Rome…any bishop of Rome…ever teach one of these heresies. In other words, just as the North Star was what the ancient mariners steered by, it was the Bishop of Rome that the ancient Christians steered by. 


In the end, I think it comes down to whether or not you are going to allow another to have authority over you. In the Orthodox Church, as I see it, if there is no one who can pronounce definitively on a matter…no one who can pronounce infallibly on a matter…then, ultimately, nothing can ever be truly decided, and no one really has authority over anyone else, because you can never decide even the question of authority in an authoritative manner. However, if there is a single head to the Church here on earth, and this head has been given authority to decide on matters of faith and morals when there is a dispute over same…and the authority that this person has carries with it the gift of infallibility…then decisions can be made and made authoritatively. Decisions that everyone has to adhere to. 


I believe the latter is how the Lord set things up for us, so that we can know things with certainty.

The two Judgements

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/53-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-49
Like you I am a returned cradle Catholic. I have a question for you that my son asked. He is doing SOR (Study of Religion) at school. In the Apostle’s Creed we read:
“He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty, whence He shall come to judge the living and the dead.”

His question is – at what time does this judging occur? Directly after death or at a later time? -J
There is a particular judgment at the moment of death, and there will be a general judgment at the end of time. Although, for those who are still alive when Christ returns, there will be a particular judgment for them as well. I would suggest looking in the Catechism under judgment and under particular and general judgment. 

The particular judgment is more like the kind of courtroom judgment we think of when we hear the word judgment…guilt or innocence. At the moment of our death, we will be judged and our eternal destination – Heaven or Hell – will be decided. 

However, the word “judgment” is often used to mean “vindication” or “defense.” The general judgment, or Last Judgment, will not be so much one of deciding who is going where, as it is a judgment of the triumph of good over evil. Judgment in this sense would mean a vindication more than a courtroom style judgment. So, the Last Judgment is, in a sense, the final vindication of good over evil…the final and complete victory of good over evil. 

The “wealth” of the Vatican – where does our money go? (See also page 62)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/53-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-49
I heard criticism about the luxuriousness of the Vatican and St. Peter’s, while there are so many poor people. Where did the money come from to build these things? How much of parish money goes “to the Pope”?

Can you please give me some defense of this line of questioning or can you direct me somewhere else? -Michele 

Contrary to popular impression, the Vatican is a spartan operation. Its annual operating budget is about $277 million. The University of Notre Dame’s annual operating budget, by comparison, is $700 million. The Vatican’s endowment is about $770 million. By contrast, the University of Notre Dame’s endowment is $3.1 billion. The Holy See is indeed in need of financial support from the Catholic world, and American Catholics usually supply about 25 percent of the annual operating budget.


What about the artwork—the Pietà, the Raphael frescoes, and so on? These treasures are literally priceless, but they appear on the Vatican books with a value of one euro. According to the [laws] of the Vatican City State, they may never be sold or borrowed against. 


The “wealth” of the Vatican has accumulated over the centuries and is basically art work, historical documents, and buildings. The Vatican views these buildings, historical documents, and works of art as belonging to all peoples – they are merely under the care of the Vatican. They are not for sale because the Vatican doesn’t view them as its personal property to sell. Why not sell all the works of art in the Louvre? Or in New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art? Why not sell the Mona Lisa to feed the poor? Why don’t museums sell off their Rembrandts and Van Goghs and Picassos to feed the poor? 


About 20 years ago, Peter Drucker, the management consultant, concluded that the three most efficient organizations in history were General Motors, the 19th-century Prussian Army, and the Catholic Church. He put the Church on his list because it manages to hold a worldwide organization together with an exceptionally small central headquarters. For the 1.1 billion Catholics, there are about 1,700 people working in the [Vatican]. As Drucker pointed out, if the same ratio were applied to our government in Washington, D.C., there would be 500 federal employees working in the capital, as opposed to roughly 500,000.


So, just give people the facts, and tell them not to believe the lies. By the way, if they are critical of the Vatican, are they also critical of the Temple of Solomon? By all accounts, the Temple of Solomon makes the Vatican look like the poor house. Should the Israelites not have built the Temple of Solomon? Should they have used all the resources that went into it to feed the poor instead?


Note: The first two paragraphs, and the next-to-last paragraph were taken in their entirety from an essay by John L. Allen, Jr., who is the Vatican correspondent for the National Catholic Reporter and author of All the Pope’s Men: The Inside Story of How the Vatican Really Thinks (2004). His essay is drawn from a talk, sponsored by the Church in the 21st Century Initiative, that he delivered in Gasson 100 on October 18.

Baptism by Immersion? (See also pages 35, 38)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/65-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-55
I grew up a Mormon. The one thing I have been unable to find an answer for is about Baptism. I was taught as a child and from the other Christian churches that baptism must be by immersion, but the Catholics sprinkle. I see nowhere in the Bible (that I can find) where it specifically states there is a certain way to be baptized, just that is says “by water”. Can you tell me if there is any material on the matter or is that an “open to interpretation” thing? -Lynda 

You need to buy a copy of a book called “Early Christian Writings,” published by Penguin Books. In it is a copy of one of the earliest, if not the earliest, non-scriptural Christian writings, called the “Didache.” In the Didache, written anywhere from the latter part of the 1st century to the early part of the 2nd century, it talks about Baptism. Quote: “The procedure for baptizing is as follows: after repeating all that has been said, immerse in running water ‘In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’. If no running water is available, immerse in ordinary water. This should be cold, if possible; otherwise warm. If neither is practicable, then pour water three times on the head ’In the name of the Father….” (Note: You can also read it online by going to www.newadvent.org, and clicking on the “Fathers” tab. This gives the writings of many of the early Church Fathers. The Didache is down towards the bottom under “Miscellaneous”.)


Again, this is not Scripture, but this is a window into the practices of the early Christians…those who learned directly from the Apostles and those appointed by the Apostles to leadership roles within the Church. They were baptizing folks by immersion and by pouring, or sprinkling. 


And listen to Ezekiel 36:25-27, “I will SPRINKLE clean water upon you and you shall be clean from all your uncleannesses, and from all your idols I will cleanse you. A new heart I will give you, and a new spirit I will put within you…and I will put My Spirit within you…” What do you think is being talked about here? Water…a new spirit…cleansed of your uncleannesses? Baptism…by sprinkling. 


Also, nowhere in the Bible does it say one has to be immersed in order to be “officially” baptized. If you read all four of the accounts of Jesus’ baptism side-by-side, you can make a very strong case for when it says, Jesus “came up out of the water," that it doesn’t mean He came up from under the water, but rather that it means He came up out of the river. If you had a child swimming in a pool and you called to them and they “came up out of the water,” what would that mean? That your child was still in the pool but he had come up from under the water, or that he had come out of the water altogether? I say the latter meaning. 


Another thing, words can be used in different ways and given different meanings. So, even if the word “baptizo” actually meant “immersion” in its original form, so what? Eucharist, for example, means “to give thanks,” yet it came to mean early on in the Church the actual Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Christ. Well, does it mean to give thanks or does it mean Jesus’ Body and Blood? Or, does it not in fact mean both? In Matthew 23, it says that the scribes and Pharisees sit on the “chair” of Moses. Now, does that mean they were sitting on an actual chair owned by Moses, or does it mean that they were sitting in the place of authority that was established by Moses? By saying that the Greek word used here, “cathedra,” means chair, therefore, it absolutely has to mean they were sitting on a chair owned by Moses, is not the correct way to read the Bible. So, to say that the word “baptizo” means “immersion” and that’s all it can mean and therefore one absolutely has to be immersed, doesn’t really hold water. 


One last thing. In 1 Cor 15:29, Paul notes that there were folks baptizing on behalf of the dead. And, he doesn’t repudiate the practice. So, the Scripture tells us that there were Christians baptizing folks on behalf of the dead and nowhere does the Scripture say this shouldn’t happen…Paul himself offers no criticism of the practice. Why then does anyone believe that baptizing on behalf of the dead is not an acceptable Christian practice? Why? Because of the authority of the Church to decide such matters. Just as the Church can say that baptism on behalf of the dead is not acceptable, in spite of it clearly being practiced by Christians in Scripture, so the Church can decide on the method of baptism. It has Christ’s own authority to bind and loose on earth. And, what it binds and looses on earth, is bound and loosed in Heaven.


By the way, one can always elect to be fully immersed when baptized into the Catholic Church, and I know of folks who have done so. In other words, immersion is not a practice that is forbidden by the Church, it is just one that is not used as often as pouring.

EVERY CATHOLIC HAS THE RIGHT TO A TRADITIONAL BAPTISM 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/EVERY_CATHOLIC_HAS_THE_RIGHT_TO_A_TRADITIONAL_BAPTISM.doc
Psalm 118:8 and the centre verse of the Bible
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/65-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-55
Have you ever seen the e-mail that gets passed around about the chapters in the Bible? It says something about Psalms 118 being the center of the bible and there are 594 chapters before and after Psalms 118 and 594+594=1188 and the very center verse in the bible is Psalms 118:8. It all sounds pretty neat until you bring the Catholic Bible into play and this little numbers game does not work. Does this even deserve a response and if so, what would it be? -Steve C.
I have seen it…didn’t bother to check out whether or not it was accurate in terms of the number of chapters before and after, etc. Didn’t bother because it doesn’t matter. I did respond to the gentleman who sent me the email, he was Catholic, and informed him that the Bible actually has 73 books in it and also that the chapters and verses are not in the original, but that they are arbitrary human inventions. A Catholic bishop added the chapters in the 12th or 13th century, I think. 
And then a publisher, I think he was Catholic but not absolutely sure on that, added the verse numbering two-three hundred years or so after that. In other words, the chapter and verse divisions are not actually part of the inspired Scripture…they are human inventions. 


Now, if someone says, “Well, God worked through those folks to make it so.” Maybe, but then you have to believe in inspiration from God 1000 years plus after the death of the last Apostle. Plus, you have to believe that God inspired a Catholic bishop to make the chapter divisions as they are, because there was no such thing as a Protestant at the time. And, if there was no such thing as a Protestant at the time, there was no such thing as a Protestant Bible. So, the first time it would have been possible for anyone to even notice this “fact,” would have been in the 16th century, after Martin Luther threw out seven books of the Bible.* In other words, Psalm 118 could not have been the middle of the Bible, until the Protestant Bible came along some 1500 years after the death of Christ.


In other words, all the stuff in that email may be true of the Protestant bible, but it is not true of the bible that the early Christians used and that the vast majority of Christians have used for the last 2000 years.
*http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/69-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-59
I was chatting with a friend today about the seven books that Protestants exclude from the bible – and was asked a question I could not answer. I took your advice and did not “wing it”. He asked where those books were quoted by writers of the New Testament. How should I respond? –Paul M.
The correct response to that question is: “What does it matter if those books are quoted by writers of the New Testament or not? Is being quoted in the New Testament the criteria for determining whether or not an Old Testament book should be considered part of the inspired canon?” 


If he answers, “Yes,” then all you have to do is say, “Well, let me ask you this: Do you consider Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Obadiah, Zephaniah, Judges, 1st Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Lamentations, and Nahum to be part of the Old Testament?” He will, of course, answer that he does. Then you simply say, “Well, none of them are quoted in the New Testament, so, by your criteria they cannot be considered part of the O.T. canon.”


Then, ask him by what authority Martin Luther threw out those 7 books of the Old Testament that all Christians, everywhere, had considered as part of the Bible since the Bible was put together in the early centuries of Christianity? 


Then, after all of that, you can tell him that there are a number of places in the New Testament that refer directly or indirectly to passages from these O.T. books. For example:


Hebrews 11:35…2 Maccabees 7:24-29

Matt 6:14…Sirach 28:2

Matt 27:39-42…Wisdom 2:16-20

Rom 1:20…Wisdom 13:1

Romans 1:20-32…Wisdom 13 and 14

Hebrews 1:3…Wisdom 7:26

James 1:19…Sirach 5:11-13

1 Peter 1:6…Wisdom 3:1-3


I would also suggest you go to www.catholic.com and type “deuterocanon” or “apocrypha” into their search engine and read some of the articles that pop up. 

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/68-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-58
A woman at my former parish identified herself as a “linguist expert.” And as such, she stated that in Jesus’ language (I’m assuming Aramaic) “Abba” does not translate into “father,” but rather into a generic, non-gendered parental address. Do you know if “Abba” does indeed translate into “father”? Conversely, what would be the language’s words for “mother” and “parent”? –Paul M.


Tell your “linguist expert” that she’s an idiot. Of course, do it in a nice way. The word, “Abba,” is used 3 times in the New Testament: Mark 14:36, Romans 8:15, and Galatians 4:6. Each time it is used, it is used in conjunction with the word, “Father,” as in “Abba, Father.” 


Also, from the “Dictionary of the Bible” (Editor John L. McKenzie, S.J.):
“Abba (Aramaic emphatic form of ‘ab, ‘father,’ employed as vocative), a word uttered by Jesus and employed by early Christians with Greek translation given in each passage…Aramaic epistles indicate that it was a familiar address used by children; in this sense Jesus used it in invoking the Father in the great crisis of His life [the Garden of Gethsemane – Mark 14] and it was taken up by the early Church."


Notice it says it was a “familiar” address, not a generic non-gendered parental address. In other words, it’s more like Dad, or Daddy. Also, notice that the “Dictionary of the Bible” says that it was used “with Greek translation.” In other words, the 3 passages that say “Abba, Father” are the Aramaic word “Abba,” with the Greek translation of that word, “Father,” right next to it. 


In the “Oxford Companion of the Bible,” (editors Metzger and Coogan) it says this:


“Abba. The word for ‘my father’ or ‘the father’…Originally, abba was probably a child’s word, but it had become an accepted way of speaking to or about one’s father.”


Nothing in the context of how it’s used in Scripture, nor anything in the definition of the word itself, points to it being a “non-gendered” parental address. That definition is just flat out garbage. The “linguist expert” gets an “F”. 


Comments: 
Okay, I don’t want to hear any comments about the use of the word “idiot.” Sorry, but anyone who has gone to school for years to become a “linguist expert,” but can’t look up the word “abba” in the Bible or in the standard biblical reference texts, is an idiot. I use that word often for so-called Catholics who pass themselves off as so-called “experts.” 

My advice is to always be leery of the biblical “intelligentsia” – the experts, the theologians, the scholars, etc. – at least, those who care more about being experts than they do about leading folks to Christ through their efforts. I once heard Dr. Alice von Hildebrand, when speaking about such folks, say, “It seems that God has put a limit on our intelligence, but no limit on our stupidity.” 
THE CENTRE VERSE OF THE BIBLE CONTROVERSY-PSALM 118-8 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_CENTRE _VERSE_OF_THE_BIBLE_CONTROVERSY-PSALM_118-8.doc
Adam and Eve and the seven-day creation story: Are they true? (See also page 40)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/70-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-61 

We listened to John in [name of city] earlier in the month of August. We were moved by the talk [“Was Hitler Right?”]. However, I listened to one of the CD’s he left for us [“Catholics and the Bible”] and I was dismayed. On the CD he stated that he truly believed in Adam and Eve. That means he must believe that the earth was created in 7 days. I cannot believe anyone with any education at all can believe in Adam and Eve and a 7 day creation. Look how long it took before the Catholic Church actually accepted the idea that earth was not the center of the universe and that the sun and stars rotated around the earth.

You wonder why our young people struggle with this kind of religion. I believe that God truly created the universe. But not in 7 days. I believe that God truly created men and women but not Adam and Eve. If you believe in Adam and Eve then you must believe that the earth is around 5000 years old.

How can you preach this kind of theology? No wonder the Catholic Church is losing members and why so few are going into the priesthood. I am a Catholic but I struggle with theology of this nature. –Ron

There are a few points that I would like to make in response to your comments. First, your assumption that a belief in Adam and Eve necessarily leads to a belief in God creating the world in seven 24-hour days, is an erroneous assumption. Please explain to me why one belief necessarily leads to the other? 


Second, I would suggest that you listen to that particular talk once again…with all due respect, but you didn’t listen to it very closely and you seem to be reacting to it with emotion rather than logic. I specifically stated that, as Catholics, we are free – from the Church’s perspective – to believe that God created the world in seven 24-hour days, or we are free to believe that he created the world over a period of millions of years. I specifically stated that the Church is silent on the chronology of the matter. And, I specifically stated that the author of Genesis was not trying to give us a nice neat linear timeline for creation. You apparently ignored all of that. So, again, from a perspective of faith, and having an understanding of literal vs. literalist interpretation of scripture, we are free to believe either way on the timeline of creation. I personally believe that the six days of creation represent a very long period of time. Yet, I believe in Adam and Eve. Thus, your assumption is proven to be false.


Now, regarding Adam and Eve, you had better believe in Adam and Eve, or your faith is not the Catholic Faith. The Church specifically teaches that the faithful must believe that all of humanity descended from a single pair of human beings…call them Adam and Eve or call them Ted and Alice, it doesn’t matter…the Church teaches this, not me. And, as a Catholic, I believe what the Church teaches. 

Furthermore, there is relatively recent evidence from science – anthropology and genetics, for example – that all of mankind did indeed descend from a single pair of human beings. In other words, science is catching up with what the Church has always taught.


But, let’s examine what happens to Church teaching if Adam and Eve are indeed myths. First of all, you can throw the dogma of original sin out the window. The dogma states that the sin of our “first parents” was transmitted to all of their offspring…all of mankind…through physical generation. In other words, we inherited a fallen nature from Adam and Eve. But, if there was no Adam and Eve, then there was no transgression in the Garden of Eden. There was no original sin and there was no fallen nature to transmit to others. So, throw out Romans, chapter 5 and throw out the dogma of original sin. 


And, if we did not inherit a fallen nature from Adam and Eve, it means we have no need to be baptized as infants. Infants are baptized to heal the wound of original sin and to bring the infant into covenant with God. Well, since Adam and Eve didn’t exist, then mankind never fell out of covenant with God. So, no need for infant baptism. And, since mankind never fell out of covenant with God, then one could make the argument that there was no need for Christ to come to die for our sins and to open the gates of Heaven for us, since the gates of Heaven were never apparently closed. And, if there was no Adam and Eve, and, therefore, no original sin, then there was no promise of a future redeemer (Genesis 3:15).


In other words, a number of the Catholic Faith’s most central doctrines and dogmas…relating to baptism, to salvation, to original sin…stand or fall on whether Adam and Eve existed. If you do not want to believe in the reality of Adam and Eve, that is entirely your right to do so. But, I suggest you first think about what babies you will be throwing out with the bath water, because if you reject Adam and Eve, you must necessarily reject several very important doctrines and dogmas that are built upon the existence of Adam and Eve. 


I will repeat here what I mentioned in my talk: the nine things that the Church…not John Martignoni…teaches we must believe in regards to the first 3 chapters of Genesis. I will also include the corresponding paragraphs in the Catechism for these nine things so that you can see these teachings are what the Church still teaches – please make special note of all the Catechism references to #4, the existence of Adam and Eve:

1) The creation of all things out of nothing by God at the beginning of time…and including time


2) The special creation of man


3) The creation of woman from man [remember the story of Eve being created from Adam’s rib? Well, the Church doesn’t say that it absolutely happened in exactly that way, but it does teach that woman was created from man in some manner]


4) That all of humanity is descended from an original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve


5) That Adam and Eve were created in an original state of holiness, justice, and immortality


6) That a Divine Command was laid upon man to prove his obedience to God [“Thou shalt not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil”? Again, exactly what that means, we don’t know. Was it really a tree with fruit that they weren’t supposed to eat? Probably not, but we don’t really know. We do know that there was some command from God, laid upon man, to prove his obedience.]


7) The transgression of that Divine Command at the instigation of Satan 


8) The loss of the state of holiness, justice, and immortality of our 1st parents, because of their disobedience – Adam and Eve were kicked out of Paradise.


9) The promise of a future Redeemer, a Savior – Gen 3:15, the protoevangelium, the first “good news”

Source: “The Sources of Catholic Dogma,” Denzinger: #2123


Corresponding references in the Catechism for the above nine teachings:

1. CCC #‘s 296-299

2. CCC #’s 355-358

3. CCC #‘s 371

4. CCC #’s 54-55, 359-360, 375, 390-392, 402-405, 407, 416-417, 419

5. CCC #‘s 374-379, 384, 398, 415-416

6. CCC #’s 396-397, 399

7. CCC #‘s 379, 390-392, 394-395, 397-398, 413-415

8. CCC #’s 379, 390, 399-400, 410

9. CCC #‘s 410-411


“For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains either that after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from [Adam] as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents.”

Source: Papal encyclical, “Humani Generis,” Pope Pius XII, paragraph #37


Regarding the idea of how long it took the Church to accept “the idea that the earth was not the center of the universe…,” well, that was never taught as a doctrine of the faith. That was simply accepted scientific evidence of the day. It was the Church, in fact, that was on the leading edge of scientific discoveries in the Middle Ages through its establishment of universities and its support of many of the leading scientists of the day. 


For example, much is made of the Church’s censure of Galileo. Yet, the Church sanctioned Galileo, not for his scientific discoveries, but because he tried to cross from the world of science to the world of theology. The Church gave a great deal of support to Copernicus, Galileo’s predecessor in the theory of heliocentrism. A presentation of Copernican theory was made to the pope himself and a Roman cardinal wrote a letter to Copernicus expressing a great deal of interest in his work. One of Copernicus’ books was actually dedicated to the Pope. 


So, the popular notion in the media, and apparently yours as well, that the Church tends to be in opposition to science, does not fit with the historical facts. 


I hope you will reconsider your rejection of the Church’s teachings on Adam and Eve, on Original Sin, on Infant Baptism and so on. Over the years, I rejected a number of the Church’s teachings as well. However, upon investigation, I discovered that the Church turned out to be right, and I was wrong. Which is why if I ever question now anything the Church teaches, I give the benefit of the doubt to the Church, rather than to myself. 


After all, if the Church is founded by Jesus Christ, and if Jesus Christ gave it the authority to teach in the areas of faith and morals, then shouldn’t we believe what it teaches? I would ask you to think about and pray about conforming your beliefs to the Church’s, rather than hoping the Church will conform its beliefs to yours. And, if you don’t believe the Church was founded by Jesus Christ, and that it does not have authority from Him to teach in the areas of faith and morals, then I would simply ask one question: Why are you Catholic?

In Conclusion

This man is undoubtedly a “good” Catholic. He attends Mass, goes to Catholic events such as the one he heard me speak at, etc. But, he: 1) Doesn’t know what the Church teaches; 2) Doesn’t believe what the Church teaches; and 3) Has had his beliefs formed by heterodox Catholic teachers and/or the popular media – all of which make him not such a “good” Catholic. Unfortunately, there are millions of “good” Catholics just like him…I used to be one of them. Fortunately, many of the teachers of heterodoxy are dying out, and more and more priests, deacons, religious, DRE’s, religious ed teachers, etc. are being properly formed in the truths of the Faith and are passing those truths along to the laity.

It’s going to take a while longer for the turnaround to firmly take hold and to flower and grow, but things are definitely headed in that direction.

By the way, this issue regarding Adam and Eve, evolution, the creation timetable, and such is very interesting to me, as many of my “liberal” atheist/agnostic friends like to turn to it to “prove” that Christians are idiots because what we believe goes against science; and because many of the more fundamentalist Christians twist themselves all into knots trying to rectify the Bible with science. So, I’m going to share some more on this in the not-too-distant future. 

The Inquisition; Infallibility and impeccability; Sola Scriptura; Sola Fide; Once saved, always saved*; Imputing righteousness
APOLOGETICS DEBATE WITH THREE ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN MARTIGNONI
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/APOLOGETICS_DEBATE_WITH_THREE_ANTI-CATHOLICS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/118-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-76
*I was very edified by two or three folks who wrote in to say that they, too, occasionally had trouble with my “tone,” but that they completely understood after reading my comments. Alas, if only some of the folks featured in these newsletters would ever respond that way!

And, I would like to share with all of you a comment I received from Paul in Kentucky: "Count me as one who sometimes cringes at your ‘tone’…but also one who secretly revels in the fact that such confidence is inspired by our Church’s teaching. I know we are not in this to ‘win a debate’….but it strengthens my faith to see someone be so thoroughly thrashed by your presentation of the entire truth of what the Bible says versus a single passage that is twisted so ridiculously. It makes one wonder if the doctrine of “Once saved, always saved” should be changed to ‘Once Saved, Always Saved, Forevermore Irrational.’"

I wanted to share that with you for a couple of reasons: 
1) Paul hit on the main reason I do these newsletters – to show you how the teachings of the Church of Christ absolutely eviscerate whatever ravings men have come up with on their own. These newsletters are not about how smart I am or how versed I am in Scripture, because I am always coming up against folks smarter than me and folks who have way more of the Bible memorized than I do. But, my confidence is not in me, as Paul says in that short quote, it is in the Church and its teachings. That’s why I can do what I do. If I was trusting in my intelligence and my ability or my whatever, I’d fold up shop today. But, I’m trusting in the teachings of the Church founded by Jesus Christ Himself. And, so should you. That’s what these newsletters are all about – building your confidence in the Church, so that you can go out there and defend her against all comers. So that you know that you have not only the Word of God on your side, but logic and common sense as well. If I can do it, you can do it. After all, people…I’m from Alabama.

2) The other reason I shared Paul’s quote with you is because I really liked what he said about the false dogma of once saved always saved – and “forevermore irrational.” I love it! Paul, just so you know, I’m stealing that from you.

The Eucharist. Cannibalism? (See also page 9)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/114-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-72
Is there a particularly good reasoned defense you use when told that we are practicing cannibalism [by eating Jesus’ flesh and drinking His blood in the Eucharist]? –Rick
At the bottom of this email are a couple of quotes I found on catholic.com (Catholic Answers website), which say basically the same thing in response to that question. I would add to these quotes by saying that it helps to understand something of the philosophical underpinnings of transubstantiation in order to realize why receiving the Eucharist is not cannibalism. However, one should always note when asked about this that the early Christians were accused of the same thing… cannibalism. I wonder why? Possibly because they taught that in the Eucharist one eats and drinks the flesh and blood of Jesus Christ? In fact, many were put to death by the Romans for the crime of cannibalism… very interesting, don’t you think?! So, again, if someone ever accuses you of cannibalism, start off by saying that you stand with the early Christians in being so accused.


In philosophy, everything essentially has two parts to it…the accidents and the substance. The accidents (a philosophical term) have to do with what something looks like, what it feels like, what it tastes like, what it sounds like, etc. In other words, the accidents have to do with what the senses perceive. This is true of anything. So, the “accidents” of a human being are our skin, our bones, our hair, our coloration, etc. The “accidents” of a cow are its color, its four legs, its udder, its hide, its bones, etc. The accidents of a chair are its legs, its seat, whether it’s wood or plastic or metal, etc. The accidents of bread are its texture, its taste, etc. 


Then there is the substance of a thing. What is the “it” that makes us human? Is it the atoms that compose the accidents of our body? No. Those atoms of carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, etc. that make up our body could have just as easily been part of something else…a lake, the sky, a turtle, a bird, a rock, etc. So, what is it that makes us human? If it’s not the accidents of our being, then what is it? Is it our soul? Well, every living thing…plants and animals…have souls (although not all souls are the same). So, what is it that makes our souls human…what is it that makes us human? What is the “it,” the “thing,” that makes us human beings? It is our substance. Now, maybe someone with a degree in philosophy can give you some sort of explanation on substance, but I can’t. It is basically just the essence of our beings. 


So, back to transubstantiation. The accidents of the bread and wine remain, but the substance of the bread and wine has been changed. The substance of the bread and the wine has been changed…it has become the substance of the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ. This is why it is not cannibalism…cannibalism would be to eat the accidents of a human being…not the substance (the substance would be gone if the person was dead). So, when we take the Eucharist, we are eating the substance of the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Christ, but not the accidents of His Body and Blood. We are eating the accidents of bread and wine, while consuming the substance of Christ. Is it an intuitive thing? Not really. But, that is where faith comes in. From an everyday worldly point of view, it seems a bit out there. But, from a philosophical point of view, it is not an unreasonable thing. It is not counter to reason…it simply goes beyond the point that reason can take us to. 


Miracle of the water into wine – change of both accidents and substance.

Miracle of the loaves and fishes – change of accidents (5 loaves and 2 fish into many loaves and fishes); but no change of substance – still bread and fish.

Miracle of the Eucharist – change of substance; but no change in accidents.


P.S. Below are the two quotes from catholic.com:

1) Catholics don’t believe Jesus’ presence in the Eucharist is such that the consumption of the Host entails cannibalism. Christ’s body and blood aren’t present naturally, but supernaturally, under the appearances of bread and wine. 

This mode of presence rules out cannibalism. It’s accurate to say that while Christ’s presence is real and substantial, the mode of consumption, the way in which we eat his body and drink his blood, is, in a sense, spiritual (though not merely symbolic). When the host is consumed, the physical process of eating affects only the accidents of bread, not the substance of Christ’s body and blood, which are beyond our power to injure. Catholics, then, truly unite themselves spiritually to Christ who is really, substantially present, and they do so in a way which involves the bodily act of eating, even though the physical aspects of this process affect only the sign or accidents of bread.


2) Cannibalism is when one individual physically eats the human flesh off of another’s body. Catholic or not, the words in John 6 do sound cannibalistic. Even a Fundamentalist would have to say that he eats the flesh of Christ and drinks his blood in a symbolic manner so as to concur with the passage. By the same allowance, Catholics eat the flesh of Christ and drink his blood in a sacramental way. Neither the Protestant nor the Catholic appears to be doing anything cannibalistic, though. It would have been cannibalism is if a disciple two thousand years ago had tried literally to eat Jesus by sinking his teeth into his arm. Now that our Lord is in heaven with a glorified body and made present under the appearance of bread in the Eucharist, cannibalism is not possible.

Why do we need a Catechism when we have the Bible?

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/114-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-72
I had a friend of mine ask me why Catholics need a Catechism when there is the Bible. How would you answer that? -Rick

Why do we need a catechism, when we have the Bible? Well, I would ask the person who asked you that question, a few questions of your own. Like: Why do we need preachers, if we have the Bible? Why do preachers give sermons on Sunday at churches all over the world, when we have the Bible? Can the preachers tell us something about God that we can’t read for ourselves in the Bible? Why do we need seminaries to train ministers, when we have the Bible? Can the seminaries teach their students something that they can’t read for themselves in the Bible? 


Ask that person if they have ever gotten some insight about God by listening to someone preaching a sermon on a Sunday morning…an insight that they didn’t get from their own personal reading of the Bible. I think they would probably have to answer yes. And that pastor or minister probably learned something about God in the seminary they attended…something that they didn’t get from their own personal reading of the Bible. 


In other words, each of us learns from others about the Word of God. We don’t just learn about God’s Word from our own personal reading of it. For example, ask this person if they believe in the Trinity. Ask them if they believe that God is one god, but three persons – Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, each of which is fully God. If they say, “yes,” that they believe that, ask them where it says that in the Bible…it doesn’t! Ask them if they believe that the Lord’s Supper is merely a symbolic re-enactment of the Last Supper. If they say, “yes,” that they believe that, ask them where it says that in the Bible…it doesn’t! Oh, they might take you to a passage here or there and say, “See, this passage means such and such…” Well, that’s their interpretation of what it means. Nowhere in the Bible does it say that the Lord’s Supper is merely a “symbolic” re-enactment of the real thing. Nowhere in the Bible does it say that we are saved by faith “alone”. Oh, it says we are saved by faith, or by believing, which Catholics believe 100%, but nowhere in the Bible does it say we are saved by faith “alone” or by believing “alone”…those passages do not exist. Yet, people believe in salvation by faith alone. Why? Because they have relied on someone else to teach them something about the Bible.


So, what does all of that have to do with the Catechism? Well, the Catechism is kind of like a bunch of Sunday sermons on all the various parts of the Faith compiled into one big book. It is a compilation of 2000 years of Christian wisdom and teaching. It doesn’t take the place of the Bible, but it helps folks make sense out of the Bible. It helps folks better understand the Word of God. Again, the Catechism puts 2000 years of Christian teaching in one place. If one takes the time to read the Catechism, they will notice hundreds upon hundreds of Scripture quotes. They will notice hundreds upon hundreds of quotes from the Early Church Fathers. They will notice hundreds upon hundreds of quotes from Church Councils. In other words, they will see 2000 years of gathered wisdom. In the back of the Catechism, there is a scriptural index that contains 32 pages of scripture references…32 pages! 


In Acts, chapter 8, we have the story of an Ethiopian eunuch, a very educated man (he was the Treasurer for the Kingdom of Ethiopia), a religious man (he had traveled all the way from Ethiopia to worship in Jerusalem), and he was reading the Bible while riding in his chariot. Philip asked him, “Do you understand what you are reading?” And how does the Ethiopian respond? Does he say, “Of course I do, I have the Scriptures and the Scriptures are all I need to understand anything about God?” No! The Ethiopian answered, “How can I, unless someone guides me?” That’s what the Catechism is…it is a guide – a guide given to us by the Magisterium of the Church – to understanding the Word of God, a guide to a better understanding of the Christian Faith. It is the Apostles’ teaching (Acts 2:42); it is Philip explaining the Scriptures to the Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:30-31); it is the traditions that Paul taught the early Christians by word of mouth and by letter (2 Thessalonians 2:15); it is the teaching that Paul commanded Timothy to teach to others who would then teach others (2 Tim 2:2); it is all these things and more.


The Catechism does not take the place of Scripture nor does it contradict Scripture or “add to” Scripture or any such thing. It complements Scripture. It helps us to better understand Scripture. So, for the Catholic it is not a question of going by either Scripture or the Catechism, it is a question of going by both Scripture and the Catechism, since the latter does not contradict the former…it helps to explain it and deepen our understanding of it. 

Science and religion

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/118-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-76 
Introduction

This week, I’m going to get back to doing some basic Christian apologetics, rather than specifically Catholic apologetics. Below are a couple of statements someone sent me in an email. They had received these statements from a friend and asked if I could help them with a response. Nothing fancy, but I thought it might help if you come across similarly-minded folks.
Statement #1

“Science can destroy religion by ignoring it as well as by disproving its tenets. No one ever demonstrated, so far as I am aware, the non-existence of Zeus or Thor — but they have few followers now.” -Arthur C. Clarke 


Response

It seems as if the limit of one’s intelligence and the limit of one’s stupidity are related in such a way that it is only the smartest of men who are capable of being the greatest of asses. Science can no more destroy religion than Arthur C. Clarke can rise from the dead of his own power. 


What tenets of religion can science disprove? That there is a God who created everything from nothing? Oh, but wait, the latest dogma from the Religion of Science is that all matter came into being all at once at what is called a singularity. Matter, essentially, came into being from non-matter, instantaneously. (Hmmm, sounds vaguely familiar.) No one has ever demonstrated, so far as I am aware, that non-existence produces existence – but the adherents of Science do so now believe it to be so. Is that science, or faith? By the way, if you read chapter one of Genesis, you will see that the Religion of Science has adapted one of the tenets of the religion it would destroy – all things were created out of nothing, in the beginning.


You know, for hundreds of years, science believed that the universe was infinite. That it had no beginning and would have no end. Religion, at least, the Judeo/Christian religion, said otherwise. Another example of Science catching up to religion.


Many ancient religions believed the sun and the moon to be gods. But, there was one ancient religion that believed them to be objects. Amazing, isn’t it?!


The sciences of Anthropology, Genetics, and Archeology are all pointing to the human race as having a common origin – that all of mankind descended from an original pair of human beings. Once again, modern science is catching up to the ancient writers of Genesis. How can that be?!


Zeus or Thor never walked the earth. Jesus Christ did. Jesus has close to two billion followers now. The small remainder of Arthur Clarke’s followers will be dead within a few short years and his name will be forgotten forever. But the name “Jesus,” lives on.


Pride and ego quite often interfere with the intelligent person’s ability to accept that without God, they are nothing. 


Can science disprove the tenet that Jesus Christ was true God and true man? Can it disprove the tenet that the Savior was born of a virgin? Can it disprove the tenet that He rose from the dead? No. There is no tenet of religion, at least not the Christian religion, that science can disprove. And, if it wishes to ignore religion, it will not destroy religion, it will only do harm to itself. 

Statement #2

“Religion is an insult to human dignity. With or without it, you’d have good people doing good things and evil people doing bad things, but for good people to do bad things, it takes religion.” -Steven Weinberg, Nobel Laureate in Physics 


Response

Another person who is so arrogant and so filled with their own magnificence that they cannot humble themselves to accept simple truth. Without God, there is no good and no evil. Without God, we are all merely animals operating according to our pre-programmed natures. There is no morality other than the morality of survival of the fittest. So, there is no “good” to do without God, and there is no “evil” to be done. When one animal kills or hurts another animal, does anyone claim it is immoral, or evil? No. There is no morality among animals, and without God, we are just animals. 
Difference between being “redeemed” and being “saved”

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/161-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-114
Several people sent me emails indicating they were confused about the difference between being redeemed and being saved, as they had always used the two words interchangeably, and they wanted further explanation. 
Being “redeemed” is not necessarily the same thing as being “saved.” To redeem means to “buy back” or to “pay off” or to “discharge,” as in a debt. Jesus redeemed all of us in that He paid the price for all of us. He paid off the obligation that each and every one of us owes, but which none of us could pay ourselves or collectively. He discharged the debt we all owe. 

There is not a single person who has ever lived, or who will ever live, that Jesus did not die for. Jesus ransomed us all out of slavery. However, there are plenty of people who, even though the door to freedom is open to them, refuse to walk through. They reject freedom and instead choose slavery. The price of their redemption has been paid, but they nevertheless still live in slavery. Why? Because there is something they have to do in order to obtain freedom. They have to remove their shackles. They have to reject sin. They have to ask for forgiveness. They have to walk in the ways of the Lord. They have to love God and their neighbor. All of Israel was led out of Egypt, but only a few of those who were ransomed out of Egypt by the blood of the first born made it into the Promised Land. 

In the Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraph #601 talks of the “mystery of universal redemption.” In #1067, the Catechism talks of Christ “redeeming mankind.” In other words, Christ has paid the price for all men’s sins. He has redeemed the world.

1 John 2:2 – “…and He is the expiation for our sins, and not for ours only but also for the sins of the whole world.” 1 Tim 4:10 – “For to this end we toil and strive, because we have our hope set on the living God, Who is the Savior of all men, especially of those who believe.” Finally, Hebrews 9:26 – “But as it is, He has appeared once for all at the end of the age to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself.” 

All men are redeemed, yet not all are saved. Which gets us back to our question: What is the difference between the redeemed and unsaved, and the redeemed and saved – is it something Jesus did, or is it something the saved did? Jesus has done His part for our salvation. The redeemed and unsaved have not done their part. 

Why did the Jews hate the Samaritans?

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/174-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-124
In order to understand why the Jews had such animosity towards the Samaritans, it’s first necessary to understand who the Samaritans were. 

When the Israelites left Egypt, there were 12 tribes – Asher, Benjamin, Dan, Gad, Issachar, Joseph, Judah, Levi, Naphtali, Reuben, Simeon, and Zebulon.  These 12 tribes were descendants of the 12 sons of Jacob (Israel) of the same names.  You will usually see the tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh listed among the 12 tribes in place of the tribes of Joseph and Levi, however.  That’s because Ephraim and Manasseh were sons of Joseph, and Levi is generally not listed as one of the 12 tribes because the tribe of Levi did not receive a separate tribal area when the Israelites came into the Promised Land.  The Levites were the priests, so they were scattered throughout the various tribal areas.

Now, when Saul was crowned the first king of Israel, he ruled over all 12 tribes, as did David and Solomon after him.  However, after Solomon died, there was a split in the kingdom.  The 10 northern tribes – Asher, Dan, Ephraim, Gad, Issachar, Manasseh, Naphtali, Reuben, Simeon, and Zebulon formed the Kingdom of Israel, and their capital was the city of Samaria.  The 2 other tribes – Judah and Benjamin – formed the Kingdom of Judah with its capital at Jerusalem. 

It didn’t take very long before the 10 northern tribes started worshipping false gods, and eventually, because they had turned away from God, the Kingdom of Israel was destroyed by the Assyrians around 722 B.C.   After the Assyrians conquered the Kingdom of Israel, one of the things they did was to have the Israelite tribes marry men and women from pagan tribes, which meant that from then on, the children of these 10 tribes were no longer full-blooded Israelites.  Because of this, much of the tribal allegiance and identity was lost and the descendants of the marriages between the Israelite tribes and the pagan tribes came to be known as simply "Samaritans," because the city of Samaria had been their capital.

The Jews (the tribe of Judah) of Jesus’ time considered the Samaritans to be no better than dogs because they felt the Samaritans had turned away from the religion of their fathers.  To the Jews, the Samaritans were like traitors, and there is nothing so hated by a people as when one of their own betrays them.  That’s how the Jews looked at the Samaritans – as having betrayed God and as having betrayed their brother Israelites. 

Also, there had been many wars between the two peoples.  In fact, even before the Assyrians conquered the Kingdom of Israel, there had been wars between the Kingdom of Israel and the Kingdom of Judah.  After the Assyrian conquest, this hostility continued between the Jews and the Samaritans who went to war with each other on and off for hundreds of years. 

All of which accounts for why the Jews hated them. 

Evolution – Fact or theory?

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/175-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-125 

This week’s newsletter is about why I do not believe in evolution.  Or, to clarify, why I do not believe in inter-species or "macro" evolution.  I do, however, believe in micro evolution – evolution within a species that accounts for the many variations one can find within any given species.

Now, why do I say that?  Why do I not believe in macro evolution?  Is it because of my fundamentalist, literalist reading of the Bible?  No, not at all.  I do not read the Bible in the same way as a literalist or fundamentalist does.  Is it because my religion teaches me that evolution goes against the Bible and against God?  No, not at all.  My religion leaves open the question of macro evolution.  It says you can believe in it (with one qualification that I will point out below) or you can not believe it.  So I am not bound by my religious beliefs to reject evolution.  Then why do I reject one of the most sacred teachings of the atheist faith?  Statistics.  Statistics and common sense.

Before getting into the statistics and common sense part, though, I wish to make a few general comments here.  

First, I am wide open to having someone prove to me that evolution (and from here on in, when I use the word "evolution," I will be referring to macro evolution – one species evolving into another species) is actually true.  However, I believe as the Church teaches – if evolution is true, then at some point, God stepped into the evolutionary process and, in a unique act, created Adam and from Adam created Eve.  This is the one "qualification" I mentioned in the paragraph above.  I would also add that I do not believe evolution is possible without God pre-programming it into our genetic code.  More on that later.

Second, I readily admit that I am not a scholar or expert in any way, shape, or form when it comes to biology, physiology, anthropology, genetics, statistics, or any other scientific realm that deals with this issue of evolution.  I have arrived at my current position mostly through what I call a common sense approach.  I readily admit that I need to do more research on the subject and I hope that by writing this, I will receive good suggestions as to where to look for good research on this topic. 

Third, while I do not believe in evolution, I do indeed believe that the earth is many millions, or even billions, of years old.  So I am not a "young earth" believer.  The young earth theory is directly related to a literalist reading of Scripture that involves counting backwards to the moment of creation by adding up all the spans of years mentioned in the early chapters of Genesis and coming to the conclusion that the Earth, indeed the entire universe, is only about 10 or 12-thousand years old.  (For more on a literal, or Catholic, reading of Scripture vs. a literalist, or Fundamentalist, reading of Scripture, go to: www.biblechristiansociety.com and order the free CD or mp3 download entitled "Catholics and the Bible.")  Evolutionary theory and young earth theory are two separate areas.  They are related in the sense that if young earth theory is true, then evolutionary theory cannot be true.  However, if evolutionary theory is false, then it does not necessarily follow that young earth theory is true. 

Fourth, I wish to emphasize that this position I hold has nothing to do at all with my religion – I am a Catholic, as all the readers of this newsletter know, but those of you who had this forwarded to you may not know.  The Catholic Church has not pronounced definitively one way or the other on the question of evolution – so, as a Catholic, I am open to believe as I see fit on this matter (again, with the one "qualification" mentioned above).

So, this is not a theologically-based position, but rather a scientifically-based and statistically-based and common sense-based position.  If someone wishes to change my thinking on this, which I am quite open to having happen, they cannot do so by appealing to the Bible and to theology, but rather they must appeal to science and statistics and common sense.  

Now, exactly what was it that caused this former evolution-believing, sorta intelligent, relatively well-informed person to no longer believe in evolution?  I will readily admit that I was first introduced to the idea that evolution might not be true by my reading of books and articles written by those who were indeed coming from a fairly fundamentalist theological background.  These books and articles would sometimes argue against evolution based on a literalist reading of the Bible.  Arguments which I would immediately discount as not being convincing. 

They would also, however, often use scientific arguments.  But I found their scientific arguments to often be so esoteric that they were basically useless to me.  For example, they would argue that carbon-14 dating techniques, that were used to prove dinosaur bones were millions of years old (as opposed to only several thousand-years old), were actually not good science.  And they would use what were supposedly scientific principles to advance their argument.  

Well, not being a physicist or a chemist or some such thing, I had no way of possibly knowing if their arguments were on the money or were baseless.  Same thing with their arguments about the properties of some radiation field encircling the sun that supposedly proved the solar system was only a few thousand years old, and about why the Hubble telescope wasn’t really picking up light from stars that were millions of light years away and so on.  Not being a trained astronomer or mathematician or such, I had no way of knowing if these arguments were valid or not.  So, I simply dismissed them.  I reasoned that since I had to rely solely on the experts’ knowledge in these matters, and that the majority of scientists – Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, atheist, etc. – did not hold to these views, then I was not going to be convinced by them. 

But all of this got me to thinking…to asking questions.  The question that kept popping into my mind was: "Why do I believe in evolution?"  What evidence had I seen that made me believe in evolution?  Well, when I thought about it, I realized that I believed in evolution because I had seen a chart in one of my high school textbooks that showed a little monkey evolving into a bigger monkey evolving into an ape involving into a bigger ape evolving into a man.  And when I thought about it even more, I realized that I had always read about the "theory" of evolution.  I had never read about the "proof" of evolution…always the theory of evolution.  There is a big difference between the two.

All this got me to start asking questions of friends, particularly liberal friends for whom evolution was a dogma of their religion.  I would ask, "Okay, so the monkey evolves into an ape that evolves into man; so, what evolved into the monkey?  And, what evolved into what evolved into the monkey?"  

I kept thinking about how I had seen the chart about the evolution of ape into man, but I could not recall ever having seen a chart of what evolved into the monkey.  And I most certainly did not recall seeing any chart that traced man’s specific evolution back to a one-celled amoeba or any such thing.  Yes, there were charts that had a fish with an arrow pointing to an amphibian and an arrow going from the amphibian to the reptile and one from the reptile to the mammal on one side and the bird on the other, but these were very, very general.  I wanted specifics. 

Not one of them could answer my questions.  Not one.  They didn’t even attempt to answer my questions.  Which made me realize that for most people, the belief in evolution is more about faith than it is about knowledge.  They believe it because someone they trusted taught them about it and they have never ever seriously questioned that belief.  

I started looking for such a comprehensive evolutionary chart on the internet.  I’m not saying there isn’t one out there, but I couldn’t find it.  I did not spend hours and hours looking, but it wasn’t just one short google search either.  It seemed to me that if such a chart existed, I should be able to find it pretty quickly as I would imagine it would be on just about every website that pushed evolutionary theory.  Couldn’t find one.

So for me, the "common sense" notion of evolution which I had developed by looking at this chart of ape to man, started to not make a whole lot of sense.  I even tried to construct an evolutionary chart of my own, but I never could come up with even the first step backwards…what animal evolved into the monkey?  Was it a dog?  A cat?  A badger?  A raccoon?  What was it? 

Then I started having all these other questions…what animal evolved into a dog?  Into a cat?  Into an octopus?  Into a cow?  Into a pig?  And this is where I started asking about the fossil records for evolution.  Turns out the fossil records in regard to evolution, as best I can determine in my research (again with my limited knowledge of paleontology and such), have very large holes in them. 

I also started wondering, "Why have I not heard of species currently in existence that are in various stages of transition to another species?"  I mean, if evolution is an ongoing process, which everyone says it is, then why do we not hear about the critter that’s currently walking around that seems to be the next evolutionary stage, or is in the process of developing into the next evolutionary stage, of some other critter that is currently walking around? 

Again, my friends for whom evolution is a religion could not provide any answers.  They did not even attempt to answer any of my questions.  As they say, the silence was deafening.  So, all of this led to my "common sense" belief that evolution actually is not true. 

Some other questions had to do with reproduction.  If species that reproduce sexually with two parent organisms – male and female – evolved from species that reproduce with just one parent organism, how exactly did that happen?  I could not come up with a process by which tiny genetic aberrations could result in sexual reproduction involving a male and a female evolving from a process of reproduction that involved just one parent organism.  I mean think about it.  There had to be some sort of process where an organism that had reproduced asexually for millions of years, within one generation started reproduced bisexually (or with two parents vs. one parent).  In other words, one line of mutations had to result in a female of the species and one line of mutations had to result in a male of the species and the mutations had to be such that the male parts fit perfectly into the female parts.  What are the odds of that?  In other words, if these mutations occurred, it seems they had to be directed, or pre-programmed, mutations. 

How could the male of the species and the female of the species evolve independently of one other, and in a supposedly random manner, and yet have such perfect sexual and reproductive complementarity?  The male of the species, and the female of the species, through thousands of supposedly random "mutations," occurring over millions of years, evolve in such a way that they are perfectly complementary of one another sexually and reproductively?  Thousands of mutations – random and accidental changes – in thousands of separate males and females of a species, occurring over millions of years, moving in perfectly complementary directions, at pretty much the same times over those millions of years.  Does it require science or faith to believe that?

Then I ran across an article talking about the evolution of a system.  It used a specific example of the eye as a system that involves the cornea, retina, optical nerve, particular sensory apparatus within the brain, and so on.  All parts of the system would have to evolve at the same time, in the same direction, thousands of times, over the course of millions of years.  What are the odds of that?

That’s where my admittedly limited statistics knowledge came into play.  I’ve had all of 4 Statistics courses in my life.  But, it seemed to me that all the parts of a single system, like the eye, being genetically mutated, at the same time, in the same direction, thousands of times, over millions of years, was statistically impossible. 

For example, try to re-create the mutation from something like an ant’s antennae into something like the eye of a fly.  In order to go from the antennae, which receive various sensory inputs from the environment, but which do not "see," to the eye of the fly, which does in fact, "see," each part of the ant’s antennae system – the antennae, the nerves leading to the brain or central portion of the nervous system, the sensory receptors in the nervous system and so on would all have to evolve in the direction of the eye, at the same time.  And, according to evolutionary theory, this evolution would have to occur thousands of times over millions of years – so each part of the system has to randomly genetically mutate, in the exact same way, at the same time, thousands of times over millions of years.  The odds of that happening once are miniscule.  The odds of it happening thousands of times are pretty much impossible. 

Then, at some point, you would have to have a situation where you have a non-seeing parent giving birth to a seeing child.  At some point in the process there has to be this huge leap within one generation.  From single parent reproduction one generation, to two parent reproduction in the next generation.  From a non-seeing parent to a seeing child.  From a non-flying parent to a flying child.  From a parent that hatched from an egg, to a child that was birthed without an egg.  None of these things made sense to me. 

Now, again, I admit my limitations in Statistics, Paleontology, Chemistry, Physics, Biology, Physiology, etc., which is why I stated at the outset that I am open to believing in evolution, but someone needs to make the case to me.  So far, none of my friends who believe in evolution have been able to make even a start.

All of which is why I no longer believe in evolution, and why I believe that if evolution did in fact take place, I believe it could have only happened if it had all been pre-programmed into our genetic code by the Author of life.  Think about this.  How can an amoeba, with just a certain amount of genetic code, eventually evolve into a man which has a genetic code that is orders of magnitude more complex than the amoeba’s?  Can a computer add to its own programming unless it has been pre-programmed to do so?  No. 

How can you add to genetic code?  What we experience in our lives is not somehow imprinted on our genes so that our genetic code is then added to and made more complex.  I don’t think it works that way.  We inherit our genetic code from our parents, and it does not change.  So, if what we experience in our environment does not add to our genetic code, how could the much simpler genetic code of an amoeba evolve billions of years later into the more complex genetic code of man?  If evolution is true, how was the genetic code of the amoeba added to in order to eventually beget man?  

To close, I will simply re-iterate that I acknowledge my lack of expertise in the scientific fields that are applicable to these questions, and that I am open to hearing the opposing arguments should anyone wish to change my mind on this matter.  I will not be taking up any such opposing arguments in this newsletter, but will certainly contemplate and research those arguments – if sources to research are provided.

Anyway, these are just my musings on the question of evolution.  I have had a number of people ask me questions related to this over the years, so I’m hoping this has provided at least a certain level of interesting reading.  If not, don’t worry, I’ll come back in the next issue with more apologetics.  Just thought it would be a nice diversion and thought that it might provide an example of how one can use common sense to ask questions in areas that you are not necessarily expert in.  So don’t get bowled over by someone else’s "expertise" (for example, about the Bible) or by someone’s loud and repeated claims (for example, as to what a particular Scripture passage means) – step back, give it some thought, see if something doesn’t quite make sense to you, and, using some good ol’ common sense, ask some questions. 

Where in the Bible does it say anything about the Mass and the notion of it being a sacrifice?
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Malachi 1:11, "For from the rising of the sun to its setting my name is great among the nations, and in every place incense is offered to my name, and a pure offering; for my name is great among the nations, says the Lord of hosts."

When this passage from Malachi was written some 450 years before Christ, the Lord’s name was not great among the nations – the word "nations" referring to the Gentiles. The Gentiles were pagan and they worshipped numerous gods. Sacrifice was not being offered to the Lord God in all the nations. So, this verse from Malachi is essentially a prophecy that refers to the time after Christ has risen from the dead and the Lord’s name was indeed made great among the nations through the spread of the Gospel.

Now, what does it say will be happening among the nations once the Lord’s name has been made great among them? It says from the rising of the sun to its setting incense is offered to the Lord’s name and a pure offering. (Most Catholics should be familiar with this verse since it is in the Eucharistic prayer – "From east to west a perfect offering is made.")

Let’s look at that a bit more closely. First of all, this verse is referring to the worship of God, which is the context within which sacrifices, or offerings, are made to God in Scripture. Secondly, the offering spoken of here is twofold – an offering of incense and a "pure" offering. How many churches do you know of that offer incense at any of their worship services?

And what is this "pure offering" referring to? What is the only "pure" offering that has ever been made to God? The offering of His Son, Jesus Christ, on the cross at Calvary. In other words, this verse from Malachi is telling us that from the rising of the sun to its setting (all day long) some sort of worship service will be taking place among the nations (the Gentiles) in which they offer incense and the only pure offering that has ever been made – Jesus Christ.

What type of worship service do you know of that takes place in all the nations, all day long (every hour on the hour), where the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross is continually offered to God? The Mass. Malachi 1:11 is a prophecy that perfectly describes what is happening at the Mass.

In the New Testament, Paul also very clearly describes the Mass as being a sacrifice when he links the "bread" and the "cup of blessing" to the sacrifices of Israel and to the practice of the Israelites eating the sacrifice that has been offered (1 Cor 10:16-18). Again, this is a description of the Mass where we participate in the body and blood of the sacrifice – Jesus Christ – by eating what has been sacrificed – Jesus Christ.

So, it is very clear, from Scripture, that the worship of God involves incense and a pure offering, or sacrifice. And, in New Testament and Old, we see the actions of the Mass described exactly as we experience them in the Catholic Church today. The Mass involves a sacrifice, the once for all – all time and all people – sacrifice of Jesus Christ. I will continue this discussion in my next article by looking at the Letter to the Hebrews.

Let us now see how the Letter to the Hebrews reaffirms the notion of the Mass being a sacrifice. 

Let’s look first at Hebrews 5:14, "Since then we have a great high priest Who has passed through the heavens, Jesus, the Son of God…" So, we see that Jesus is our high priest. 
What does the Bible tell us is the function of the high priest? Hebrews 5:1, "For every high priest chosen from among men is appointed to act on behalf of men in relation to God, to offer gifts and sacrifices for sins." 

Jesus is our high priest, and a high priest’s duty is to offer sacrifice for sin. Now, how long is Jesus to be a high priest? Heb 5:6, "Thou art a priest forever after the order of Melchizedek." So, Jesus is our high priest forever, and the duty of the high priest is to offer sacrifice. So, if Jesus is going to be our high priest forever, then He needs some sacrifice to offer on our behalf forever, as it says in Hebrews 8:3, "…hence it is necessary for this priest also to have something to offer."

What does Jesus offer? Hebrews 9:12, "He entered once for all into the Holy Place taking not the blood of goats and calves, but His own blood, thus securing an eternal redemption."

By reading Hebrews chapters 4 through 10, it becomes very apparent that the Old Covenant offerings of animals were merely a prelude to the pure offering (Malachi 1:11) of the New Covenant – Jesus Christ Himself. The offering of the high priests of old in the earthly Holy of Holies, was merely a dress rehearsal for the offering of the eternal high priest in the true Holy of Holies in Heaven.

Hebrews 9:24, "For Christ has entered, not into a sanctuary made with hands, a copy of the true one, but into heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God on our behalf." Jesus has entered Heaven and forever presents His once for all offering to the Father on our behalf. He is not, however, continually re-sacrificed, "for then He would have had to suffer repeatedly since the foundation of the world" (Hebrews 9:26), rather He eternally presents His once for all sacrifice.

Every time a sinner turns to the Father for forgiveness, Christ, on our behalf, in effect says to the Father, "See, Father…see what I did for John. For Jim. For Sharon. For Megan. For Julia. For Bob." He eternally offers His sacrifice on our behalf.

What happens at the Mass, is the priest, acting in the person of Christ, offers to the Father that same offering that Christ offers in Heaven. Heaven and earth are intertwined at the Mass and we actually enter into the offering of Christ’s blood that our High Priest eternally makes to the Father in the Holy Place, which is why the Mass is indeed a sacrifice.

One last thought, relating to the use of incense at Mass. In Revelation 5:8 and 8:4 we see golden bowls of incense, which represent the prayers of the saints, brought before the throne of God. If they’re using incense in the heavenly Mass, what’s wrong with using incense to symbolize the prayers of the saints, here on earth, especially since Malachi 1:11 says that it will be used in worship services? "For from the rising of the sun to its setting…in every place incense if offered to my name, and a pure offering."
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In the last newsletter, I gave you a couple of my "Two-Minute Apologetics" articles, both of which had to do with the biblical support for the Mass.  After sending out that newsletter, I received an email from a Mr. Ron Kempen, a subscriber to the newsletter – who is not Catholic – who has, for a couple of years now, been sending me emails about my newsletters telling me how wrong I am. 

Here is his email in its entirety: 
 
John Martignoni,
You are certainly fooling yourself with your religion. This is much more that makes a very much better description of the mass. http://gospellightmin.com/articles_by_others.php?id=74.  It’s time for you to wake up. John (the apostle) says in his gospel, the truth will set you free! 
Ron Kempen

As I see it, there is one major point of contention with Mr. Kempen’s response – go back and read what I wrote in the last newsletter and then look again at his response. 

Also, if you do read the article at the link he sent, think about how you would initially respond to that.  Keep my "Rules of Engagement" and my 4 apologetics strategies – The Ignorant Catholic; How to Be Offensive (Aw-fensive) Without Being Offensive (Uh-fensive); It’s the Principal of the Thing; and "But That’s My Interpretation" – in mind.

 

My Response:
The first, and most important, thing that I would say about Mr. Kempen’s response, is that he didn’t address a single one of the Scripture verses I used to support Catholic teaching on the Mass!  And you know what, neither did that article he linked to, just in case you read it.  In my newsletter I cited Malachi 1:11, 1 Cor 10:16-18, specific verses in Hebrews chapters 5, 8, and 9, and Hebrews chapters 4-10 in general.  Those Scripture passages all fit very well with specific Catholic teaching on the Mass, and that prophecy from Malachi 1:11 gives a very good description of what occurs within the Catholic Church on a daily basis.  Did Mr. Kempen even attempt to give an alternative interpretation for a single one of those verses?  No, he did not. 

So, the first thing I would do in response to Mr. Kempen’s email would be to say, "Answer those Scripture passages.  Tell me how those specific passages fit into your theological system.  Give me your interpretation of those verses."  And why do we want to hear his interpretation of those verses?  Because his interpretation won’t make a whole lotta sense and we will then be able to systematically pick apart his un-systematic theology, just by asking him a few questions.  I would not bother responding to anything in that article he linked to until such time as he had responded to what I had initially written.  He’s telling me I’m wrong, well, show me why I’m wrong.  Don’t just wave your hand and say, "You’re wrong," and then send me off to read some article somebody else has written that doesn’t even address what I’ve said.  
I don’t mind reading what someone else has written, but first I want you to respond to my arguments.  Do not let the other guy set the pace.  You set the pace, you define the arguments, you make him respond to what you have to say. 

Now, if you read that article he linked to, what is the first response you had to it?  My first response was: This is all 100% his private, fallible, non-authoritative, non-binding, man-made interpretation and why should I eat this garbage he’s throwing out?  Well, in truth, my very first response was: Oh for cryin’ out loud…another ex-Catholic telling us how "devout" he was and what a wonderful Catholic he was, that is, of course, until he got "saved."  You know, it amazes me how all of these formerly "devout" Catholics seem to have serious misunderstandings regarding exactly what the Church teaches…as this guy does.  I used to think "devout" meant closely adhering to Church teaching in word and in deed, but after reading about all these "devout" former Catholics, apparently it actually means being ignorant of Church teaching.  Go figure…I guess I was just devout about what devout means. 

Anyway, back to it being that guy’s opinion.  Here’s a quote from the article: "My study of the Scriptures had caused me to doubt the Catholic interpretation of the Mass. My mind was already prepared to accept the fact that the bread and wine were symbols. Now I found my heart confirming that truth."

"His" study of the Scriptures caused him to doubt the Catholic interpretation of the Mass.  Is he an authoritative interpreter of Scripture?  I guess he must be!  Is he infallible in his interpretations?  Well, I guess so!  And look at what confirmed it for him…his heart.  In other words, his final authority for declaring the Catholic Church wrong about the Mass is… (drum roll please)…his feelings.  I guess that’s all anyone would need, right?

If you do read through that article, pay close attention to what the Bible verses he quotes actually say, versus all the verbiage he adds to them.  He stretches and twists Scripture quite a bit. 

Regarding my giving a response to that article, if Mr. Kempen responds by directly addressing the Scripture verses I brought up in the previous newsletter, then I will be more than happy to give a response to the article he linked to.  I might address that article in a future newsletter anyway, because there was one huge contradiction in it where he completely destroys his own arguments (see if you can find it), but I’ll just have to wait and see.  
Can the pope or the Catholic Church change, eliminate, or discontinue mortal sins – such as  missing Mass on Sundays and Holy Days of Obligation – as they did with the mortal sin of eating meat on Fridays and eliminating some of the holy days of obligation?
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The short answer is, “No.”  Something either is a mortal sin or it isn’t a mortal sin and neither the Pope nor the Church can change that.  In order to commit a mortal sin, three conditions have to be met: 1) Full awareness of the intellect; 2) Full consent of the will; and 3) grave matter. These conditions cannot be changed. However, there is something that you have misunderstood that we need to clear up.  

The Church once required, as a discipline not a doctrine, that its children not eat meat on Fridays.  The Church has since changed this discipline to require that we make some sacrifice on Fridays – even Fridays outside of Lent – in remembrance of our Lord’s sacrifice for us on that Friday afternoon on Calvary so long ago.  

This sacrifice could be abstaining from meat, but it doesn’t have to be.  It could be abstaining from some other food that you really like, fasting, offering additional alms, going out of your way to do something for someone who really annoys you – in other words, offering a sacrificial act of kindness and love.  So, we are still called by the Church to offer a sacrifice on Fridays, but now the Church leaves the particular form of the sacrifice up to us.

The question is, then, does the fact that the Church has allowed the form of our Friday sacrifice to change, mean that the Church has somehow changed a mortal sin?  Absolutely not.  You need to understand that even during the days when the Church required its children to abstain from meat on Fridays, the act of eating meat on Friday was not, in and of itself, a mortal sin. Eating meat on Friday does not, in and of itself, constitute grave matter.  It is not a serious sin.     

However, to knowingly disobey the authority of the Church is another matter entirely.  If one was fully aware of what the Church taught regarding abstaining from meat on Friday, yet they went ahead and ate meat on Friday knowing full well that they were in defiance of Church teaching, then that could indeed constitute a mortal sin.  1) They ate meat on Friday with full awareness of their intellect that it was Friday, that they were eating meat, and that the Church required abstinence from meat on that day.  2) They ate the meat of their own free will, no one forced them to do it.  3) Wilful disobedience to Church authority constitutes grave matter.  So, all the requirements for a mortal sin would have been there.  

I once heard someone say that the Church no longer requiring abstinence from meat on all Fridays must have really upset all the people who were in Hell for having committed the mortal sin of eating meat on Friday.  That statement showed a woeful lack of understanding of Church teaching.  Again, if anyone is in Hell because they ate meat on Friday, it is not because of the act itself of eating meat, but rather it is because they wilfully disobeyed the Church in eating that meat and never repented of their wilful disobedience.  

So, whether the Church changes a discipline, or does away with a discipline altogether, it is not “changing” a mortal sin.  The wilful disregard of Church authority in regard to any Church discipline is what would constitute the mortal sin, if a mortal sin was indeed committed.

I am active in many groups/teams that are made up of various faith based beliefs. 
Activities include faith based programs and services such as KAIROS prison ministry. At some of these a communion service is offered.  I have been told that communion by someone other than an ordained priest, from the lineage of Peter, is not communion and there is no problem. It is just a symbol and not a real communion. What is the ruling on taking communion at these services?  
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In some of the various Protestant and Evangelical congregations, their belief regarding communion is very close to what Catholics believe.  However, only a priest ordained by a bishop who has authentic apostolic authority can effect the change of bread and wine into the real body, blood, soul, and divinity of Christ.  Which means that these congregations, even though they believe they are receiving the Real Presence, are not actually doing so.  They are receiving a piece of bread and some wine.

In most of the Protestant, Evangelical, and non-denominational congregations, however, not only do they not have a validly ordained priest, but they also do not even believe in the Real Presence.  Their communion service is meant to be merely a symbol.

So, either way you look at it, it is essentially correct to say that in the Protestant, Evangelical, non-denominational, and other such communities, communion, or the Lord’s Supper, is merely a symbol.  The question is, does that make it okay for Catholics to receive? The answer is: No, it does not.  

In the Catholic Church, we believe the reception of Communion is the sign and symbol of union – union between Christ and those who receive Him, and union between all those who receive Christ in this sacrament.  

In a marriage, the physical joining of husband and wife is the sign and the symbol of union between the two.  If there is no union – no lifelong commitment – then the sign of union should not take place.  Which means sex outside of marriage is a lie – you are saying with your bodies that a union exists, that a commitment has been made, when no such union actually exists.    

Just so, it is a lie for someone who is not Catholic to receive Communion in the Catholic Church, when there is first no union with the Catholic Church.  When you receive Communion in the Catholic Church, you are saying with your body that you are in union with the Church and that you believe as we believe.  And not just in regard to the Real Presence, but also in regard to the Pope, to Mary, to the other Sacraments, to the Communion of Saints, the priesthood, salvation, and so on.  If there is no union, there should be no Communion.

The same holds when you receive communion in a non-Catholic faith tradition.  You are saying, with your body, that you believe as they believe.  You are telling everyone present that there is essentially no difference between what they believe about communion and what you, as a Catholic, believe about Communion.  You are telling a lie with your body.  That is why Catholics should not receive communion, or the Lord’s Supper, outside the bounds of the Catholic Church.  

SIX REASONS WHY LUTHERAN INTERCOMMUNION ISNT POSSIBLE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SIX_REASONS_WHY_LUTHERAN_INTERCOMMUNION_ISNT_POSSIBLE.doc
VASSULA RYDEN-THE EUCHARIST AND INTERCOMMUNION ONE DATE AND PAN-CHRISTIAN ECUMENISM http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VASSULA_RYDEN-THE_EUCHARIST_AND_INTERCOMMUNION_ONE_DATE_AND_PAN-CHRISTIAN_ECUMENISM.doc
I was taught from other Christian churches that baptism must be by immersion, but the Catholics sprinkle. I see nowhere in the Bible (that I can find) where it specifically states there is a certain way to be baptized, just that is says by water. Can you tell me if there is any material on the matter or is that an "open to interpretation" thing? (See also pages 20, 38)
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In the Didache, which is one of the earliest, if not the earliest, non-scriptural Christian writings, it says this about Baptism: "The procedure for baptizing is as follows: after repeating all that has been said, immerse in running water ‘In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’.  If no running water is available, immerse in ordinary water…If neither is practicable, then pour water three times on the head ‘In the name of the Father…’"

Again, this is not Scripture, but this is a window into the practices of the early Christians who learned directly from the Apostles and those appointed by the Apostles to leadership roles within the Church. They were baptizing folks by immersion and by pouring, or sprinkling.

Ezekiel 36:25-27, I will SPRINKLE clean water upon you and you shall be clean from all your uncleannesses, and from all your idols I will cleanse you. A new heart I will give you, and a new spirit I will put within you…and I will put My Spirit within you…"  What do you think is being talked about here? Water…a new spirit…cleansed of your uncleannesses? Baptism…by sprinkling.

Nowhere in the Bible does it say one has to be immersed in order to be officially baptized.  People will point to Jesus’ baptism accounts which say that He “came up out of the water,” and use that to claim He was immersed.  However, if you read all four of the accounts of Jesus’ baptism side-by-side, you can make a very strong case that when it says, Jesus “came up out of the water,"  it does not mean He came up from under the water (immersion), but rather that it means He came up out of the river onto the bank. 

If you had a child swimming in a pool and you called to them and they “came up out of the water,” what would that mean? That your child was underwater but is now above water, or that he had come out of the pool altogether? It would be the latter.

Finally, in 1 Cor 15:29, Paul notes that there were folks baptizing on behalf of the dead. And, he doesn’t specifically repudiate the practice. So, the Scripture tells us that there were Christians baptizing folks on behalf of the dead and nowhere does the Scripture say this should not happen.  Paul himself offers no criticism of the practice. Why then does anyone believe that baptizing on behalf of the dead is not an acceptable Christian practice? Why? Because of the authority of the Church to decide such matters. Just as the Church can say that baptism on behalf of the dead is not acceptable, in spite of it clearly being practiced by some Christians in Scripture, so the Church can decide on the method of baptism. It has Christ’s own authority to bind and loose on earth. And, what it binds and looses on earth, is bound and loosed in Heaven.

By the way, one can always elect to be fully immersed when baptized into the Catholic Church, and I know of folks who have done so. In other words, immersion is not a practice that is forbidden by the Church, it is just one that is not used as often as pouring.   

Jesus said: “No one can enter the Kingdom of God without being born of water and the Spirit’ (John 3:3-5).  I have seen a good number of non-Christians living a righteous life. Will they not enter the Kingdom of God? [Non-Christian salvation]
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The Church teaches, as God clearly states in John 3, that Baptism is necessary for salvation.  The Church also believes that God wants all men to be saved, and therefore gives all men the opportunity for salvation.  The ordinary means of salvation is through the Sacraments (beginning with Baptism) given to us by God through His Church.  But, the Church holds out the possibility that there is some "extraordinary" means of salvation known only unto God, by which those who are not physically baptized may still receive the grace of salvation through Christ Jesus.

As St. Paul says in Romans 2, when speaking about those who have not the law, "…their conscience also bears witness and their conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them on that day when, according to my gospel, God judges the secrets of men by Christ Jesus."  Their ignorance may excuse them or it may accuse them.  

The Church teaches that non-Christians who are invincibly ignorant of the truths about Jesus Christ and His Church, "may" be saved.  In other words, it is possible for them to be saved, if they are indeed righteous, if they have never been told about Jesus, and had no way of finding out about Him and thereby believing in Him.  If, however, they have been exposed to Christ, and know something of the claims of Christianity, yet have either rejected those claims or not investigated those claims (wilful ignorance), then they may indeed have a difficult time come Judgment Day.

This is why it is so incumbent upon us, as Catholics, to do all in our power to bring Christ to the world, to bring Truth to the world.  The best chance any person has to be with God in Heaven for all of eternity is to be a Catholic who is devout, regularly receives the Sacraments, and does all in their power to be holy.  It is difficult enough to be holy with all the graces available to us as Catholics, how much more difficult for those who do not have Baptism, who do not regularly go to Confession, and who do not regularly receive the Body and Blood of Christ in the Eucharist   Therefore, we cannot simply sit back and say, "Well, these are good people, surely God will take them to Heaven even though they are not Christian."  That is gambling with someone’s soul based on a personal opinion, or on a "feeling."

By our Baptism we are all called to evangelize.  If it’s not something we are comfortable doing, then we need to pray to God to give us the strength and the wisdom to get out there and do it anyway.  The lives of souls are at stake.

No one can say whether or not someone will end up in Hell, that is a judgment reserved for God alone.  However, one can indeed say that getting to Heaven is not an easy thing and that we need all the graces possible in order to persevere in holiness to the end, and that the greatest graces available to us are found in and through the Sacraments.  Therefore, one can conclude that those outside of the Sacraments have the odds stacked against them. 
ARE YOU SAVED? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ARE_YOU_SAVED.doc
BEING SAVED DOES GOD WANT EVERYONE TO BE CATHOLIC-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/BEING_SAVED_DOES_GOD_WANT_EVERYONE_TO_BE_CATHOLIC-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
FEW ARE SAVED-MOST PEOPLE GO TO HELL 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FEW_ARE_SAVED-MOST_PEOPLE_GO_TO_HELL.doc
NO SALVATION OUTSIDE THE CHURCH-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/NO_SALVATION_OUTSIDE_THE_CHURCH-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc 

ONCE SAVED ALWAYS SAVED-TRUE OR FALSE-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ONCE_SAVED_ALWAYS_SAVED-TRUE_OR_FALSE-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
PROTESTANT SALVATION TEST FOR CATHOLICS-ARE YOU CERTAIN OF GOING TO HEAVEN-JOHN MARTIGNONI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PROTESTANT_SALVATION_TEST_FOR_CATHOLICS-ARE_YOU_CERTAIN_OF_GOING_TO_HEAVEN-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA FIDE AND DO CHRISTIANS NEED TO FORGIVE TO BE SAVED-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_DO_CHRISTIANS_NEED_TO_FORGIVE_TO_BE_SAVED-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
SOLA FIDE AND SALVATION BY WORKS-JOHN MARTIGNONI 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SOLA_FIDE_AND_SALVATION_BY_WORKS-JOHN_MARTIGNONI.doc
A co-worker of mine, who is Baptist, said that nowhere in the Bible does it mention anything about annulments, so he claims that our teaching in this area is contrary to the Bible.  How should I respond to him?
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First, let’s be clear on what an annulment is.  It is not a “Catholic divorce” as some have referred to it.  An annulment occurs when the Church issues a decree of nullity in regard to a particular marriage.  A decree of nullity is simply a pronouncement from the Church that a marriage never truly existed (CCC #1629).  There could be different reasons for issuing such a decree, but it is basically saying that there was some condition, or conditions, present at the time of the wedding which served as an impediment to an actual marriage bond being formed.

Does the Bible say anything about annulments?  Well, yes and no.  Your co-worker is right in that the word “annulment” is not mentioned in the Bible; however, the concept behind an annulment can definitely be found in Scripture.  For example, the reason John the Baptist was put in prison and eventually beheaded was because he said to King Herod, “It is not lawful for you to have your brother’s wife.”  

King Herod had married his brother Philip’s wife.  Even though the marriage may have been legal from the standpoint of the prevailing secular law of the time, it obviously was not in accord with God’s law.  

So, this is an example of a marriage that was never truly a marriage in the eyes of God, even though it may have been a marriage in the eyes of the state.  This is the type of marriage for which, in the Christian era, the Church would have issued a decree of nullity – an annulment – for.  By issuing an annulment, the Church is simply saying what John the Baptist was saying in regard to Herod’s marriage – no true marriage ever existed.

We find another example in Scripture of a situation where the Church would issue a decree of nullity if necessary.  1 Corinthians 5:1, “It is widely reported that there is immorality among you…a man living with his father’s wife.”  Now, it does not say that this man had married his stepmother, he probably had not, but let’s assume for the sake of argument that he had. That, too, would be an example of a marriage that was not really a marriage in the eyes of God, and the Church would issue a decree of nullity which basically says just that – no marriage ever really existed.

So, ask your Baptist friend if he thinks King Herod was lawfully married to Herodias.  If he says, “No,” which is the correct scriptural answer, then simply say, “So, if the Church issued a decree proclaiming that Herod and Herodias were not really married, you would have no problem with that?”  When he says that he would not have a problem with it, then simply tell him that he has signed off on the Church issuing annulments.

In 1 Timothy it says that Jesus is our sole mediator, yet we pray to Mary and the Saints.  Is that going against the Bible?
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/183-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-135
1 Tim 2:5 says, “For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus…”  “By praying to the saints, you Catholics are going against the Bible because you are making them mediators between God and man, and Jesus is our sole mediator.” 

Well, let’s look and see why that interpretation doesn’t hold scriptural water.  In the O.T. we see that Moses, Abraham, and Job interceded on behalf of others – that’s mediating between God and man.  Plus, we know that it is okay to ask others here on earth to pray and intercede for us – that’s mediating between God and man.  Once again, we have a situation where a passage of the Bible is being misinterpreted and misunderstood.  

There is indeed only one mediator between God and man, the man Jesus Christ, but as members of the Body of Christ, He allows us to share in His mediation.

Scripture says that we have only one foundation, Jesus Christ (1 Cor 3:11); but, Scripture says that there is more than one foundation (Ephesians 2:19-20).  Scripture says that we have only one Judge, Jesus Christ (James 4:12); but, Scripture tells us there is more than one judge (1 Cor 6:2).  

Contradictions in Scripture?  No   Not when these passages are read in context.  Jesus is the only foundation and Jesus is the only judge.  But, we are members of Jesus’ Body.  Therefore, we are able, according to the graces given by Christ, to share in Jesus’ role as foundation and as judge, and in other aspects of Christ, as well.  Another example, as a father, I share in God’s role as Father, by His grace.  And, so also, the saints in Heaven can and do share in Christ’s role as Mediator.

So, yes, Jesus is our sole mediator, but anyone who is a member of Jesus’ body, shares in His role as mediator and this is especially true of the saints in Heaven who are perfectly united to Christ.

Baptism by Immersion (See also pages 20, 35)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/185-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-137 

Introduction

This week, I was helping someone out with an argument from a Baptist minister about baptism by immersion being the only legitimate way to baptize. So, I thought I would share it with all of you. The Baptist minister had a much longer argument on other aspects of baptism, but I am just putting down the comments of his that I responded to which focused on the Greek word for baptism, which is: “baptizo.”

Baptist Minister

The practice of baptism in the New Testament was carried out in one way: the person being baptized was immersed or put completely under the water and then brought back up again. Baptism by immersion is therefore the mode of baptism or the way in which baptism was carried out in the New Testament. 
My Response
You say you go by the Bible alone, yet nowhere does the Bible specifically state that baptism is carried out in one and only one way.  Nowhere in the New Testament does it explicitly give instructions on how baptisms were carried out or how they should be carried out. You make your claim based solely on one of, but not the only, meaning of the word "baptizo.”  
Surely, with a doctorate in Scriptural Studies, you must know that the word "baptizo," in addition to meaning “immersion,” can also mean “to wash” or “to cleanse.”  You can verify that by looking it up in any Greek lexicon. 

Baptist Minister
Every verse in the New Testament where the word for baptism is used is a verse that proves that baptism is to be by immersion.  The very meaning of the word proves that.  The Greek word baptizo means “to plunge, dip, immerse” something in water. This is the commonly recognized and standard meaning of the term in ancient Greek literature both inside and outside of the Bible. 

My Response
Which means, according to your interpretation, that everywhere the word “baptizo” is used in the New Testament, it means to be “immersed.”  Well, let’s see if that is indeed the case.  First, let’s look at the Gospel of Luke.  Luke 11:38 states: “The Pharisee was astonished to see that He [Jesus] did not first wash [baptizo] before dinner.”  So, going by what you’ve declared to be the “commonly recognized and standard meaning of the term [baptizo] in ancient Greek literature both inside and outside of the Bible,” that must mean the Pharisee was astonished to see that Jesus was not fully immersed in water before dinner, right?  Is that what you wish to contend Luke 11:38 means?  I’m afraid that’s the corner you’ve painted yourself into given the fact that, according to you, “baptizo,” can only mean total immersion.  
But, let’s see if that’s what the Scripture means here.  Let’s interpret Scripture with Scripture.  In Mark 7:3-4, we find something that gives a different meaning to that passage in Luke than the one that your definition of "baptizo" results in.  Mark 7:3-4, “For the Pharisees, and all the Jews, do not eat unless they wash [nipto] their hands, observing the tradition of the elders; and when they come from the market place, they do not eat unless they wash [baptizo] themselves.”  
So, in Luke 11:38, the word “baptizo” does not mean “immersion” as you have absolutely declared it to mean.  It simply means to wash, as in one’s hands.  So, we find that “baptizo” is not restricted by the Scriptures to the meaning you have restricted it to.  It is quite obvious, from the Word of God, that the word “baptizo” can simply mean cleansing or washing, as well as immersion.  In other words, I have just demonstrated, from the Bible, that your premise: “baptizo = immersion always and everywhere," is false.  
Let’s also consider the Book of Acts.  In Acts 1:4-5, Jesus tells the Apostles to stay in Jerusalem and wait for the baptism [baptizo] of the Holy Spirit.  Do you contend that this means they will be “immersed” in the Holy Spirit?  Well, again, given the definition that you have stated as an absolute, you have to conclude that this means the Apostles will be “immersed” in the Holy Spirit.  
But, what do we find when we look in Scripture?  In Acts 2, we have the Holy Spirit coming down upon the Apostles on the Day of Pentecost.  And it is very interesting how the Bible describes this “baptizo” of the Holy Spirit that Jesus spoke of.  In verses 17, 18 and 33, Scripture speaks of the baptism of the Holy Spirit as being a “pour[ing]” out of the Holy Spirit.  Why is baptism in the Spirit spoken of as a pouring out of the Holy Spirit if it really is, as you must contend, an immersion in the Holy Spirit?  The “baptizo” of the Holy Spirit, according to Scripture, has to do with “pouring,” not immersion.  Your argument has placed you directly at odds with Scripture.
This is further reinforced in Acts 11:15-16, where Peter makes a direct connection between baptism of the Holy Spirit and the pouring out of the Holy Spirit that he had received on Pentecost.  So, for Peter, baptism and pouring are synonymous.  Do you still wish to contend that baptism always and everywhere means immersion, when in the Acts of the Apostles the baptism of the Holy Spirit means the Holy Spirit being "poured" out onto people?   
Finally, let’s look at the testimony of the early Christians. The Didache was written around the late 1st century and is possibly the earliest non-scriptural Christian writing we have available to us. Even though it is not inspired Scripture, it is a testimony as to the practices of the early Christians. The Christians who wrote the Didache could have been taught directly by an Apostle, but more than likely they were taught by disciples of the Apostles.  
Either way, they were witnesses to very early Christian practice.  
When speaking of baptism, the Didache states the following: "Concerning baptism, baptize in this manner: Having said all these things beforehand, baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit in living water – that is, in running water, as in a river. If there is no living water, baptize in other water, and, if you are not able to use cold water, use warm. If you have neither, pour water three times upon the head in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit."  The witness of the early Christians tells us that baptism by pouring was an acceptable practice among the early Christians.  Why then do you regard it as unacceptable?
To sum up, your entire argument rests on your insistence that the word baptizo means one and only one thing – immersion.  This is a flawed argument on your part, though, because a Greek lexicon shows that there are other meanings for the word – to wash, or to cleanse; plus, I have shown you that in Scripture itself “baptizo” is used to mean things other than “immersion.”  It is used to mean, “to wash,” as in the washing of one’s hands; and it is used to mean “to pour,” as in the pouring out of the Spirit in the baptism of the Spirit.  Would you care to re-consider your argument?

 I heard someone mention something about the “rubrics” of the Mass and I wasn’t exactly sure what they were talking about
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/196-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-146
Strictly speaking, the rubrics of the Mass are the instructions in the Missal that tell the priest what he is to do at Mass. In the Missal, the prayers the priest is to recite are written in black, while the instructions (rubrics) for the priest are written in red. This is why they are called “rubrics,” because the word comes from the Latin word “ruber,” which means “red.”   

I have seen, however, a number of people who use the word in a more general manner to refer to all of the instructions for the Mass that are found in the General Instructions of the Roman Missal (GIRM).  In the GIRM there are instructions that are specifically for the ministers, and there are instructions that are specifically for the people.

You can generally find the instructions meant for the people in the missalettes that are out in the pews.  They are usually italicized.  For example, you might see in the missalette the instruction “Sit” for the First Reading or “Stand” for the Alleluia or Gospel Acclamation. These instructions, or “rubrics,” however, don’t just tell us when to stand, sit, or kneel, they also instruct us on other postures we are to assume during Mass.

During the Penitential Rite, for example, you will see in the missalette the instruction to “Strike breast” when we say the words, “Through my own fault,” and during the recitation of the Creed, the people are told to “Bow” when we say, “By the power of the Holy Spirit he was born of the Virgin Mary, and became man.”  

These instructions, or liturgical norms, from the GIRM will also indicate when it is appropriate to say or not say certain prayers.  For example, in the missalette, at the beginning of the Profession of Faith, we are told that the Creed is to be recited by all “On Sundays and solemnities.”  At the beginning of the Apostles Creed, the instructions state that it “may be used at Masses with children.”  

These liturgical norms also tell us which prayers of the priest we are to respond to. Reading in the missalette, at the “Prayer of the Altar and the Gifts,” it says, “If no song is sung, the priest may pray aloud, and all may respond,” and then it gives the people’s response: “Blessed be God forever.” At the “Prayer Over the Gifts,” we are told, “The priest says the prayer over the gifts, and all respond,” and we say, “Amen.”

So, again, the rubrics are, specifically, the instructions in the Missal that tell the priest what he is to do at Mass.  But, as mentioned, I’ve seen people use the word in a broader sense to refer to all of the instructions for Mass, for the ministers and the people, that we find in the GIRM. But, in addition to the instructions we see written out for us, we need to understand a very important principle in regard to the rubrics, or instructions in the GIRM, and that is this: If the instructions do not say we can do something, then we cannot do it.  We speak and act when and how the instructions tell us to speak and act, but in the absence of an instruction saying we can do something, then it is generally assumed we cannot do it.

In secular society, the general principle is that if there is no law saying we cannot do something, then we can do it.  In Church society, the general principle is that if there is no law saying we can do something, then we cannot do it.

These rubrics and instructions are the Church’s liturgical norms which protect our official, communal worship from the whims of the individual, the imposition of idiosyncrasies and material heresy, and ensure that it does not become the private possession of any one person but remains the treasure of the entire Catholic community. 

I’ve always had a question about everyone holding hands during the Our Father…is that a violation of the rubrics?
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Technically, the rubrics pertain to the instructions for the priest during the Mass.  So, from that standpoint, for the people to hold hands during the Our Father is not a violation of the rubrics.  For the priest to hold hands with the altar servers and the cantor or anyone else, however, that would indeed be a violation of the rubrics.  

Also, as noted in the previous article, the word “rubrics” has often come to be used to describe all of what is written in the General Instruction of the Roman Missal (GIRM), which contains the instructions for the actions of both the ministers and the people during the Mass.  

Nowhere in the GIRM does it say, “The people are not supposed to hold hands during the Our Father.”  But, as I pointed out in that last article, the general rule regarding liturgical instructions is: If the instructions do not tell me I can do something, then I cannot do it.

Given that, it seems that the people holding hands during the Our Father is indeed an abuse of the liturgical instructions for the Mass that we find in the GIRM.  I know that’s not going to be a popular answer, but truth often suffers that burden.  And, as liturgical abuses go, holding hands during the Our Father would definitely not be at the top of the list, but it is what it is nonetheless.  However, it should also be noted that if a family does it at Mass among themselves, it remains a private gesture, but if the whole congregation does it, it is now a public gesture and a violation of the rubrics.

Now, someone might say, “What’s the big deal?  What harm is there in holding hands with those around you?”  I would answer that with four points: 

1) This is a gesture that was introduced illicitly into the Mass. If it’s “okay” to allow one unauthorized change to the GIRM, no matter how “harmless” it may seem, what’s to stop other unauthorized changes to the GIRM from creeping into the Mass?  Which is exactly what has happened.  

2) Jesus says that he who is faithful in little things, can be trusted with much more (Mt 25:21; Lk 16:10).  Scripture also tells us that Jesus is concerned with every iota and every dot of the law and that it’s not a good thing to relax even the least of the commandments (Mt 5:18-19).  So, even though it may be a “little thing,” should we not strive to be faithful in all things?

3) The liturgical instructions for the ministers and the people are filled with signs and actions that have very specific reasons for being part of the Mass and convey very specific meanings. The entire congregation holding hands at the Our Father interrupts the flow of those signs.

4) Finally, on a purely practical level, holding hands during the Our Father can be very distracting.  Have you ever had someone next to you who is coughing the entire Mass and then, at the Our Father, they reach out to hold your hand with the hand they’ve been coughing into?  Or, have you ever held hands with someone with sweaty palms?  That definitely hinders my ability to concentrate when praying the Our Father.  Then there is the visual distraction of those who twist themselves to hold hands with people in front of them and behind them.    

Again, I realize that this answer to your question may not be a popular one, but I have to answer truthfully.  I would simply ask the reader to consider all of these things in his or her heart.

HOLDING HANDS AND ORANS POSITION DURING THE OUR FATHER 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HOLDING_HANDS_AND_ORANS_POSITION_DURING_THE_OUR_FATHER.doc
Were Adam and Eve real? (See also page 23)
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Q: I had a former theology teacher at my parish’s school tell me that Vatican II changed the Church’s teachings on Adam and Eve and that the first few chapters of Genesis are to be considered as myths.  Is that true?
    
A: No, it is not. Below are nine teachings of the Church regarding the first three chapters of Genesis.  These teachings can be found in a document which was issued by the Pontifical Biblical Commission, and confirmed by Pope St. Pius X, in 1909.  These teachings have been the constant teachings of the Church throughout the centuries, and the Pontifical Biblical Commission expounded them in 1909 as a response to the errors of the Modernists that had developed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. The Modernists were, among other things, denying the reality of Adam and Eve.  

Now, you might say, “John, this was before Vatican II, the question is: didn’t Vatican II change all of this?” No, it did not.  We can find every single one of these nine teachings of Pope St. Pius X, as expounded by the 1909 Pontifical Biblical Commission, in the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) that was published in 1994.

So, here they are, the nine teachings of the Church regarding chapters 1-3 of Genesis, as expounded in the 1909 document from the Pontifical Biblical Commission, followed each time by the paragraphs of the 1994 Catechism that carry the corresponding teachings:

1) The creation of all things out of nothing by God at the beginning of time…and including time; CCC #’s 296-299

2) The special creation of man; CCC #’s 355-359

3) The creation of woman from man [Eve was created from Adam’s rib – well, the Church doesn’t say that it                       absolutely happened in exactly that way, but it does teach that woman was created from man in some manner]; CCC #371

4) That all of humanity is descended from an original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve; CCC #’s 54-55, 359-360, 375, 390-392, 402-405, 407, 416-417

5) That Adam and Eve were created in an original state of holiness, justice, and immortality; CCC #’s 374-379, 384, 398, 415-416
6) That a Divine Command was laid upon man to prove his obedience to God [“Thou shalt not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” – again, exactly what that means, we don’t know.  Was it really a tree with fruit that they weren’t supposed to eat?  Probably not, but we don’t really know.  But we do know that there was some command from God, laid upon man, to prove his obedience.]; CCC #’s 396-397, 399

7) The transgression of that Divine Command at the instigation of Satan; CCC #’s 379, 390-392, 394-395, 397-398, 413-415

8) The loss of the state of holiness, justice, and immortality of our 1st parents, because of their disobedience – Adam and Eve were kicked out of Paradise; CCC #’s 379, 390, 399-400, 410

9) The promise of a future Redeemer, a Savior – Gen 3:15, the protoevangelium, the first “good news”; CCC #’s 410-411

I doubt anyone will contend that the Catechism is pre-Vatican II.  So, if the teachings of the 1909 Pontifical Biblical Commission on Adam and Eve are also found in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, then it is obvious that Vatican II did not change the Church’s teachings in regard to Adam and Eve.
————————————————————————————————————————————

Q: In your column on Adam and Eve, you were saying that Adam and Eve were real people, but I have been told that Adam and Eve are merely representative of a number of “first parents” of the human race.  What do you think of that?
    
A: Well, it’s not really what I think of that, the correct question is: What does the Church think of that?  This idea that Adam and Eve are merely symbolic representations for a number of first parents is known as polygenism – multiple origins.  Pope Pius XII addressed the belief in polygenism in an encyclical entitled “Some False Opinions Which Threaten to Undermine Catholic Doctrine,” also known as “Humani Generis.”  Here is what the Pope had to say:

“When, however, there is question of another conjectural opinion, namely polygenism, the children of the Church by no means enjoy such liberty.”  The first conjectural opinion the Pope is talking about had to do with evolution and the Pope had said, in essence, that there are some open questions, some opinions, on evolution that the children of the Church have the liberty to hold to until such time as the Church authoritatively rules on those matters.  No such liberty, though, in regards to polygenism.  The Pope continued,

“For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains either that after Adam there existed on this earth true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. Now it is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Teaching Authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which through generation is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own,” (Humani Generis, #37)

If Adam and Eve are merely literary representations of a number of first parents, and there were actually multiple Adams and multiple Eves, then what happens to the Church’s teaching on Original Sin?  It falls apart.  Was it one particular Adam that committed a sin that was passed down only to his descendants and, therefore, we have some people born with Original Sin and some born without Original Sin because their “Adam and Eve” ancestors did not commit the original sin?  Or, do we have multiple Adams committing multiple original sins?  Or, is the whole doctrine of original sin merely a metaphor for the selfishness and pettiness and greed that we find when men gather together in a society, but it wasn’t actually a personal sin committed by a particular individual?

And, if the doctrine of Original Sin falls apart, then what else happens?  Well, the doctrine of Baptism falls apart as well.  After all, if we are not born with Original Sin, then we have no need of Baptism – certainly, at least, not as infants.  And if it is not Baptism that brings us into covenant with God, and it is not Baptism that is the beginning of our salvation, and it is not through Baptism that we receive the Holy Spirit, then how does all of that happen?  And, if we are born without Original Sin, then that means we are born in covenant with God, which leaves open the possibility that we might not need a Redeemer to come and die for us on the Cross.

In other words, if you try to monkey with the Church’s teaching on Adam and Eve, the repercussions go way beyond Adam and Eve.  Which is why Pius XII stated that Catholics, in regard to polygenism, “cannot embrace that opinion…”  
HUMANI GENERIS-CONCERNING FALSE OPINIONS THREATENING TO UNDERMINE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE PIUS XII AUGUST 12, 1950
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HUMANI_GENERIS-CONCERNING_FALSE_OPINIONS_THREATENING_TO_UNDERMINE_CATHOLIC_DOCTRINE.doc
————————————————————————————————————————————
Q: A small question originating from your discussion of polygenism. Did you mean to take the position that in rejecting polygenism, our Church at the same time requires believing Catholics to also believe as a matter of dogma in the literal reading of the Bible?   
    
A: In my discussion of polygenism (the belief in more than one set of original parents for mankind), I said nothing at all about the “literal reading of the Bible.” I simply pointed out what the Church requires its children to believe about that particular topic as quoted from “Humani Generis” and the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and the ramifications to Church doctrine of a belief in polygenism.  
Also, when discussing Church teaching, it is not my “position” or opinion that counts, what counts is what the Church teaches.  That is why I quote from papal encyclicals, Church Councils (particularly Vatican Council II) and the Catechism. 

Regarding, however, the “literal reading of the Bible,” it might surprise you to know that the Church does indeed require Catholics to read the Bible literally: “According to an ancient tradition, one can distinguish between two senses of Scripture: the literal and the spiritual, the latter being subdivided into the allegorical, moral, and anagogical senses,” (Catechism, #115). 

The Catechism continues: “The literal sense is the meaning conveyed by the words of Scripture and discovered by exegesis, following the rules of sound interpretation: ‘All other senses of Sacred Scripture are based on the literal,’” (Catechism, #116).

In other words, the literal sense of Scripture is the most important sense, because if you don’t get the literal sense of the words right, then you cannot get the spiritual sense of the words right, since the spiritual sense is based on the literal sense.  But, what does the Church mean when it speaks of the “literal sense” of Scripture?  The literal sense of Scripture is simply the meaning that “the human authors truly wanted to affirm and that God wanted to reveal to us by their words,” (Catechism, #109).

And, in order to properly discern the sacred authors’ intentions, “the reader must take into account the conditions of their time and culture, the literary genres in use at that time, and the modes of feeling, speaking, and narrating then current,” (Catechism, #110).  So, the Church does indeed insist on a literal reading of the Bible.  It does, however, warn against a “literalist” reading of the Bible. 

What’s the difference between a literal and literalist reading of Scripture?  Again, the literal meaning is simply the meaning the author intended to convey.  A “literalist” reading of Scripture is, essentially, taking the words on the page at absolute face value.  No taking into account literary genre, culture, idioms of speech, the author’s intent, and so on.

To give an example of the difference between the two, consider the phrase: It was raining cats and dogs.  The literal meaning, the meaning the author intended to convey?  It was raining really hard.  The literalist meaning, taking the words at absolute face value?  Cats and dogs were falling from the sky like rain.  The former is very Catholic, the latter is very fundamentalist.

So, again: Yes, Catholics are to read the Bible literally (check out paragraphs 105-119 of the Catechism for more on this particular topic).  And, yes, according to the Church, the literal sense of the early chapters of Genesis, the meaning the author of Genesis intended to convey, is that all of humanity descended from one original pair of human beings – Adam and Eve.

In Conclusion

Adam and Eve were real people. All of humanity descended from them. That’s what the Church teaches. That’s what we believe, as Catholics. If Adam and Eve are just “myths,” then the Church teaching on Original Sin, Infant Baptism, Baptism in general, and even on salvation are all called into question.
God wants everyone to be Catholic
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/215-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-164 

Q: I get the sense from what you write that you are of the opinion that God wants everyone to be Catholic.  Is that a fair assessment of your belief?
    
A: Indeed it is!  I don’t know how someone who is Catholic could believe otherwise.  Let’s look at the evidence.  First of all, Scripture tells us that God “desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth,” (1 Tim 2:4).  So, God wants all men to know the truth.   

Secondly, we see that Jesus Christ is the “way, the truth, and the life,” (John 14:6).  So, God wants all men to know Jesus Christ, because Jesus Christ is the Truth and God wants all men to know the truth.

Thirdly, the church “is His body, the fullness of Him [Jesus Christ] Who fills all in all,” (Ephesians 1:23).  So, God wants all men to be members of the church because the church is the fullness of Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ is the Truth, and God wants all men to come to the knowledge of the truth. 

Finally, since the Catholic Church is the one true Church founded by Jesus Christ, then God wants all men to be Catholic.  Now, you will get argument from many quarters as to whether or not the Catholic Church is the one true Church of Christ, but for those who call themselves “Catholic,” there should be no argument on whether or not God wants everyone to be Catholic. 

And I say that for two reasons: 1) If God wants everyone to be Catholic, as the logic employed above tells us He does, then all Catholics, who pray “Thy will be done on Earth as it is in Heaven,” should want everyone to be Catholic as well, and, 2) It’s a matter of charity.  Do we truly love our fellow man, or not?  If we do, then would we not want everyone to have what we have?  Would we not want everyone to receive Jesus in the Eucharist as we receive Him in the Eucharist? If it is a matter of charity to feed the physically hungry so that their stomachs are full, how much more a matter of charity it is to feed the spiritually hungry so that their souls are full!  And everyone who is not receiving Jesus Christ – Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity – in the Eucharist is indeed spiritually hungry whether they realize it or not.

So, since God wants everyone to be Catholic, and since it is a matter of charity that we share what we have with others, then it behoves us, as Catholics, to do all in our power to bring everyone we can into the Catholic Church.  
In Vatican II’s Dogmatic Constitution on the Church (Lumen Gentium), paragraph 17, it states: “For the Church is driven by the Holy Spirit to do her part for the full realization of the plan of God, who has constituted Christ as the source of salvation for the whole world.”  The Church as a whole “is driven by” the Holy Spirit for the salvation of the whole world.  We then, as individual members of the Church, need to a driven by the Holy Spirit in our desire for the salvation of all. 

Through our baptism, each and every one of us is called to the task of evangelization.  Let us resolve to take the task of the salvation of souls a bit more seriously than we may have done in the past.  Let us resolve to be a driven people. 

The Catholic Church is the authentic interpreter of Scripture
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Q:  "Who says the Catholic Church is the authentic interpreter of Scripture?  Answer – the Catholic Church.  How do you know for certain that Rome is the true infallible interpreter? The Catholic church is not the only church that claims to be the true church with an infallible interpreter. There are the Mormons, the Jehovah’s Witnesses, and many others who make this same claim.”
    
A: The Catholic Church does indeed claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture.  Doesn’t it make sense that the Church founded by Jesus Christ would claim to be the authentic interpreter of Scripture?  Who says that God is the one true God?  God.  Does that make His claim somehow illegitimate?  Oh, sure, there are others making the claim that they are the authentic interpreters of Scripture, but doesn’t that also make sense that there would be impostors who wish to usurp the authority of the one true Church of Christ by claiming that authority for themselves?  The difference is, the Catholic Church has the witness of history on its side.

When did the Jehovah’s Witnesses get started?  Was it 2000 years ago in Israel?  No.  Are there Jehovah’s Witnesses temples in the Promised Land dating back to the early centuries?  No.  In Rome?  No.  Anywhere in the Middle East?  No.  The Jehovah’s Witnesses have, in fact, no witnesses.

The Mormons?  Again, no witnesses.  Did they start 2000 years ago in Israel?  No.  Did anyone else see the angel Joseph Smith claims to have seen?  No.  What about those gold tablets?  No.  Any evidence of those two great civilizations that Mormons claim existed on this continent 2000 years ago that supposedly annihilated themselves in an epic battle somewhere in what is now the state of New York?  No.  Archaeologists can find arrowheads and pottery from small 10,000-year old Indian villages, yet not a single shred of evidence for either of these two great civilizations that Mormons claim existed just 2000 years ago.  History tells us that Joseph Smith’s claims were bogus in oh so many ways.

The same holds for all the other pretenders to the throne.  For all of them, they have no witnesses to bear out their claims.  But, what about the Catholic Church?  What witnesses does she have?  Plenty.  The witness of the Early Church Fathers, most of whom were bishops in the Catholic Church.  They were not bishops in the Baptist church, nor the Presbyterian Church of America, nor the Mormon church nor the Lutheran church, nor the Anglican church.

The witness of history.  Historians of all creeds and of no creed will tell you that the papacy can be traced back 2000 years.  That the Catholic Church was founded by Jesus Christ around the year 30 A.D.  That the line of the Bishops authority can be traced to the Apostles.

Was it the monks of the Methodist church that preserved and copied the Scriptures in their monasteries over the centuries?  No.  The monks of the Evangelical church?  No.  The monks of any of the "non-denominational" churches?  No.  It was the monks of the Catholic Church that did so.  Which church is it whose witness we rely upon for the canon of Scripture – to know that the Bible is indeed the inspired, inerrant Word of God?  The Mormon church?  No.  The Evangelical church?  No.  The Jehovah’s Witnesses?  No. 

The witness of miracles.  No church, that I am aware of, claims the existence of ongoing miracles – miracles that have eluded scientific explanation even to this day – other than the Catholic Church.  The miracles of bodies of saints that are incorrupt.  Eucharistic miracles that date back centuries.  The miracles of such things as the tilma of Juan Diego, which should have disintegrated into dust over 400 years ago and whose image still cannot be explained by science.  The many historical witnesses that relate the miracles performed by the saints – the Catholic saints – throughout the centuries – healings, raising people from the dead, bilocation, and many, many more.  All of these witnesses, and more, point to one and only one Church as the authentic interpreter of Scripture – the Catholic Church.

What does the Catholic Church teach in regards to tithing?  Are we required to tithe?
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/222-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-168 
The word “tithe,” refers to a religious offering of 10% of one’s income to Church and/or charity.  In the Old Testament, we see tithing mentioned, I believe for the first time, when Abraham gave one tenth of his spoils from a successful military campaign to Melchizedek (Gen 14:20).  Jacob made a vow of tithing to the Lord in Genesis 28:20-22.  Tithing was even written into the Mosaic Law, as we see in Numbers 18:21-24.

In the New Testament, though, there is no specific mention of Christians giving a tithe and the Church has not, to my knowledge, ever formally required tithing along the lines of what was done in Old Testament times.

The people of God are, however, required to give of their resources to support Church and charity.  
One of the five precepts of the Church, as found in Canon Law #222, is this: “The Christian Faithful are obliged to assist with the needs of the Church so that the Church has what is necessary for divine worship, for apostolic works and works of charity, and for the decent sustenance of ministers.”  In the Catechism, #2041-43, it summarizes this precept and adds that each is to give “according to his abilities.”

Also, the New Testament speaks of feeding the hungry and clothing the naked (Matt 25:31-46); supporting one’s family and relatives (1 Tim 5:8); selling homes and property to give to the needy (Acts 4:34-35); and mentions the practice of Christians setting aside a contribution on the first day of every week – Sunday (1 Cor 16:2).

So, neither the New Testament, nor the Catechism, nor Canon Law, specifically mention tithing when it comes to the support of the Church and of apostolic works and works of charity, but giving to Church and charity is indeed a necessary part of every Christian’s walk.   

But, even though there is no “requirement” to tithe put on God’s people as there was in the Old Testament, there are nonetheless strong recommendations for the practice of tithing.  Msgr. Martin Muller of Our Lady of Sorrows parish in Homewood each year tells his parishioners that the U.S. Bishop’s Conference recommends giving 5% to the Church and 5% to charity (which would include Church-sponsored charities such as Catholic Charities and Catholic schools).  He also says something that I know a lot of people who tithe agree with, which is: “I can’t afford not to tithe, because of the blessings that God has given me through tithing.”

Monsignor’s words reflect the fulfillment of a promise made by God in Scripture.  In Malachi 3:6-12, God tells the Israelites that if they will bring the full tithes into the storehouse, then He will “open the windows of heaven for you and pour down for you an overflowing blessing.”  And He doesn’t just tell them to do this, He says to them, “Put Me to the test!” Monsignor Muller, and many others who tithe, have indeed experienced that overflowing blessing.

Whenever anyone asks me about tithing, I recommend it as strongly as I can. But, let’s say you gave just 2% of your income last year to Church and charity and maybe you’re thinking that jumping up to 10% just can’t be done.  I recommend finding ways to sacrifice here and there so that you can double your giving to 4% this year, then double it again next year, and then moving to the full 10% the following year.  That way it gives you time to plan your budget around your tithe. 

And, if you get to the 10% level, and God does not follow through on His promise of pouring down upon you an overflowing blessing, well, then stop tithing.  But, I have yet to meet anyone who put God to the test on this, and wound up being disappointed. 

TITHING 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TITHING.doc
TITHING-FR FINBARR FLANAGAN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/TITHING-FR_FINBARR_FLANAGAN.doc
Is the Father greater than Jesus?

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/222-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-168 
Q: In a previous column you gave a number of passages of the Bible that point to Jesus’ divinity, but I had a Jehovah’s Witness come to my door who read a verse where Jesus says something about the Father being greater than he is.  Is that verse in the Catholic Bible and, if it is, doesn’t that point to Jesus not being God, since he says he isn’t equal to the Father?
                                            
A: The verse you are referring to is indeed in the Catholic Bible.  John 14:28: “You heard Me say to you, ‘I go away, and I will come to you.’  If you loved me, you would have rejoiced because I go to the Father for the Father is greater than I.”

How can the Father be greater than Jesus, if Jesus is indeed God?  After all, if Jesus is God, then He would obviously be equal to the Father.  So, does the Father being greater than Jesus mean that Jesus can’t be God?

Not at all.  What Jesus is saying here can be interpreted in two ways, neither of which denies Jesus’ divinity.  The first, is that Jesus is speaking of His human nature in relation to the Father’s divine nature.  Is not the Father’s divine nature greater than Jesus’ human nature?  Indeed it is.  In the Athanasian Creed, for example, it says Jesus is, “Equal to the Father as touching His Godhead, and inferior to the Father as touching His manhood.”  

St. Augustine says we, “Acknowledge the twofold nature of Christ – the divine, by which He is equal to the Father; the human, by which He is less than the Father.” 

So, we have to keep in mind the two natures of Christ – human and divine.  The Word Incarnate, as man, is less than the Father; whereas, the Eternal Word, as Son, is equal to the Father. 

The other possible way to interpret what Jesus says in John 14:28 is that the Father is greater than Jesus, not in the sense of nature or of being more complete, better, more excellent, or any such thing, but only in the sense of divine origin.  The Father is “greater than” Jesus in the sense that Jesus is begotten of the Father.  Jesus proceeds from the Father, but the Father proceeds from no one. 

St. John Chrysostom, “If anyone will contend that the Father is greater, inasmuch as He is the cause from which the Son proceeds, we will bear with him and this way of speaking, provided he grant that the Son is not of a different substance or nature.”

St. Hilary of Poitiers, “The Father is greater than the Son: but this is said in respect to generation – as a father is to a son – and not of classification…The possession of a paternal designation is permissive of a distinction; but there is no distinction as to nature.”

St. Basil the Great, “The Son is second in order from the Father, because He is from Him; and in dignity, because the Father is His origin and cause…The Son is not, however, second to the Father in nature, because the Godhead is one in each of them.”

Either of these interpretations of John 14:28 are valid and are consistent with the rest of the New Testament.  As I did indeed point out in an earlier column, there are a good number of verses that directly, or indirectly, identify Jesus as God.  Both of the interpretations mentioned above fit perfectly well with all of those verses; whereas, an interpretation of John 14:28 that says Jesus is not God, is in direct contradiction to the rest of the New Testament. 

Baptism of the dead
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/235-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-183 

Q: In 1 Corinthians 15:29, the question is asked, ‘…what will those do who are baptized for the dead?’  

We need to be told how the Church interprets correctly what it means. -Peter

A: The Church does not go through the Bible and give a verse-by-verse interpretation of each and every passage.  The Church teaches us that the Sacrament of Baptism is for the living, not for the dead, because the Church teaches that the state of your soul at the moment of your death, is the state of your soul for all of eternity (either in a state of grace and headed to Heaven, or not in a state of grace and headed to Hell).  So, if one’s eternal destiny is set at the moment of their death, then baptism of the dead is completely pointless. 

The Church teaches that when you die, you immediately face your particular judgment (Hebrews 9:27).  So, again, if you are judged at the moment of your death, how could baptism of the dead be of any use to you after you’ve already been judged?  All of which means, that reading this verse within the parameters of Church teaching, we see that one cannot interpret this verse as being a recommendation for the practice of baptism of the dead – as the Mormons do indeed interpret it.  

Okay, we know it doesn’t mean we should baptize on behalf of the dead.  We know this because the Church does not teach baptism of the dead.  But, if it doesn’t mean to baptize on behalf of the dead, then what does it mean?  Well, we don’t really know.  There are a few different possibilities posited by the Fathers of the Church.  First, some thought the verse was talking about a metaphorical baptism.  That to be baptized for the dead meant to mortify oneself and to engage in works of penance and self-denial. 

St. John Chrysostom interpreted this verse to mean that those who receive Baptism have hope that they, and all the dead, will rise again.  Others thought the verse was referring to those who call for Baptism when they are dying.  In essence, referring to those who are dying, as "the dead."  Still others thought that there may have been some among the Corinthians who thought along the lines of the Mormons today – that they could baptize, by proxy, those who had died without baptism, thereby giving them access to Heaven. 

Personally, what makes sense to me is that there were some folks who, being new Christians, and accepting fully that Baptism was necessary for salvation, became concerned for loved ones who had died before Christianity had been introduced into the area – before they had had a chance to be baptized.  So, out of concern for their dearly departed, and believing in the Church’s teaching on Baptism as necessary for salvation, and not being fully or properly catechized, they concocted a "scheme" of baptizing their dead friends and relatives by proxy.  Baptism for the dead, so to speak.  I think Paul mentions this as just one example of his point that if the dead don’t rise, then everything we are about as Christians, is pointless.  He goes on to say that if the dead don’t rise, then basically everything he has done is pointless.  Why bother, if the dead don’t rise? 

Two arguments against that last interpretation are: 1) Why would Paul cite a practice that he knew was not in line with the faith; and 2) Why didn’t he condemn the practice if that’s what they were actually doing?  My response in both cases would be that he was focused on the necessity of the reality of the Resurrection, not on condemning a particular practice.  Also, it could be that Paul had already spoken to those he is addressing in his letter about this practice and they knew it was not something that they should be doing, so he had no need to condemn it because he may have already done so at a previous time.  I mean, from the context, it is obvious that he knew the people he was addressing were familiar with the practice.  How could he know that unless he had spoken with them about it previously?  Just my thoughts… […]
When a Catholic comes to 1 Cor 15:29, what do we do?  Do we have to ignore the verse?  Do we need to be afraid of it?  Does it cause us any problems?  No.  We know, without relying on our own level of scriptural understanding, that this verse does not make the argument for baptism of the dead.  We know that because the Church tells us so.  The Church was given her teaching before Paul wrote this letter.  So, the letter contains the teaching of the Church, but the Church did not have to wait until the letter was written in order to have her doctrine.  The early Christians did not "base [their] doctrine" on the Letter to the Corinthians, because the Letter to the Corinthians had not yet been written.  So, to not perfectly understand a particular verse or passage of Scripture, does not cause us the problems that it causes a believer in Sola Scriptura. 
Hell and Eternal Punishment (See also page 55)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/240-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-188 
Q: Why would a loving God say he gives you free choice to love him, and then if you did not, send you to a place of eternal torment?  I have heard of others who believe that hell is not a place of eternal torment, but rather a spiritual death, a doing away with, or as the second death and perishing forever.  That seems more realistic.  But I would like for you to explain to me the logic of the doctrine of eternal torment of hell.
Response

Even were I as brilliant a theologian as a St. Thomas Aquinas or a St. Augustine, which I decidedly am not – neither brilliant, nor a theologian – I have a sneaking suspicion that you would not find my answer satisfactory.  I say that because it seems to me you are basing your question not on logic, but rather on feelings.  Feelings that are perfectly natural, and feelings that I can actually relate to (although my kids would tell you that Dad has no feelings), but feelings, nonetheless. 

No one likes the thought of someone suffering, even if just for a little while.  The suffering of others, especially of those we love, can be gut wrenching to us. The idea of someone suffering for all of eternity, then, is something that just doesn’t sit well with most of us.  It just doesn’t “feel” right.  But, we need to recognize that it is just that…a feeling.  And when it comes to matters of faith, feelings, no matter how sincere they are, can lead us down the wrong path.  Our Catholic Faith is a faith that is built on reason, or logic, and not on emotion, or feelings.  Now, we need a faith with emotion, but our faith cannot be built on emotion.  

Okay, on to the “logic” of eternal torment in Hell.  The logic is really quite simple: God gives you a choice to love Him or to reject Him.  If you reject Him, then you have chosen not to be with Him in Heaven.  Remember, you have rejected Him, He has not rejected you.  You have lived your life with the attitude, “God, my will be done, not Thine,” so God simply allows your will to be done for all of eternity.  You wanted to live for yourself in this lifetime, God lets you live for yourself in the next.  Hell is simply the farthest place you can be away from the God you have rejected.  

And the fact is, if you have rejected God in this lifetime, then after you die, the last place you want to be is face to face with God.  Have you ever, for example, lied about someone and they found out about it and you knew that they knew you had lied about them?  Who is the last person on earth you want to be around under those circumstances?  The person you lied about.  You don’t want to be around them.  You might spend a lot of time hiding out at home because you don’t want to go out and take the chance of them even seeing you.  And if you were to see them, it would be a very painful thing for you to endure.

What did Adam and Eve do when they sinned against God?  They hid from Him.  They did not want to even be seen by Him.  They did not want to be in His presence.  And when God did see them, what happened?  It was an experience that caused them a great deal of pain – pain that they had to endure for the rest of their lives.  So, if a soul has rejected God in this lifetime, contrary to what one might think, it would not be a very pleasant thing for that soul to be in Heaven in the presence of God.  

Think again about the pain one would experience if they had to be in the presence of someone they had lied about.  Now, take that pain, and when it comes to being in the presence of the Living God that one has utterly rejected, multiply that pain by a million to the millionth power, and you’re still not coming close to the pain the soul would feel.  That soul has rejected Love itself.  That soul has rejected Eternal Goodness.  That soul has rejected the very thing that it was created for – to love God.  Were the damned to behold the face of God, it would be so painful for them that they would long to be back in Hell.    

So, the logic of eternal torment in Hell, is that the soul has freely rejected that for which it was made.  As St. Augustine says, “Thou hast made us for thyself, O Lord, and our heart is restless until it finds its rest in thee.”  The soul cannot find rest in God because it has rejected God.  That is the essence of the punishment of Hell.  It is called the “poena damni,” or pain of loss.  The soul cannot be what it was destined to be.  The soul has lost itself in itself.  And since what the soul has rejected is Eternal Good…Eternal Love…then the soul’s suffering is eternal…without end.  That is logical.  It may not make us feel good, but it is logical.

But, does it really have to be “eternal” torment? There are those who say that it makes more sense to them that a merciful God would not allow anyone to suffer for all of eternity.  So these folks put forward the notion that either souls can repent after spending some sufficient amount of time in Hell as punishment for their sins – which means they eventually wind up in Heaven – or that God simply annihilates the souls of those who die in a state or mortal sin…simply wipes them out of existence…either after some period of punishment in Hell, or they say there is no Hell at all and the souls of the evil are annihilated immediately upon physical death.

I have to be honest here and say that I would like the latter to be true.  I wish that instead of spending an eternity suffering in Hell, that the souls of those who die in a state of mortal sin would simply be annihilated.  That way they don’t have to suffer.  I’ve often thought that if I made it to Heaven, but, for example, one of my children wound up in Hell, then how could I ever be happy in Heaven knowing that one of my children was suffering in Hell for all of eternity?  It just doesn’t feel right.

But, even though that’s the way I “feel,” I have absolutely no evidence that my “feelings” bear any resemblance to the reality of Heaven and Hell.  And that same goes for all those who “feel” that no one suffers for all eternity and so they simply dismiss the teaching of the Church on this matter, in favor of their feelings.  
There are some who even go so far as to say that not only is there no Hell, but that God does not annihilate the souls of the evil.  Instead, they say, everyone, good or evil, ends up in Heaven.  We refer to this belief as universal salvation. 

Again, though, all of these beliefs are dependent upon feelings, not logic or reason.  According to the Church Fathers and to many theologians throughout the ages, reason tells us that there can be no repentance after death. A number of different explanations are advanced for why this is so, but, essentially, the reason is that the soul that has rejected God is incapable of repentance, because the soul that has rejected God doesn’t blame itself for its situation – it blames God.

Back to the Garden.  When God catches Adam and Eve in their sin, what do they do?  Do they fess up, repent of their sin, and beg forgiveness?  No!  Adam first blames Eve and then blames God, “The woman You gave to be with me, she gave me the fruit of the tree…” (Gen 3:12).  And then Eve turns around and blames Satan.  Neither one of them takes responsibility for their actions.  Neither one of them blames themselves and says to God, “I’m sorry, please forgive me.” Just so the soul in Hell. So, there will be no repentance in Hell because the soul does not blame itself for its situation, it blames God.   

Now, to those who say that since God is Mercy, there cannot be any such place as Hell, the Church Fathers and theologians answer that God is also Justice.  His justice and His mercy are two sides of the same coin.  And, a just punishment for someone who sins against the Eternal Good, and never repents, is a punishment of an eternal nature.  Also, if there is no Hell – whether the souls of the evil are annihilated or universal salvation is true and all souls go to Heaven – then what restraint is there on the behavior of man?  While we should do good out of a motive of love for God, it is, nevertheless, true that the fear of Hell does indeed act as a restraint upon the actions of men.  But, if there were no Hell, than that restraint would be lifted and all hell would break loose. 

Finally, there is one more reason why we should believe in Hell, and in an everlasting punishment of those who die in a state of mortal sin: The Church tells us so.  Now, there will be those who read those words and a shudder will run down their spine, because to them, accepting something because the Church says it is so, amounts to blind obedience to a power hungry, aged, all-male hierarchy that lost touch with the world decades, if not centuries, ago.

Well, it is obedience, but not blind obedience.  As I have already mentioned, the reasons for not believing in Hell, for not believing the damned are eternally tormented in Hell, are based on feelings…on emotions…not on logic and reason.  Do we want a faith based on emotion?  That would be blind obedience, blind obedience to our feelings.  On the contrary, there is sound reason and logic to believe in the doctrine of eternal torment of the damned in Hell, as we have already discussed.  Furthermore, to believe in something because the Church teaches it to be true, is actually quite reasonable.  In fact, it makes no sense for someone who calls themself, Christian, and particularly for someone who calls themself, Catholic, to do otherwise. 

Think about it.  Why does a Christian believe in the Trinity?  Is that something we know by instinct?  No.  We believe it because the Church tells us there is a Trinity.  Why does a Christian believe that Jesus is God?  Is that knowledge infused in us at birth?  No.  We believe Jesus is God because the Church tells us Jesus is God.  Why does a Christian believe the Bible is the inspired, inerrant Word of God?  Is it because every single time we read the Bible our hearts and minds are so inflamed that we can’t believe it is anything but the inspired, inerrant Word of God?  No.  We believe it because the Church tells us it is the inspired, inerrant Word of God.  Why does a Christian believe bread and wine become the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ?  Is it because we see the flesh and taste the blood?  No, we believe it because the Church tells us bread and wine become the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ. 

So, if we believe all of these things, and many more, because the Church tells us so…if we accept the teaching authority of the Church in all of these matters and many more…then why does it all of a sudden not make sense to accept the teaching authority of the Church when it comes to the existence of Hell and the eternal torment of the damned in Hell?  If we believe Doctrine A based on the authority of the Church, then why do we reject Doctrine B when it is taught by the same Church with the same authority?  That makes no sense whatsoever.

Either you believe the Church was founded by Jesus Christ, through the power of the Holy Spirit, and for that reason accept her teachings as true, or you don’t.  If you don’t, then why would you want to be a member of the Church?  If you do, then why would you doubt the Church when it teaches about Hell and eternal punishment, or anything else for that matter?  Or, maybe you believe the Church was founded by Jesus Christ, but that the power of the Holy Spirit no longer guides the Church?  If so, then again, why would you want to be in this Church?  And, if you believe the Church is not guided by the Holy Spirit, and thus you believe the Church is wrong in its teachings on Hell and eternal punishment, then what reason do you have for believing the Church is right on anything?  On the Trinity?  On Jesus?  On the Sacraments?  On Salvation?

I can honestly say that if I thought the Church was wrong, on any single one of its doctrines and dogmas, or moral teachings – Hell, salvation, the Trinity, the Sacraments, abortion, contraception, Purgatory, homosexuality, women priests, divorce and remarriage, or any other one – then I would no longer be Catholic.  Because if the Church can be wrong in any one of its teachings on faith and morals, then it could be wrong on every one of its teachings on faith and morals, and it could not be the Church founded by Jesus Christ, and it would make no sense to remain.  I could not, in good conscience, remain.  So, even though I may "feel" one way about eternal punishment in Hell, I still have to trust, I still have to have faith, that God gave me a way of knowing what is true in this regard.  And that way is His Church.  And I have to trust in Him that He knows best, and that no matter what happens in the end, justice and mercy will both be done. 

Finally, if you doubt the Church when it comes to its teachings on Hell, then why would you believe the Church when it tells you there is a Heaven?  After all, where did you learn your belief about Heaven?  From the Church.  Isn’t it a bit hypocritical to not believe the Church on Hell, but then to turn around and believe the Church on Heaven?  Ask yourself if you want a faith built on reason, and logic, and the authority of the Church founded by Jesus Christ, or if you want one built on blind obedience to your emotions. The road is wide and easy…

When a Protestant claims that all Catholics are going to hell
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/247-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-193 
Q: A co-worker of mine recently found out that I am Catholic and he came up and started a conversation with me that quickly turned (at his instigation) to religion.  He basically said to me that he was concerned for the eternal salvation of my soul because I am Catholic and told me that I needed to accept Jesus into my heart in order to be saved.  I got a little angry with him and let him know that I didn’t appreciate what he was saying and he need not bother talking to me about religion, or anything else for that matter, any more.  After thinking about it, I realized I probably could have handled the situation a little better, but I am still a bit angry that he would assume I’m going to Hell just because I’m Catholic. I’m wondering where he gets off making an assumption like that, but I also would like to know how I could have handled it differently?
A: Ah, yes, the ol’, “All dogs go to Heaven and all Catholics go to Hell,” routine.  To answer the first part of your question: “Where does he get off” assuming Catholics are not saved and are headed for eternal damnation, I’m going to say something that might shock you at first, but bear with me - I applaud him for doing what he did. I say that because, by him striking up that conversation with you he was actually showing you the love of Jesus Christ.  That whole conversation grew out of his concern for the salvation of your soul.  He took a big risk talking to you, especially at work, about such a topic; yet he did so because he wanted to bring you to Jesus Christ.  Obviously, I disagree with his assumption that folks who are Catholic are going to Hell but, again, I admire him for his boldness and for the love of Christ that he was exhibiting for you.  I cannot begin to tell you how much I admire that kind of attitude and how much I wish more Catholics had that kind of attitude…how much I wish that more Catholics would be concerned with the salvation of souls…all souls.
So many times I have heard a Catholic say something like, “Well, my son married a Baptist girl and he started going to her church. I wish he was still going to the Catholic Church, but I have no problem with the fact that he’s going to a Baptist church.”  They have “no problem” that their son (or daughter or brother or sister or mother or father) has left the Catholic Church and is now going to a Baptist (or Methodist or Presbyterian or Evangelical or…) church!?  They have no problem that their family member has left the Eucharist – the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of Jesus Christ – in order to receive a piece of bread and some grape juice!?  They have no problem that their family member no longer goes to Confession!?  They have no problem that their family member has now rejected the Pope, Mary and the Saints, the priesthood, and many other gifts of God that reside in the Catholic Church!?
That kind of attitude drives me absolutely bonkers!  If you believe that Jesus Christ is truly present in the Eucharist, then how can you be “okay” with anyone leaving the Eucharist for something much less?  Or, how can you be satisfied that a loved one, or a friend, or a co-worker, or anyone else – who is not nor has ever been Catholic – has never received the Eucharist in the first place?  If you love them, if you care about them, do you not want to do all that you can to try and get them into the Church and to receive the Eucharist?  
We are often so concerned about offending someone, that we simply turn away from even making an attempt to share with them the truths of the Catholic Faith.  Your co-worker was probably concerned about offending you as well, but he swallowed his fear, trusted in Christ, and struck up a conversation with you anyway.  
Now, you might say, “Well, but he offended me and so it backfired on him and I don’t want to have the same result.” Did it really backfire on him?  Haven’t you been thinking about that conversation since you had it?  Didn’t that conversation bother you enough that you had to ask someone about it?  Isn’t that conversation making you think about your faith journey and where you are as a Catholic Christian?  Even though you got angry, he was actually very successful in what he was trying to do.  He planted a seed in your soul.  A seed that the Holy Spirit is using to work on you and which may one day bear great fruit.  
We cannot hold back from evangelizing folks because we’re afraid of offending them.  We have an obligation to share the truths of our faith with those around us and we cannot let fear of offending someone stop us.  Jesus Christ was not afraid of speaking the truth.  Jesus Christ was not afraid of offending anyone.  As long as we speak the truth in love, with respect for the other person, we need not be afraid, because Jesus will use our efforts for the good of all involved, even if it doesn’t seem like we were initially successful.  Our job is to throw the seeds out there, then pray for the Holy Spirit to do His job and bring those seeds to fruition.
So, how could you have handled the situation differently?  You could have thanked him for being concerned about the salvation of your soul and you could have told him that you have the same concern for his soul, and then asked him if he would be open to hearing about the Catholic Faith.  And, in order to be better prepared next time, and there will be a next time, I would recommend a talk of mine entitled, “Apologetics for the Scripturally-Challenged,” that you can get for free – on CD or mp3 download – at my website: www.biblechristiansociety.com.  It teaches you how to respond in just such a situation and turn the situation into an opportunity to evangelize.
The Second Commandment. Cursing and swearing
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Below is a little talk/meditation I gave recently to the diaconate formation class here in the Diocese of Birmingham on the 2nd Commandment. 
My assignment was to speak to you on the 2nd Commandment.  
We first see the 2nd Commandment mentioned in Exodus 20, verse 7: “You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain.”  
Most people who call themselves, “Christian,” are familiar with that Commandment – “You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain.”  The thing is, though, this Commandment is often viewed as, what I call, a “2nd Tier” Commandment. 

The first tier Commandments are the really serious commandments.  You know, such things as not worshipping false gods.  Worshipping false gods, that’s pretty serious, right?!  Then you’ve got the one about, “Thou shalt not kill.”  Killing is pretty serious business.  And, of course there is the one about adultery – that’s pretty serious, too.  But then, you have those commandments that…yeah…okay…they’re commandments, but they’re not really as serious as those other ones I just mentioned. 

For example, “Thou shalt not bear false witness.”  Well, you know, it’s not really okay to do it, but it really isn’t that big of a deal to tell a little lie now and then, right?  A little white lie…no big deal.  And this whole thing about coveting thy neighbor’s wife – well, what if she just happens to be pretty hot and what if he’s really a jerk and what if she would really be better off with someone like me?  It’s not my fault if he doesn’t really deserve her, is it?!  Besides, I’m just looking… there’s no harm in looking, right?!

And this thing about keeping holy the Lord’s Day.  Hey, missing Mass every now and then, especially when we go on vacation – I mean, you can’t expect me to go to Mass when I’m on vacation – or if I catch an occasional round of golf on a Sunday morning, or maybe I miss a Mass during deer season… what’s the harm?  Besides, I often feel closer to God when I’m out in the woods…out in nature…than I do when I’m at Mass with all of those holier-than-thou hypocrites.   

And this taking the name of the Lord in vain thing…well, if I let slip a GD (God damn, goddamn) now and then…or an “Oh my God!”  Or maybe a “Jesus Christ!”  It’s no big deal.  It’s just something you say.  It’s not like I killed somebody or somethin’. 

It’s not?  Are you sure?  As I’ve already mentioned, most people who call themselves Christian are familiar with the 2nd Commandment.  What most people are not aware of, however, is what immediately follows, “Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain… for the Lord will not hold him guiltless who takes His name in vain.” 

“For the Lord will not hold him guiltless who takes His name in vain.”

Do you understand what is being said here?  If you take the name of the Lord in vain, the Lord will not hold you guiltless.  Lest you think that to be no big deal, please keep in mind Revelation 21:27 – which is talking about the New Jerusalem, or Heaven, and it says, “Nothing unclean shall enter it.”  Nothing unclean will enter Heaven.  In other words, nothing with the stain of sin will enter it…nothing with the stain of guilt…will enter Heaven.  So, if you take the name of the Lord in vain, then you are not held guiltless – which means you ARE held guilty…guilty of sin…guilty of serious sin…and if you do not repent of this sin, you will go to Hell.  You will not pass GO, you will not collect $200.  And there is no “Get out of Hell Free” card. 

The Commandment about not taking the name of the Lord in vain – and this taking the Lord’s name in vain is also known as blasphemy – is a commandment that we overlook, or that we take lightly, at our own peril.  In fact, it is such a serious sin, that in the Old Testament it carried the death penalty.  The death penalty!  In Leviticus 24:16, it says, “He who blasphemes the name of the Lord shall be put to death; all the congregation shall stone him; the sojourner as well as the native.”  Death, by stoning, for taking the name of the Lord in vain.  And you have to remember that a physical death sentence in the Old Testament for a particular offense is generally a sign of a spiritual death sentence for that offense.

Okay, taking the name of the Lord in vain is a serious sin, but exactly how does one take the name of the Lord in vain?  Well, there are the obvious ways – using the Lord’s name as part of a curse word…GD this or GD that.  Or, literally cursing at God.  Or, when something happens that maybe surprises you in a not so nice way – maybe you’re watching a football game and your team throws an interception; or you’ve stopped at a stop sign and just as you’re about to go someone runs the stop sign right in front of you – and you use the name, Jesus Christ, to express anger, disgust, or even malice.  That is taking the name of the Lord in vain.

Or, you simply view the name, “God,” as simply one word among many in the dictionary and you quite often find yourself saying, “Oh my God,” over the most common and even profane things.  Or, on Facebook, or in emails, you use “OMG” all the time.  You may not realize it, but you are taking the name of the Lord, your God, in vain, and you are quite possibly causing others to do the same. 

Are there other ways we can take the name of the Lord in vain?  Indeed there are.  It is not just by our words that we can blaspheme, but also by our actions.  In Malachi 1:6, God says, “O priests, who despise my name.  You say, ‘How have we despised thy name?’ By offering polluted food upon my altar.”  You see, the priests were offering sacrifices of animals that were blind, diseased, lame, and so on.  In other words, they were offering sacrifices that had blemishes to the Lord, instead of offering Him the best of their flocks.  So, they were despising the name of the Lord, taking the name of the Lord in vain, through the offering of tainted sacrifices. 

And I need to note here, that the name of the Lord and sacrifice are very much intertwined throughout the Bible.  In Genesis 4:26, it says that after the birth of Enosh, son of Seth, son of Adam, “at that time men began to call upon the name of the Lord.”  Does that mean the folks just kind of sat around yelling, “Lord…Lord?”  No.  
There was something that was usually done when calling upon the name of the Lord – when seeking the Lord’s favor, when seeking His blessings.  Several places in Genesis tell us about this: Genesis 12:8, “[Abram] built an altar to the Lord and called on the name of the Lord.”  Genesis 13:4, “[Abram] …journeyed…to the place where he had made an altar…and there [he] called upon the name of the Lord.”  Genesis 26:25, “So he built an altar there and called upon the name of the Lord.”   

What is done on an altar?  You make sacrifices on altars.  Altars…sacrifices…are usually involved with calling upon the name of the Lord.  When the folks in the Bible would call upon the name of the Lord, they would first build an altar and offer a sacrifice.  That’s exactly what we do today in the Mass – we call upon the name of the Lord, while offering Him a sacrifice.  We ask His blessings…we ask His favor…His grace…through the offering of a sacrifice.

In fact, listen to what God says in Malachi, chapter 1, right after He tells the priests that they are despising His name by their defective sacrifices.  Malachi 1:11, “For from the rising of the sun to its setting” – you may recognize that from the revised Eucharistic prayer – “For from the rising of the sun to its setting, my NAME is great among the nations, and in every place incense is offered to My name, and a pure offering; for My name is great among the nations, says the Lord of hosts.”

Hmm…let’s look at this for a second…there is an offering, in every nation, from the rising of the sun to its setting – in other words, all day long – and this offering is one of incense, and a pure offering.  What is the one and only truly “pure” offering ever offered to God?  It is the offering of His Son, Jesus Christ, on the cross.  This passage from Malachi is actually a prophecy of things to come, because in Malachi’s day, 400 or so years before Christ, God’s name was not great among the nations.  And what occurs among the nations, today, in every place, something where incense is offered and a pure offering – the Mass – the offering of Jesus Christ – from the rising of the sun to its setting.  The Mass fulfills this prophecy from Malachi.

In the Mass, we call upon the name of the Lord, while we offer on the altar the pure offering of His Son.  All of this gives us a greater understanding of why it is such a grave offense to God to take His name in vain.  Because His Name IS great among the nations.  And, it is great among the nations, because it is holy!  In Luke 1:49, Mary says, “For He Who is mighty has done great things for me and HOLY is His Name.”  And we offer sacrifice to His name.  And what sacrifice do we offer?  A pure sacrifice…the sacrifice of His Son, Jesus Christ.  And if Jesus Christ gave His life in the name of God, for the name of God, by the name of God, so that God’s name would be great among the nations, then how dare we…how dare we!…ever take the name of the Lord, our God, in vain.

God’s name is holy, so to treat it as something common, as something that is no different from any other word that might find its way onto our lips, or, even worse, to treat it as something profane and undignified and even vulgar, is a very serious offense. 

How does the Scripture tell us we should treat the name of the Lord?  Read the Psalms.  Psalm 5:11, “That those who love Thy name may exult in Thee.”  Psalm 7:17, “I will sing praise to the name of the Lord.”  Psalm 20:7, “We boast of the name of the Lord our God.”  Psalm 29:2, “Ascribe to the Lord the glory of His name.”  Psalm 30:4, “Give thanks to His holy name.”  Psalm 33:21, “We trust in His holy name.”  Psalm 34:3, “Let us exalt His name together!”

We are to love the name of the Lord, sing praise to the name of the Lord, boast of the name of the Lord, give glory to the name of the Lord, give thanks to the name of the Lord, trust in the name of the Lord, and to exalt in the name of the Lord.  That is why it is so terrible when we take the name of the Lord, our God, in vain.  We cannot honor the name of the Lord in all of these ways that Scripture talks about, while simultaneously taking the name of the Lord in vain.

When we take the name of the Lord in vain, we are not honoring Him, we are not glorifying Him, we are not worshipping Him, we are not calling upon His name, we are not trusting in Him, and we are not praising Him.  No…when we take the name of the Lord in vain, we are doing the very opposite of what God made us for.  We are not just going against God, we are going against our very nature as human beings.  We were made to glorify God.  All of creation glorifies God.  But man, alone among creation, has the option of taking the name of the Lord our God in vain.  When we take the name of the Lord in vain, we are, denying our very essence, we are denying who we are as human beings, and we are, in essence, spitting on the corpse hanging on the Cross.  That is how serious breaking this commandment is.

When it comes to the 2nd Commandment, we need to always keep in mind, that we were baptized in the name of the Lord – Acts 19:5; that we were washed, sanctified, and justified in the name of the Lord – 1 Corinthians 6:11; that we were forgiven in the name of the Lord – 1 John 2:12.  And we need to always keep in mind, that people for thousands of years, have sacrificed their very lives, in the name of the Lord.

Given all of that, I want to challenge each and every one of you reading this to do something that I believe will help keep you from ever taking the name of the Lord, our God, in vain.  This was a challenge I issued at the last men’s conferences we had in Huntsville and Birmingham.  I want to challenge you today to strive for holiness in a particular way.  A not so obvious thing to work on to “strive for holiness” (Hebrews 12:14) – something that might not occur to you in your day-to-day life.  I challenge you to do one particular thing to strive for holiness in relation to the 2nd Commandment.  I challenge you to give up…profanity.

Now, you might be thinking, “C’mon, John, be real.  Cussing is no big deal.  It’s not like it’s a mortal sin or something.  It doesn’t hurt anything or anyone to use a little profanity now and then.”  Really?!  Are you sure?! Listen to this:  James, chapter 3, verse 10, “From the same mouth come blessing and cursing.  My brethren, this ought not to be so.”  This ought not to be so the Bible tells us! Think about this: When you’re at your church, who among you would walk up to the tabernacle and use a little profanity?  The “F” word, the “S” word, the “B” words, the “A” word, or any other cuss word?  Who would use any of those words right there in the presence of Jesus Christ? 

I dare say not one of you would.  So, if you wouldn’t use those words in the church, why use them outside of the church?  Let what you participate in at the Mass, week in and week out, affect what you do and think and say outside of Mass.  Imagine, if every time you started to roll a little profanity off your tongue, you stopped and instead you glorified God.  If you will substitute the divine, for the profane in your daily language, you will find yourself doing the same in other areas as well.  I guarantee, folks, that if you work on purifying your tongue, you will find yourself also purifying your mind, body, and soul.  You will find yourself striving for holiness.  And you will find yourself farther and farther away from ever taking the name of the Lord in vain.

Furthermore, what kind of witness for Christ do you give to people when you cuss?  I mean really?  How many of your family members, friends, or co-workers see Jesus Christ in you when you let loose with a cuss word or two? Model Christ in all things, folks…all things!

Not too long ago, in front of the Pope and the College of Cardinals, Cardinal Timothy Dolan said that “no Christian is exempt from the duty of witnessing to Jesus and offering Jesus’ invitation to others in his own day-to-day life.”  So, be a witness to Jesus Christ in everything you do and everything you say in your day-to-day lives.

Reverencing the name of God honors Him.  This is the beginning of treating each other with the respect for a dignity that is based on our being created in the image of God.  You are created in the image of God.  Image Him, then, in all things – in thought, in deed, and in word.
Job 1:21, “The Lord giveth and the Lord taketh away, blessed by the name of the Lord.”

The Parable of the Lost Sheep

http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/267-apologetics-for-the-masses-211-april-24-2013 

Introduction

This week I'm going to respond to an email I received that takes issue with one of the videos in my "Questions Protestants Can't Answer" series**.  It's video #14, which is about the Parable of the Lost Sheep.  First, the comments I received in their entirety, in italics, and then my response.  It goes along with the same theme of Once Saved Always Saved*** that we've been talking about in the last couple of newsletters.

Question/Comment

I am a Catholic and have enjoyed reading your articles from the time I have been receiving them in my inbox.. They often provide interesting and convincing perspectives on difficult theological issues. Thank you.
I am responding to your Video presentation on Questions Protestants Can't Answer #14 - "What does the lost sheep say about assurance of salvation?"
I am only giving my reflections, not from an attitude of disagreeing with what you are saying, but with reference to some other passages that come to my mind and the inferences I have arrived at.  Firstly, I must say that the word 'lost' may not necessary  mean 'Lost' in the fullness of the word, but is more meant to be 'strayed'. Because, once one is born again, you are a new person, the old has gone. And along with becoming a 'new' man, one receives several things: Sonship; the three offices of Priest, Prophet and King; a multitude of special graces and the rich inheritance of the saints, and add to it, 'all the blessings in the heavenly places,' etc., etc.  And God's gifts are irrevocable. Hence these things cannot be lost. You carry them with you even when you run away. I think the purpose of this parable - that the Lord had in mind - was not meant not to be used it to prove a theological point about 'can you get 'lost.'
Its focus is on calling the one who may be thinking he is 'lost' because of his terrible transgressions. It was meant to call back the one who has lost hope - so he can come back to a Father who never gives up on you!  It is meant to bring him back telling him, "Don't ever think, I have abandoned you, don't ever think I will take away your sonship, even when you think you are lost, you are my son, I love you please come back. You still have not been stripped of your offices; please come back and exercise it. Come let me put that robe back on you again. Don't give up because you have committed that terrible sin. And if think you can get 'Lost!' you must be joking, there is no place you can hide from my eyes, even the ends of the universe. I will come running after you. I will find you and bring you back!"
There is only one possibility though - to refuse to come back, after the Father has found the "lost," you. That is not because God chose to let you be lost, but because you choose to reject Him after He found you. That is the only way you can "lose ME." But I will never lose you. 
So there is truth in that sense, what the protestant brethren are trying to tell us. I am sure no sensible and mature protestant will say, Judas, the son of perdition was not lost!  Judas 'chose' to believe that he was "lost." The issue was that he "lost" hope' even when in truth he was always "found."
I will be happy to hear your perspective.
My Response:

Okay, first of all, what is written above is the product of this individual's own reflections.  Fine and dandy.  We are all allowed to read Scripture and discern for ourselves how Scripture is speaking to us.  Secondly, I don't think there is really a doctrinal issue involved here, although there might be - as I'll explain in a moment - so this is not a question of right vs. wrong in terms of Church teaching, as much as it is a question of a difference of opinion over interpretation.  Having said that, though, there are a few things that I want to comment on as a warning...a warning in two ways: 
1) Against the biblical interpretations of folks who you are disputing doctrine with; and 2) Against where our own private reflections can lead us. 

Let's start with that last warning first.  There was a phrase this person used that caused me to absolutely cringe.  That phrase was: "I think the purpose of this parable - that the Lord had in mind - was not meant not to be used it to prove a theological point..."  The purpose of the parable "that the Lord had in mind."  I'm sorry, but I would never use that phrase when interpreting some passage of Scripture like this, unless Scripture and/or Jesus' Church clearly tells us He had a particular thing in mind - for example, the Eucharist, Confession, and so on.  Scripture very plainly asks the question: "For who has known the mind of the Lord?" (Rom 11:34; 1 Cor 2:16).  And the answer is very plain...no one.  So, I would hesitate to use that particular phrase.  Instead, I would say something like, "What this passage is saying to me...," and then I would see if what that passage is saying to me is within the parameters of the teaching of the Church founded by Jesus Christ or not.  If it is, I'm good to go. If it's not, I better re-think my thinking. 

In regards to the first warning I mention, this person did a few things that are very common to how many non-Catholics will respond to some argument you've made, which makes me wonder if he really is Catholic, or if maybe he is a convert to the Faith who was not properly catechized and who has not lost all of his Protestantism.  First, notice how he tries to change the wording of Scripture: Well, Jesus said "lost," but I think what He really means is "strayed."  "Lost may not necessarily mean lost."  Really?  Well, if Jesus really meant "strayed," then why did He say, "lost."  "Lost" doesn't mean "lost," just like "Eat My flesh" and "Drink My blood," don't really mean "Eat My flesh" and "Drink My blood."  And rendering eternal life to men for their works doesn't really mean "rendering" unto them "eternal life."  And, being justified by works and not by faith alone, doesn't really mean "not by faith alone."  And on and on the manipulation of the words of Scripture ...the twisting of the words of Scripture...goes.  Be very aware of such things when talking about the Catholic Faith with folks.  Don't accept the word of man as a substitution for the Word of God. 

The other thing this person is doing, is not sticking with the context - either the context of the passage, or the context of what Scripture means when it uses the word "lost" in relation to people.  For example, the word "lost" in regard to the sheep in Luke 15 is also used to describe the "lost" coin and the "lost" son - the Prodigal Son - in Luke 15.  And, in relation to the Prodigal Son, his state of being "lost" is described as death.  "For this my son was dead, and is alive again; he was lost, and is found."  Being lost is akin to being dead.  And the death being spoken of here is not a physical death, but a spiritual death - a death due to sinful living.  It is not just that the son strayed, but that he was dead.  Dead to the father.  Dead in his sins.  He had been in his father's house, but he left his father's house, wallowed in sin, and became lost...dead.  So, the context of Luke 15 is not simply one of someone "straying," and "thinking they have no hope."  Uh unh...the context is one of spiritual death...separation from the Father...through sin.  The context is not about one who "thinks they are lost," it is about one who is actually lost.  The word "lost" here means unsaved...it means the loss of one's salvation.

We can also see this in Luke 19:10, "For the Son of Man came to seek and to save the lost."  Well, if being "lost" doesn't mean that you've lost your salvation, if it only means that you've "strayed," but you're still saved, then why does Luke 19:10 say that Jesus came to seek and SAVE the lost?  You only need to be saved if you are in a state of being unsaved.  Lost = unsaved.  Lost = spiritually dead.  Lost = separation from the Father.  Lost = hasta la vista, baby.  Jesus is seeking for His lost sheep, but the reason He is seeking for them is because they have lost their salvation that He has made available to them for free.  If they haven't lost their salvation, then they are not lost.  In other words, pretty much the entire argument this person is making in regard to my video makes no sense; at least, no scriptural sense.  Ignoring context is another tack of many Protestants who question and/or attack the Catholic Faith using the Bible.  So, just be aware of that.

Now, I say this is not a doctrinal issue because I don't think he is arguing for Once Saved Always Saved, since he says you can still reject Jesus after He has found you.  Although, he comes pretty close to Once Saved Always Saved with a couple of other things that he says.  But, I will give him the benefit of the doubt here, and hope he realizes that even though one is "born again" (through Baptism) and once born again always born again (no revoking one's Baptism), that doesn't mean you cannot turn away from Christ and lose the salvation He has given you through Baptism.  If, however, he is arguing for Once Saved Always Saved, then it is indeed a doctrinal issue and he is indeed wrong. 

Will Billy Graham be saved?
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Q: "Since Billy Graham is not Catholic, do you believe he will be saved?"

My Response:
Very interesting question there about Billy Graham being saved or not.  But, even though it is an interesting question, it is the wrong question to be asking.  I understand that we, as Catholics, can look around us and see many Baptists, Evangelicals, Presbyterians, Lutherans, and so on who, from all appearances, seem to be sincere and devout followers of Christ in accord with the teachings of Christ as they understand them.  They go to church every Sunday, and many every Wednesday, too.  They read their Bibles, they seem to love their families, they volunteer at various charities that help the poor and the oppressed...they just seem like all-around good folks.  But, what we need to remember, just as it is not within our authority to condemn anyone to Hell, so it is not within our authority to canonize anyone as a saint of Heaven, either. 

No matter how good someone may seem on the outside to us, we have absolutely no way of judging the interior of their heart - that is the province of God, and God alone.  When speaking about judgment, particularly about his judgment, St. Paul said, “I am not aware of anything against myself, but I am not thereby acquitted.  It is the Lord who judges me.  Therefore do not pronounce judgment before the time, before the Lord comes, who will bring to light the things now hidden in darkness and will disclose the purposes of the heart,” (1 Cor 4:4-5).

St. Paul did not even judge himself, because he recognized that it is the Lord’s place to judge man - good or bad - not man’s place.  I want to expand on this by looking at that question about Billy Graham.  Will Billy Graham be saved, even though he is not Catholic?  I think many people, including many Catholics, would say, “Oh, absolutely.  What a good and holy man Billy Graham is.  He obviously loves Jesus. Look at all the revivals he’s done in his life.  Look at all the people he has brought to Christ.  Surely Billy Graham is on his way to Heaven!”  And I believe anyone who thinks that way is doing a great disservice to Billy Graham.

Why do I say that?  First of all, as already mentioned, it is not our place to judge.  Second of all, do we have all the facts with which to make such a judgment?  Have many people come closer to Christ because of Billy Graham?  Undoubtedly so.  But, have many Catholics left the Catholic Church because of Billy Graham?  We cannot be sure, but for the sake of argument, let’s say that there are Catholics who have left the Catholic Church because of Billy Graham - I would be willing to bet that many have, whether he knowingly pulled them out or not.   Which would mean, while he has brought some closer to Christ, he may have actually helped to pull some away from Christ.  For any Catholic who leaves the Eucharist has moved away from Christ.  

Also, Billy Graham is a very intelligent man and a very learned man, so it is reasonable to assume that he is aware of what the Catholic Church teaches - about the priesthood, about the Sacraments, about Mary, about the Pope, and so on.  Yet, since he isn't Catholic, he quite obviously rejects those teachings and he quite obviously rejects the authority of the Pope and the Church.  Jesus tells His disciples, “He who rejects you, rejects Me,” (Luke 10:16).  Is Billy Graham rejecting Christ by rejecting the Church founded by Christ and by rejecting those who have been appointed to lead the Church of Jesus Christ?  We are not in a position to know the answer to that question, but these are all questions we need to ponder before we canonize the man.  

So, why do I say it is a disservice to the man to believe he is well on his way to Heaven?  Because by doing so, we are essentially saying that Billy Graham is just fine, thank you, without the Eucharist, without the Sacrament of Reconciliation, without the Communion of Saints, without the priesthood, without recognizing Mary as his mother, and so many more treasures of the Catholic Church.  So, since we assume he’s just fine as is, we assume there is no need to try and evangelize him.  And that is doing him a disservice.  That’s why I said earlier that asking whether or not Billy Graham (or anyone else) is saved, even though not Catholic, is the wrong question to ask.  The question we should be asking is: “Would Billy Graham have a better chance of being saved by receiving the Eucharist?  Yes or no?”  

That is the proper question to ask about Billy Graham, or about anyone else who is not currently Catholic.  The answer to that question, is “Yes!”  Everyone who is not currently receiving the Eucharist would be better off by receiving it.  So, our question regarding the non-Catholic should not be: “Are they saved” - that’s a question that is beyond our pay grade - our question, rather, should be: “Would they have a better chance of being saved by receiving the Eucharist?” Since the answer to that question is, “Yes,” then the next question we need to ask is: Are we are doing everything we can to bring those who currently do not receive the Eucharist into the Catholic Church so that they, too, may become “partakers of the divine nature,” (2 Peter 1:4)?

“Born again” (See also page 3)
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Q: Hello John, 
I am in a debate with a friend of mine about interpretation of scripture verse. He claims that God is correct and that those who are really 'born again believers'" are led by God and the Holy Spirit and the others are just by name only.
How do you respond back?
Thank you, Ruben

A: Ruben, there are a few different ways you could handle this.  I'll just give you a couple.  And what I'm about to say doesn't have to be followed step-by-step, you can make it your own and then use it against this guy.  
First of all, yes, God is correct.  God is always correct.  However, I would ask him how he (your friend) knows he is "really" a born again believer and not just one of those who only thinks they are "really" born again believers.  Whatever he says in response, simply ask him: "Wouldn't someone who thinks they're born again but really aren't say the same thing?"  And keep asking him that question.  That's to point out that he has no way on earth of telling who is or is not born again, based on his theology.  The "fake" born again believers will say the exact same thing as the "real" born again believers, so there is no way to tell them apart.  And if you can't tell them apart, then how can you tell who is and who isn't guided by the Holy Spirit (supposedly)?  Ask him what proof he can give you that he is really born again vs. someone who only thinks they're born again.  And whatever he says, keep asking him, where does it say that in the Bible?  Because there is nothing in the Bible that says, "This is how you tell the difference between a real born again believer and a false born again believer."  

 

Another thing you can do is ask him if he thinks you are a "born again believer."  If he says, "No," then ask him by what authority he makes such a declaration.  Tell him you believe in Jesus Christ as your personal Lord and Savior.  Furthermore, tell him that you believe in your heart that God raised Jesus from the dead and that you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord (Romans 10:8-10).  So, according to his theology - his interpretation of the Bible - that should make you a born again believer!  

If he still says that you are not a born again believer, then simply say to him, "Where does the Bible give you the authority to decide who is and is not a born again believer?"  Quick answer: It doesn't.  So, just drive home the point that you, as a Catholic, believe in every single verse of the Bible and that you are indeed a born again believer according to your friend's definition of being born again.  (For Catholics, being born again means being baptized, as it tells us in John 3:3-5.)

The whole point of that was to establish that you are a born again believer - whether he accepts that or not.  If he doesn't accept it, then you stress the point of him not having any authority whatsoever to decide who is and is not born again.

Now, once you've done that, simply ask him: "Are you infallible when it comes to interpreting the Bible?"  He should say, "Yes," because he has already said that the Holy Spirit guides born again believers and the Holy Spirit is infallible.  If he says, "Yes," I am infallible when interpreting the Bible, then ask him this question: "For the Christian, what is the pillar and ground of the truth - is it the Bible?"  If he says, "Yes, it is the Bible," and almost 100% of Protestants will say yes, then take him to 1 Timothy 3:15, and ask him why it says the Church is the pillar and ground of the truth.  And ask him how it is that the Holy Spirit didn't get the right answer on that one.  But, if he gets the right answer, then follow up with: "Okay, since the Holy Spirit is guiding you when it comes to the Bible, can you give me the one passage in all of Scripture that uses the phrase 'faith alone' or 'faith only'"?  He's not going to know that because the only passage in the Bible that uses that phrase is James 2:24, which says we are NOT saved by faith alone.  So, he will get one or both of those questions wrong.  But, if he is guided by the Holy Spirit, he shouldn't get anything wrong.

All of that is done to show him that while he may think he is guided by the Holy Spirit, he really isn't.  And, if he's not guided by the Holy Spirit, then how can he say that he is truly a born again believer, at least, according to his theology?

Now, what if he agrees that you are a born again believer?  Well, if both of you are born again believers, yet you disagree with each other on the proper interpretation of Scripture, then how can he say the Holy Spirit is leading all born again believers in their interpretations of the Bible?  Does the Holy Spirit disagree with himself, giving you one interpretation and him another?  No, of course not!  Furthermore, ask him if the interpretations of all born again believers - everywhere and in every denomination - of all Scripture passages, are the exact same.  If all born again believers infallibly interpret the Bible as guided by the Holy Spirit, then all interpretations of all Bible passages should be the exact same.  Yet, I don't know of one Protestant who has the exact same interpretations of all Scripture passages as another Protestant.  That's why they have all those different denominations.  So, no matter how you look at it, his logic makes no sense at all.

Also, when you ask him if he is infallible when it comes to interpreting the Bible, if he by some chance says, "No, I'm not infallible," then simply point out to him that that means he is not being led by the Holy Spirit, because the Holy Spirit is infallible when He interprets Scripture.  So, if you are being led by the Holy Spirit when you read the Bible, you have to be infallible in your interpretations.    

Finally, one other thing you could do, is pick any passage of the New Testament and ask him if he could tell you what the Greek words used in that passage are.  If he can't tell you, then ask him: Does the Holy Spirit not know Greek?  And tell him that he has given you no evidence that he is infallibly guided by the Holy Spirit when it comes to the Bible. 

 

Comments
These comments are specific to what Ruben has asked, but any one of you could take what is being said here and apply it to any situation where someone is claiming to be directly guided by the Holy Spirit when they are reading Scripture.  The points to be made are about authority and infallibility.  Most Protestants will tell you that no man is infallible - and when they are talking to Catholics, they are specifically referring to the Pope.  "He can't be infallible because no man is infallible!" they will say. 

Well, if no man is infallible when it comes to the areas of faith and morals - which is what we are referring to when we talk about papal infallibility - then how can any man claim to be directly guided by the Holy Spirit when reading the Bible?  The Holy Spirit is infallible, and if He is guiding you in your interpretations of the Bible, then your interpretations of the Bible have to be infallible.  And, if your interpretations of the Bible, from which you get all of your beliefs on faith and morals, are infallible, then that means you are infallible when it comes to faith and morals.  But, Protestants claim the Pope can't be infallible because no man is infallible.  If no man is infallible, then how is they claim they are guided by the Holy Spirit when reading the Bible?  Huge contradiction in the theology of most Protestants.  

In regard to the issue of authority, how is it that they declare themselves really saved and other people not really saved?  Who gave them such authority?  Where is their name in the Bible that tells me they have such authority?  I always ask people who believe in once saved always saved this question: "Do you believe that there are people who think they're saved, but really aren't?"  And, 100% of the time, I have the once saved always saved folks tell me, "Yes, there are people who think they're saved, but they really aren't."  100% of the time!  So then I ask them, "Are you saved?"  And they say, "Yes, of course I'm saved."  And then I ask, "Wouldn't someone who thinks they're saved, but really aren't, say the same thing?"  And, after thinking about it for a second, they say, "Probably."  Then I ask again, "So how do you know that you're really saved and not one of those who just thinks they're saved?"  And they generally reply, "I just know in my heart."  And I repeat the same line of questioning again, and again, no matter what they say.

The fact is, if you allow that there are people who think they're saved, but they really aren't saved, then no one can really know, with "absolute assurance," that they are saved.  So all of these folks who think they're definitely saved, but pity the poor slobs who only "think" they're saved, are all fooling themselves.  None of them have any authority whatsoever to make such a distinction between the "really" saved and the "thinks they're saved but not really" saved.  So keep hammering away at them about authority and infallibility.  Infallibility, or rather the lack of infallibility, is the Achilles heel of Protestantism.

Is Hell eternal? (See also page 46)
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Introduction

Craig, a regular reader of this newsletter recently sent me an article he had written entitled, Why God Will Destroy Hell.  I thought it provided a good vehicle for talking about the question of whether or not Hell is eternal.  Does God really punish people forever!?  His article will appear first in its entirety, then I'll repeat it but with my comments interspersed. 
Why God will destroy Hell

Many believe that Hell is forever. They believe God will assign all the wicked to this place where their torment will never end. Those who hold to this belief also usually believe the majority of mankind will end up there! I too used to believe this.

What’s the big deal?

Why is this not possible? Why does anyone believe this?

Let’s address the first question. The reason so many believe this is the Bible appears to teach this. There are phrases in the Bible that seem to make it quite clear that the wicked will suffer day and night for ever and ever!

So why would I say, “this is not only unlikely but an impossibility?  What are the implications of this belief on the character of God?

First problem
The key reason this cannot be true is because God would not stand for it. It is a contradiction to His character. The primary characteristic of God is His Love and mercy. His love triumphs over our just reward. His mercy says to the woman caught in adultery, “neither do I condemn you, go and sin no more”!

He did not come into the world to condemn the world, but that the world through Him might be saved!  There are many Scriptures that talk about how God will “reconcile all things to Himself”.
He does all things after the council of His will. No one can say to Him, “Why are you doing that?”

It is in fact His will that no one should perish, but that all should come to repentance. God finds no pleasure in the death of the wicked.  We may say we hope they burn in hell forever! This is not God’s desire! If we really think about it, this is repulsive to us as well unless we have an unforgiving heart. Jesus said, “If you will not forgive men their sins neither will your Father in heaven forgive you!”

The key to solving this conundrum is recognizing the misunderstanding of the words “forever” and “eternal”. It is also critical to understand that God alone possesses immortality. Man does not possess it unless God grants it to him, thus the saying, “corruption must put on incorruption, and mortality must put on immortality”. If it were true that all mankind possess immortality then those who did not make it to heaven would have to spend eternity somewhere, but nowhere in the Bible does it say all mankind have eternal or unending life.

Jonah 2:6, “Jonah went down to the bottoms of the mountains; the earth with her bars was about me forever; yet hast Thou brought up my life from corruption, O LORD my God.”

The word forever in the Bible does not always mean without end. At times it does. At other times it is referring to what seems to us a very long time. Think about it. When you say “forever” do you always mean a time without end? No.  We are told in the Scriptures that the last enemy God will destroy is death. In Revelations 20:14 says:

“And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death.”

After this we are told all things are become new. There is not more pain or sorrow or death. When death and hell are obliterated all evil is gone. If the wicked were still suffering in hell, you could not say there is no more pain or sorrow. In fact, you would have to say that the sufferings and pain of mankind have never been greater!

Why is this such a terrible belief?  First and foremost, it has terrible implication about the true character of God. You probably never really thought about this. I know I had not.

Think about it: Hell was created by God to serve His purposes. His purposes are always just. He also cannot separate His compassion and mercy from His justice. These characteristics are who He is. Can He require us to love our enemies and do good to those who do evil to us so that we can imitate Him, then turn around and assign these same people to a place where there is no rest day or night, where love does not exist and pain never ends? Would you do that? Are you more compassionate than God? I think not!

You see the problem?

Second problem
We are to be imitators of God as His dear children. 
If we think God would be so heartless as to assign the majority of His creation to a place of unending torment and torture, then can we not justify our cruel heartless actions towards others? Does not this perception of God perpetuate cruelty in our world?

Third problem
How can the lost turn to Christ the Savior and embrace Him with true love? Are those who are lost turning to Christ out of true love for Him or rather out of fear of the alternative of everlasting hell? Can we truly love a “God” who would assign many of our own friends and family to unending torture?

Some will say, “Well they chose hell”. Yeah right! No one chooses eternal torment! God alone possesses the power of life and death. If anyone spends unending torment in hell it is because God has placed them there and God see this as justice. I think not!

If you were assigned to a place of unending pain and torment would you not beg God to end your misery? What kind of a “God” would say to you, “Sorry you chose this place not me” and leave you there in your pain and suffering? Is this the God of the Bible? Is this the Christ who suffered for our sins?

Then rejoice in the Great God of love, mercy and compassion. A salvation that goes far beyond “all that we ask of think”.  Behold the lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world!

Craig

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

Craig

Why God will destroy Hell

Many believe that Hell is forever. They believe God will assign all the wicked to this place where their torment will never end. Those who hold to this belief also usually believe the majority of mankind will end up there! I too used to believe this.

What’s the big deal?

Why is this not possible? Why does anyone believe this?

Let’s address the first question. The reason so many believe this is the Bible appears to teach this. There are phrases in the Bible that seem to make it quite clear that the wicked will suffer day and night for ever and ever!

 

My Comments

First, let's consider some of the "phrases in the Bible that seem to make it quite clear that the wicked will suffer" for all of time - phrases that are not mentioned in this article.  

Rev 14:11, "And the smoke of their torment goes up for ever and ever; and they have no rest, day or night, these worshippers of the beast and its image..."

Rev 20:10, "And the devil who had deceived them was thrown into the lake of fire and brimstone where the beast and the false prophet were, and they will be tormented day and night for ever and ever."

Matt 25:46, "And they will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life."

Mark 9:43, "And if your hand causes you to sin, cut it off; it is better for you to enter life maimed than with two hands to go to Hell, to the unquenchable fire."

2 Thessalonians 1:9, "They shall suffer the punishment of eternal destruction and exclusion from the presence of the Lord and from the glory of His might."

And those are just a few of the many passages that talk of the eternal and everlasting punishments of Hell.  Maybe that's why so many people, including the Church, believe the Bible "appears" to teach that the wicked in Hell suffer tor all of eternity - because it actually does teach that.  

 

Craig

First problem
So why would I say, “this is not only unlikely but an impossibility?  What are the implications of this belief on the character of God?

The key reason this cannot be true is because God would not stand for it. It is a contradiction to His character. The primary characteristic of God is His Love and mercy. His love triumphs over our just reward. His mercy says to the woman caught in adultery, “neither do I condemn you, go and sin no more”!

He did not come into the world to condemn the world, but that the world through Him might be saved!  There are many Scriptures that talk about how God will “reconcile all things to Himself”.  He does all things after the council of His will. No one can say to Him, “Why are you doing that?”

It is in fact His will that no one should perish, but that all should come to repentance. God finds no pleasure in the death of the wicked.  We may say we hope they burn in hell forever! This is not God’s desire! If we really think about it, this is repulsive to us as well unless we have an unforgiving heart. Jesus said, “If you will not forgive men their sins neither will your Father in heaven forgive you!”

 

My Comments

To answer his question about what the "implications of this belief on the character of God" are: Well, the implications are that not only is God loving, and merciful, and forgiving, but He is also just.  The just penalty for sinning against eternal good - infinite good - is eternal punishment.  
Divine justice is not contrary to the character of God, rather it goes hand-in-hand with God's mercy.  It presents no contradiction in God's character to say that He is a God of justice.  What is going on here is that the writer of this article seems to be thoroughly imbued with the touchy-feely cumbaya theology of the past 50 years which has led many people to come to the false belief that Hell isn't simply a temporary condition a person may find themselves in, no, they have come to believe that there simply is no Hell at all!  Craig hasn't gone that far, but he is only one small step away from that heresy.

After all, if God is all about love and mercy and forgiveness, and justice is some sort of afterthought to Him, then why have a Hell at all?  I mean, isn't that kind of mean to send people to Hell, even if it's only for a few years?  Does God really want people to suffer that much?  Bad God.  Mean God.  My God is a God of love and my God would never send anyone to Hell.  That is not an uncommon position in our current day and age, even among Catholics.

Yes, it is God's will that no one should perish: "God our Savior Who desires all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth," (1 Tim 2:3-4).  But, it is also God's will that no one should sin.  Yet, people sin.  It was God's will that Adam and Eve obey His command, yet they disobeyed His command.  It was God's will that the Pharisees and lawyers get baptized by John the Baptist, yet they did not get baptized (Luke 7:30).  In other words, even though something is God's will, it doesn't always mean that it happens as God willed it to happen.  That's because we have free will and God will not impose His perfect will on our free will. So, even though it is God's will that all men be saved, that doesn't necessarily mean that all men are saved.  This is a huge flaw Craig's logic. 

Another huge flaw is this thing about the woman caught in adultery: "Go and sin no more."  Jesus didn't condemn her, so that must mean God doesn't condemn anyone.  Really?!  The problem here is: What if she did go and sin again?  What if she kept committing adultery?  In Craig's theology, you can commit as much sin as you would like here in this lifetime, ignore God's Word as much as you want, be as evil as you want, and there isn't Hell to pay.  Well, maybe for a little while.  Is that not an offense against God's justice?

And, yes, the Bible tells us that Jesus did not come into the world to condemn the world, but to save it (John 3:17).  But, it also tells us that He is the judge and all judgment has been given unto Him and that He will judge men according to their works:  

John 5:22, "The Father judges no one but has given all judgment to the Son."  

John 5:28-29, "Do not marvel at this , for the hour is coming when all who are in the tombs will hear His voice and come forth, those who have done good, to the resurrection of life, and those who have done evil, to the resurrection of judgment.

2 Cor 5:10, "For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so that each one may receive good or evil, according to what he has done in the body."

Hebrews 10:26-27, "For if we sin deliberately after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins, but a fearful prospect of judgment, and a fury of fire will consume the adversaries."

So, does this mean there is a contradiction in the Bible?  Not at all.  When Jesus came the first time, He did not come to judge the world but to bring salvation to all men.  But, He's coming back...

These passages apparently have been ignored by Craig.  This is why it is so imperative that one read all of the Bible, in context, and with the mind of the Church.  What is happening here is that Craig is imitating many of those in Protestant denominations by taking a passage here and a passage there, and having those passages trump all other passages based on his preconceived notions and beliefs.

 

Craig

The key to solving this conundrum is recognizing the misunderstanding of the words “forever” and “eternal”. It is also critical to understand that God alone possesses immortality. Man does not possess it unless God grants it to him, thus the saying, “corruption must put on incorruption, and mortality must put on immortality”. If it were true that all mankind possess immortality then those who did not make it to heaven would have to spend eternity somewhere, but nowhere in the Bible does it say all mankind have eternal or unending life.

Jonah 2:6, “Jonah went down to the bottoms of the mountains; the earth with her bars was about me forever; yet hast Thou brought up my life from corruption, O LORD my God.”

The word forever in the Bible does not always mean without end. At times it does. At other times it is referring to what seems to us a very long time. Think about it. When you say “forever” do you always mean a time without end? No.  

 

My Comments

The problem here is that it is Craig who apparently gets to decide when "forever" means forever and when it only means a really long time.  But the thing is, the verse that he cites to say that sometimes "forever" actually means a really long time and not forever, doesn't back up what he is saying.  In Jonah 2:6, Jonah thinks he is indeed descending to the Pit forever, not just for a long time.  "Forever" doesn't mean a really long time here, it means forever.  The fact that it wasn't forever, thanks to God's mercy, doesn't change the meaning of the word. It does not mean "a really long time" in this context, it means "forever."  Furthermore, Jonah is in the belly of the beast for only 3 days.  So is Craig saying "forever" actually means 3 days in some instances?  That's not a long time.  He has completely and utterly missed what is going on here. The problem is, he has made himself THE authoritative interpreter of Scripture, and that is a really dangerous thing to do. 

The "key to solving this conundrum" is to realize that there is no conundrum.  When God uses the word "eternal," He means "eternal."  Yes, we oftentimes use the word in a colloquial manner when we say things like, "That took forever."  But the context tells us, pretty clearly, that our meaning is not literally forever.  
The word may be used that way somewhere in the Bible, I don't really know, but in pretty much all of the places that I looked, the words "forever" and "eternal," in context, mean without end.  They are almost always used in the context of the next life - which is without end - or in relation to God - Who is without end.

For example, 2 Tim 2:10, "Therefore I endure everything for the sake of the elect, that they also may obtain the salvation which in Christ Jesus goes with eternal glory."  So, does eternal here mean, "a long time," but not forever and ever?  Do we have salvation for only a set period of time and then we lose it somehow, just like Craig says eternal damnation is only for a set period of time and then its over?

Romans 16:26, "...but is now disclosed and through the prophetic writings is made known to all nations, according to the command of the eternal God..."  Is God only God for a really long period of time, but not for all of eternity?

John 10:28, "...and I give them eternal life, and they shall never perish..."  I'll bet Craig believes that "eternal" means without end here.  Why?  Because it fits with what he wants to believe.  It fits his preconceived beliefs and so he makes the Bible conform to what he believes rather than the other way around.

And, here is a verse that presents a really, really big problem for Craig: Matthew 26:24 - "The Son of Man goes as it is written of Him, but woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed! It would have been better for that man if he had not been born."  Well, if Judas is going to eventually end up in Heaven, then how could Jesus say that it would be better for him if he had never been born?  If Hell is temporary, but Heaven is forever and ever - without end - then it makes no sense for Jesus to say that.

And here is a verse that presents an even bigger problem for Craig's interpretation of "eternal," Matthew 25:46 - And they will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life."  According to Craig, the first "eternal" must mean only a really long time, where the second "eternal" means forever and ever.  I'll let St. Augustine answer that argument: 

"How can eternal punishment be taken to mean a fire of long duration, and eternal life be believed to be without end, when in the very same place and in one and the same sentence Christ spoke of both together...?  If both are eternal, certainly it must be understood either that both are of long duration but with an end, or both are perpetual and without end.  For they are related as being equal: on the one hand, eternal punishment, and on the other, eternal life.  But to say in this one and the same sense, eternal life will be without end and eternal punishment will have an end, is quite absurd."

I wouldn't want to be on the wrong end of one of St. Augustine's arguments.

 

Craig

We are told in the Scriptures that the last enemy God will destroy is death. In Revelations 20:14 says:

“And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death.”

After this we are told all things are become new. There is not more pain or sorrow or death. When death and hell are obliterated all evil is gone. If the wicked were still suffering in hell, you could not say there is no more pain or sorrow. In fact, you would have to say that the sufferings and pain of mankind have never been greater!

 

My Comments

Again, a huge misinterpretation of the Scriptures, that results from him not taking Rev 20:14 in context.  He apparently didn't read Rev 20:13 and Rev 20:15.  There is a judgment going on at the end of time.  Christ is the judge.  All men are judged by "what they had done."  Then Death and Hades are thrown into the lake of fire.  Craig seems to think that Hades is Hell.  And that when Hades is thrown into the lake of fire, then that's it, Hell is "obliterated," according to Craig.  The problem is, Hades is not Hell.  The lake of fire is Hell.  We know this because in Rev 20:10, it tells us that Satan is thrown into the lake of fire, where the false prophet and the beast already are, and that they will be "tormented day and night for ever and ever."  Well, that's a pretty good description of what happens in Hell.  Furthermore, in verse 15, Scripture tells us that those whose names are not found written in the book of life are thrown into the lake of fire.  Are these people "obliterated"?  Nowhere does the Church teach that anyone is obliterated, or annihilated - not Satan, not his angels, and not those who die with mortal sin on their souls.

In fact, the Church teaches that the pains of Hell are forever.  In the Fourth Lateran Council and the Council of Florence and other councils, the Church has taught that the sufferings of Hell are eternal.  The Catechism states as follows: "Immediately after death the souls of those who die in a state of mortal sin descend into hell, where they suffer the punishments of hell, 'eternal fire.'  The chief punishment of hell is eternal separation from God..." (CCC #1035).  In #1861 it states, "If it [mortal sin] is not redeemed by repentance and God's forgiveness, it causes exclusion from Christ's kingdom and the eternal death of hell..."

The punishments of Hell last for all of eternity.  Hell is not destroyed when Christ returns at the end of time.  Craig's "interpretation" of the Scriptures makes a mockery of the judgment of Matthew 25, with the sheep and the goats.  According to Craig's interpretation, the scene would necessarily play out as follows:  Christ returns to earth.  The dead are raised.  The sheep are put on the right, and the goats on the left.  The sheep are told they have eternal life and the goats are told they have eternal punishment.  Then, Christ throws Death and Hades into the lake of fire, and that means there is no more suffering, so the goats who were just told they will suffer eternal punishment, now get to have eternal life.  Sort of a "just kidding" moment that Jesus pulled on them.

What Craig, again, is not doing, is putting things in context.  The verses that talk about a new heaven and a new earth and no more tears and no more death and no more pain is being addressed specifically to those who die in a state of grace, to the sheep who were on God's right hand at the judgment.  To those who fed the hungry, clothed the naked, and so on.  
We know this because in verse 8 of Revelation 21, it says, "But as for the cowardly, the faithless, the polluted, as for murderers, fornicators, sorcerers, idolaters, and all liars, their lot shall be in the lake that burns with fire and brimstone, which is the second death."  The second death is eternal damnation - it is not "obliteration" or annihilation.  Interpreting the Scriptures as Craig does turns Jesus into a guy who contradicts Himself over and over again.  His interpretation makes a holy mess of the Scriptures.

 

Craig

Why is this such a terrible belief?  First and foremost, it has terrible implication about the true character of God. You probably never really thought about this. I know I had not.

Think about it: Hell was created by God to serve His purposes. His purposes are always just. He also cannot separate His compassion and mercy from His justice. These characteristics are who He is. Can He require us to love our enemies and do good to those who do evil to us so that we can imitate Him, then turn around and assign these same people to a place where there is no rest day or night, where love does not exist and pain never ends? Would you do that? Are you more compassionate than God? I think not!

You see the problem?

 

My Comments

This is one of those instances where it is best to remember the lines: "For who has known the mind of the Lord so as to instruct Him?" (1 Cor 2:16), and "Has God not made foolish the wisdom of this world?" (1 Cor 1:20).  Sometimes there are things in our faith that we simply cannot wrap our minds around.  So, since we can't understand it, does that give us the right to start making up our own beliefs?  No, it doesn't.  We still have to conform our beliefs to what God has taught us in His Word, in and through His Church, as opposed to conforming God's Word to our beliefs.

The question: "Are you more compassionate than God?" is not the correct question to be asking.  The correct question is: "Are you more just than God?"  Or, do you know more about mercy and justice than God?"  The answer to all of these questions is, "No."  

Let's say I wanted to have an affair - commit adultery - could I say, "Well, I did it because I stopped loving my wife and I fell in love with this other woman.  So, I did it out of love.  Will God condemn me to Hell just because I fell in love with someone other than my wife?  God wouldn't do that, would He?"  In other words, I would be way more compassionate to myself than God would probably be in this situation.  So, does that mean that I'm more compassionate than God?  No, it doesn't.  It means that I am less just than God.  

 

Craig

Second problem
We are to be imitators of God as His dear children. If we think God would be so heartless as to assign the majority of His creation to a place of unending torment and torture, then can we not justify our cruel heartless actions towards others? Does not this perception of God perpetuate cruelty in our world?

 

My Comments

This is a straw man argument.  I have never heard of anyone, anywhere, at any time, try to justify their "cruel heartless actions toward others" by saying, "Well, I did it because there's a Hell, and if God can do it, then so can I."  So, no, this "perception of God" does not perpetuate cruelty in our world.  It is those who do not conform themselves to God's law for us that perpetuate cruelty in our world.  

God allows those who have rejected Him to go to the place where they are separated from Him - Hell.  If you had a child who hated you, who disobeyed your rules, who did harm to your other children, who did not want to be anywhere near you, would you be so heartless as to bind them and force them to sit in your presence every single minute of every day for their entire lives?  How cruel would that be?!  Or would you let him go, as the father did in the Parable of the Prodigal Son?  If you had compassion, you would let him go.  You would let him separate himself from you and from your family.  And, you would let him suffer the consequences of his choices.  That would be the just, and merciful, and compassionate thing to do.  

 

Craig

Third problem
How can the lost turn to Christ the Savior and embrace Him with true love? Are those who are lost turning to Christ out of true love for Him or rather out of fear of the alternative of everlasting hell? Can we truly love a “God” who would assign many of our own friends and family to unending torture?

Some will say, “Well they chose hell”. Yeah right! No one chooses eternal torment! God alone possesses the power of life and death. If anyone spends unending torment in hell it is because God has placed them there and God see this as justice. I think not!

If you were assigned to a place of unending pain and torment would you not beg God to end your misery? What kind of a “God” would say to you, “Sorry you chose this place not me” and leave you there in your pain and suffering? Is this the God of the Bible? Is this the Christ who suffered for our sins?

Then rejoice in the Great God of love, mercy and compassion. A salvation that goes far beyond “all that we ask of think”.  Behold the lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world!

 

My Comments

"How can the lost turn to Christ and embrace Him with true love?"  Gee, I don't know, maybe the same way the lost have been turning to Christ and embracing Him with true love for the last 2000 years?  There is nothing in the teaching of Hell that precludes those who are lost from turning to Christ in love.  Craig wants to place his mindset in the minds and hearts of every other man and woman on this planet.  Not a good thing to do.  I was lost, terribly lost, for 13 years.  I was headed straight to Hell.  Yet, I turned to Christ and embraced Him, eventually, with true love.  Yet, I believe in Hell and that there are, as Jesus says, many who take the wide and easy path to Hell.  According to Craig's theology, that isn't possible.  So, how did I do that?

Furthermore, this thing about turning to Christ because you fear the pains of Hell - Craig presents this as somehow being a non-legitimate reason for turning to Christ.  Who is Craig to say such a thing?  Scripture tells us that the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom.  Now, some will say, "Well, that means you fear offending Him because of your love for Him."  Well, maybe, but I would say that is only one of the meanings the phrase has.  Another of the meanings is to fear the punishments due to disobeying the Lord's commandments and not following His will for your life.  Jesus, in fact, tells us as much, "And do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul; rather fear him who can destroy both soul and body in Hell."  Well, who exactly is it that can destroy both body and soul in Hell?  Jesus, who is all-loving and all-merciful tells us to be afraid of the one who can destroy our body and our soul in Hell.  Fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom.

Getting someone to "fear the Lord" by recognizing that their behavior could cause them to suffer the punishments of Hell for all of eternity, is actually not a bad first step towards loving the Lord with all of your mind, heart, strength, and soul.  You are not going to find that a lot of people can love, right off the bat, a Jesus that they do not know and may never have heard of.  So, if the only legitimate way of getting people to turn to Christ is because they love Christ, well, you're going to have a tough time.  But, if you can get them to start thinking about mending their ways of living because of the punishment due to their sins, and that becomes a first step towards a true and authentic love of Christ, where is the problem with that?  

And, yes, Craig, those who end up in Hell are there because they chose to be there.  Furthermore, the Church teaches that they do not repent of their sins once they begin suffering the pains of Hell.  If that were so, don't you think God would have forgiven Satan and his angels by now?  Satan, who is more intelligent, and who knows about God with more certainty than any of us here on earth, still hasn't repented, has he?  No, in fact, he is doing just the opposite of repenting.  He is trying his best to have as many of God's children as possible wind up in Hell with him.  Do you think God is thinking, "Well, that Satan, even though he's doing everything he can to thwart my purposes for mankind, I guess he's suffered enough, maybe it's time to forgive him."  If you believe someone will repent once they have tasted the punishments of Hell, then why haven't Satan and his angels repented?  Why haven't they cried to God for mercy?  The same is true of those among men who choose Hell over Heaven.  They will not seek repentance.  They will not cry out for mercy.  They will spend eternity in Hell because they choose that over the alternative.

To wrap this up, the overall message here is that Craig, a Catholic, is trying to pass off as fact, his opinion of the way things should be.  It's one thing to ask questions and to speculate on matters related to theology, it's quite another to try and present your opinion - an opinion that is not held by the Church - as dogma.  At the Fourth Lateran Council, the Council of Florence, and other councils, the punishments of Hell are taught as being eternal - without end.  In the Catechism, which contains the official teaching of the Church, the pains of Hell are taught as being eternal - without end.  The Early Church Fathers - as well as the later Church Fathers - taught that the pains of Hell are eternal.  The theology of anyone who says otherwise, or who says there is no Hell, is simply wrong.  It is not Catholic theology.  It is a dangerous theology that, if not repented of, could possibly land someone in Hell for all of eternity - even if they try to console themselves with the thought, "Hey, I'll only be here for a little while."

Closing Comments

It is a very dangerous thing to think you know better than the Church when it comes to matters of doctrine and morals.  To knowingly and willingly reject a doctrinal teaching of the Church - such as Hell being eternal - is a mortal sin, and can, ironically, cause you to end up in Hell for all of eternity.
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Q: I'm Catholic, but I do not understand nor have answers to why we use statues and blessed images in the Catholic Church as opposed to God's commandment in Exodus 20.

I'm not against this practice, i just want to understand why, and as well, know how to convince non-Catholics, because the only explanation I've gotten so far and can still remember is "there were statues on the ark of the covenant". I knew nothing about "why" when a friend (Catholic) asked me to constructively explain why and not defensively.

A: Let's begin by looking very closely at the prohibition in Exodus 20 regarding the making of "graven images" and see if it actually says what many Protestants think it says.  Exodus 20:2-5, "I am the Lord your God...You shall have no other gods before Me.  You shall not make for yourself a graven image, or any likeness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth; you shall not bow down to them or serve them; for I the Lord your God am a jealous God..."

This whole passage from Exodus 20 is all about the fact that there is one God we should worship.  It begins with, "I am the Lord your God," and ends with "I the Lord your God am (a jealous God)."  The operative word is "I."  One.  There is one God that the Israelites are to worship.  Furthermore, the words that seem, to Protestants, to prohibit the making of a graven image or of any likeness of anything in heaven or on earth are proceeded by: "You shall have no other gods before Me," and they are followed by: "...you shall not bow down to them or serve them."  Which means, given the context, this is not an absolute prohibition upon the Israelites against the making of graven images or any likeness of things in heaven or on earth, rather they are being prohibited from making such images and then turning around and worshipping them.

In Romans 1:22-28, we see Paul telling the Romans about men who, "Claiming to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling mortal man or birds or animals or reptiles.  Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity...because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator...And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to a base mind and to improper conduct."

Does Paul tell the Romans that God gave these men up in the lusts of their hearts simply because they made graven images or images of things in heaven or on earth?  No!  He gave them up in the lusts of their hearts because they viewed these images as gods and they worshipped the images they had made.  They forsook worship of the one true God for the worship of idols.  

So the prohibition against graven images in Exodus 20 is not an absolute prohibition against making graven images or images of things in heaven or on earth, it is a prohibition against worshipping them as gods.  And we know this is true from the Bible itself!

In Numbers, 21:8-9, God commands Moses to make a graven image: "And the Lord said to Moses, 'Make a fiery serpent, and set it on a pole; and every one who is bitten, when he sees it, shall live.'  So Moses made a bronze serpent, and set it on a pole; and if a serpent bit any man, he would look at the bronze serpent and live."  So, not only are graven images not forbidden to be made, but God Himself commands the making of one!  And, this graven image is used, by God, in a religious context, to heal those who had been bitten by serpents after they had grumbled against God.  And, in the New Testament, this graven image is even seen as an Old Testament type of Christ: "And as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of man be lifted up, that whoever believes in Him may have eternal life," (John 3:14-15).  The graven image of the serpent had a religious purpose!

Imagine that, a graven image, commanded by God to be made; used by God in the physical healing of the Israelites; and seen by the Word of God as a symbol for the spiritual healing of all people by Jesus Christ!  I don't understand how any Protestant who is in any way familiar with Scripture could read Exodus 20 as an absolute prohibition against the making of graven or any other type of image.

So, was the making of this graven image a bad thing?  Obviously not.  However, what happened to that same bronze serpent several hundred years later?  2 Kings 18:4 tells us that King Hezekiah destroyed the bronze serpent.  Why?  Because the people at that time had begun worshipping it as a god.  So, as a graven image, there was no problem with it.  As a graven image that the people were bowing down to and serving, there was a big problem.  The scriptural principle we can take away from this is that graven images, or images of things in heaven or on earth are not, in and of themselves, bad things - even if they are used for religious purposes.  It is when they are worshipped as gods that there is a problem.

That graven images are not necessarily a problem is confirmed by other passages of Scripture.  There are a number of other places in Scripture where God commands the making of graven images, and it is always within a religious context.  In Exodus 25:18-19, God commands the making of the two cherubim of gold that are on either side of the mercy seat that sits atop the Ark of the Covenant.  Think about that.  God commands graven images to be placed on top of the Ark of the Covenant - the holiest religious artefact in all of Israel!  There are graven images of flowers on the lampstands of the Tent of Meeting (Numbers 8:4).  Then, when it came to the building of the Temple of Solomon, God commanded the making of all sorts of graven images for use in the Temple.  We see this in 1 Kings 6:18, 23, 27-29, 32, 35; 7:18, 20, 25, 29, 36.  Graven images in the Temple of Solomon!  In the vision of Ezekiel given to him by God, there is a temple and in the temple are graven images (Ezekiel 41:17-20).

Also, in the New Testament, there is a passage in Galatians that is very interesting in regard to this topic. Galatians 3:1, "O foolish Galatians!  Who has bewitched you, before whose eyes Jesus Christ was publicly portrayed as crucified?  

The Galatians had seen an image of Christ crucified.  They had seen a crucifix!  Now, was it a live representation of Christ crucified, or was it a carved image - a graven image - of Christ crucified?  We can't really be sure, but one thing is for sure, they were looking at an image of Christ on the cross - a crucifix.  

Finally, you find graven images and images of things in heaven and on earth all in and through most Protestant homes and churches.  You find them in the children's books that have drawings of Jesus and of angels and of man and beast.  Not to mention the drawings of the Holy Spirit as a dove.  You find them in the nativity scenes that many Protestant churches and homes have.  I've heard of Protestants who wear pins in the shape of a dove to represent the Holy Spirit.  And what about the pictures they have of family members and friends at home and the office?  I mean, all of those things, if you take an absolutist view of Exodus 20:4, are under the ban.  They are all prohibited.  

"Wait a minute," someone might say, "we don't worship those images and don't use them in our worship ceremonies like Catholics do."  In other words, when they are called on it, most Protestants, if not all, will agree that the making of graven images, of images of things in heaven and on earth, are not prohibited by Exodus 20:4.  It is when they are worshipped as gods that there is a problem.  Which is exactly what I have been saying here.  

Folks, Catholics do not worship any of the statues or paintings or crucifixes or any other such images that are in our churches.  "But," someone may protest, "I have seen Catholics kiss their statues and kneel before them."  So?  I have seen Protestants kiss pictures of their wife and children - does that mean they worship them?  I kneel before my bed to say my prayers every morning - does that mean I worship my bed?  I have seen Protestants kneel before Bibles to pray - does that mean they worship a book made of paper and ink?  Not at all.  If anyone who calls himself Catholic actually worships a statue, then he really is not Catholic and has absolutely no understanding of Catholic teaching and practice.  

All of which is to say, that the Protestant argument regarding Catholics violating the Commandment by making images of things in heaven and on earth, is null and void.  It makes no scriptural sense.  It makes no logical sense.  It makes no common sense.  It is a false accusation against Catholics that people who call themselves "children of God" should be ashamed to make.

Was Jesus rich? / The “wealth” of the Vatican (See also page 20)
http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/366-was-jesus-rich-and-the-wealth-of-the-vatican 
Introduction

Was Jesus rich?  Is material wealth part of the plan of Jesus for His followers?  Is the Vatican wealthy?  I received an email from a reader, Garrett, about something he had heard from a couple of different Evangelicals along these lines - although I would more properly classify them as "health and wealth" gospel folks - so I thought I would respond.

Hi John,

I follow your newsletter and had a question that I've encountered on two occasions. Both were from "born again" evangelicals. The premise is that Christ was "rich" as in worldly possessions. They claim that even one of the disciples carried the money bags for Jesus. Further, Peter owned a fishing company. 

Many of this seems contradictory to my study of the Word and to many of Jesus's teachings. They claim that Jesus, on the cross, was not only Sin, but poverty. So they say that growing in Christ, as you accept Him more, will not only make you spiritually wealthy, but also financially. 

I never looked into this as my study seem to point the opposite direction as His message seem to be about ignoring worldly riches. I figure you may have some insight on this?

As a Catholic, it is hard for me to ignore that The Church has amassed quite a fortune in its nearly 2000 years of existence. Is one of the promises of Christ, to be rich? I know St. Francis of Assisi gave up his wealth. In order to serve.  More rationalization to keep their preacher/minister rich? 

I thank you in advance for an input you may have as I know your time is limited.

Warmest Regards, Garret
Garret,
       What these guys were trying to feed you is a load of garbage. First of all, you need to realize that everything they said to you is simply their fallible, non-authoritative, man-made, private interpretation of Scripture.  And their private fallible interpretation carries no weight whatsoever.  Should you run across these folks again, ask them this question: Is your interpretation of Scripture infallible?  And immediately follow-up that question with: And by what binding authority do you try and impose your interpretation of the Scriptures on me?  

       The answer is, no, their interpretation is not infallible and they do not have any authority over you, or anyone else for that matter, by which to bind you to their fallible interpretation of the Bible.  So, all you really have to say to them is, "Sorry, but I disagree with your fallible, man-made, private interpretation of Scripture."

       You could, however, also point out to them that nowhere does the Bible describe Jesus as being rich in terms of possessions.  In fact, it indicates quite the opposite.  First, we see that the offering that Mary and Joseph make when they take the baby Jesus to Jerusalem (Luke 2:24), is the offering prescribed in the Old Testament for the poor (Lev 12:8).  So, Jesus did not come from a wealthy family.  

       Also, the Bible seems to indicate that Jesus had no possessions.  Luke 9:58, "And Jesus said to him, 'Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests, but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay His head."  
Well, if Jesus was rich, and owned property, then He did indeed have a place to lay His head.  Furthermore, what does He tell His disciples when He sends them out to preach?  Does He say, "Here, each of you take a bag of gold coins and go out to preach to the towns and villages, and make sure to buy everyone a good meal?"  No, He tells them to "Carry no purse, no bag, no sandals."  And He further told them to remain in one house in whatever town they go to and to eat and drink "whatever they provide."  He never said, "Find the best hotel and eat at the finest restaurants."  

       When Jesus asked the disciples to feed the five thousand, what did they say?  "No problem, Jesus, we'll go get some food and bring it back in a bit?"  No, they said, "Shall we go and buy two hundred denarii worth of bread and give it to them to eat?" (Mark 6:37).  In other words, they didn't have that kind of cash.  And when Jesus asked them what they did have in the way of food, they replied that they had only five loaves and two fish among them. 

       And why, if earthly riches were part of the reward for being a disciple of Jesus, did Jesus tell the rich young man to sell all that he had, give it to the poor, and then to come follow Him (Matt 19:21-22)?  That makes no sense.  Jesus should have said, "C'mon, brother, we love having rich folks like you in our group."  Or, He should have said, "Sell all that you have and give it to Me."  Furthermore, Jesus tells His disciples that it is harder for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to get into Heaven (Mark 10:25).  Does any of that sound like something a person who was preaching the gospel of material riches would say?  Has Joel Osteen ever told his flock that all they have to do to get that Mercedes they want is to sell everything they have and give it to the poor?

       And, let's not forget about the Parable of the Sower and the Seeds (Matt 13:1-9, 18-23).  A man sows seeds and some of the seeds land on the path, others on the rocky ground, others among the thorns, and then still other seed fell on good soil. Jesus tells us that the seed that fell among the thorns represents those who hear the Word of God, but the cares of the world and the "delight in riches" choke the Word, and it proves unfruitful (Matt 13:22).  Exactly how does that fit in with a gospel of material wealth?  It doesn't.  

       Now, regarding the "money bags" that one of the disciples carried for Jesus.  Well, that disciple just so happens to have been Judas.  And Scripture tells us that Judas seemed to be more focused on the material things of this world than He was on the spiritual aspects of Jesus' ministry.  We see this especially in John 12:4-6.  So, yes, Judas carried a money box (John 12:6).  

       But, if these guys wish to model themselves after Judas, rather than Jesus or the other Apostles, tell them to go right ahead.  Besides, the money in the money box, in addition to being used to feed the poor (and Judas' materialism), was used to feed Jesus and all of His disciples.  After all, they gave up everything they had to follow him (Matt 19:27), including their jobs (Matt 4:20).  They needed to eat, didn't they?  Again, not a lifestyle that makes a whole lot of sense if Jesus is preaching a gospel of material riches in addition to spiritual riches.  So the money in the money box, which they undoubtedly received via donations from supporters, was not used to make Jesus or anyone else materially rich.  Anyone who wishes to interpret it that way is really stretching the bounds of credulity.

       And this thing about Peter owning a "fishing company."  Really?!  That's like saying Joseph owned a carpentry company.  Or that Matthew owned a tax accounting company.  There is no evidence from Scripture that Peter was some sort of rich, fishing industry entrepreneur, who employed 50 or more workers and therefore had to provide his employees with Obamacare.  But, even if he was, the Bible tells us that he gave it all up to follow Jesus (Matt 4:20; 19:27).

       Finally, in regard to your comment about the Church's "fortune" that it has amassed.  I have written on that before, so I will simply copy that response below.  This was written a few years back, but I would imagine that the numbers are still relatively close to how things are today. The link for that newsletter is here: http://www.biblechristiansociety.com/newsletter/53-apologetics-for-the-masses-issue-49 (That’s the one on page 20)
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Introduction
Got an email the other day asking about how to defend the claim of Seventh Day Adventists that the Catholic Church changed the Sabbath to Sunday and, in doing so, acted in a manner contrary to the Word of God.  So, I thought I would show you how to respond to that claim.

"I would like to suggest [you] doing a lesson on Sunday as being the day for Christians and not the Saturday Sabbath as endorsed by Seventh Day Adventists.  I have a relative that belongs to that misguided group and I would like to learn how to guide them out of there and into the true church - the Catholic Church."

 

     This is how I respond to Seventh Day Adventists (SDA):

     First, I agree with them that it was indeed the Catholic Church that changed the day of worship for Christians from Saturday to Sunday.  And I point out that since this change can be traced back to the earliest years of Christianity, the SDA's are essentially agreeing with Catholics that it was the Catholic Church which was the original Christian church founded by Jesus.  And I make note of the fact that the Scriptures tell us that the church founded by Jesus was guided by the Holy Spirit (John 14:16-17; 16:13).  

     Next, I point them to Matt 16:19 and Matt 18:18 and show them that the church Jesus founded was given, by Him, the authority to bind and loose on earth what would then be bound and loosed in Heaven.  And this binding and loosing authority is why the Catholic Church was able to change the day of worship to Sunday.  

     Now, of course, they generally disagree with anything I've said to this point, so I ask them a couple of questions to drive home the point: 1) If the Catholic Church wasn't the original Christian church, then how can you claim it was the Catholic Church that changed the day of worship from Saturday to Sunday?  2) You do believe Jesus gave His church the power to bind and loose as it says in Matt 16 and 18, right?  Well, can you tell me what your church has ever bound and loosed on earth that is also bound and loosed in Heaven?  

     This last question is to make the point that if they believe their church is THE church - if it is a true church - then it should have the power to bind and loose on earth AND IN HEAVEN.  This means the church has the authority to make rulings that are binding on all Christians and that God Himself enforces.  But I've never heard of an SDA claiming such authority for their church.  If Jesus gave the church the power to bind and loose, then to be a true church it would at least claim to have the authority to bind and loose.  Furthermore, it would have used that authority - I mean, why would Jesus give the church the authority to bind and loose and the church never use it?  That makes no sense.  

     Now, this is not "proof" their church is a false church, but remember, you're not out to "prove" anything, you're just building the case a little bit of evidence at a time.  One other thing you could throw in somewhere along the line is to ask them if they know why their church is called "Adventist."  The point here is that the founding of their church can be historically traced back to the 1800's and an American preacher named William Miller.  He incorrectly predicted the 2nd Coming (or 2nd Advent) of Christ in the 1840's - twice.  So his followers were called Adventists.  One of his disciples was Ellen Gould White who was the founder of what we now know as the Seventh Day Adventists.  

     In other words, their denomination can be traced back to only about 150 years ago, which means it is not the church founded by Jesus Christ in Israel 2000 years ago.  And, it came into existence because of a preacher who incorrectly predicted the date of the 2nd Coming.  He was wrong in what he taught.  Not to mention, that by saying he knew the date of the 2nd Coming, he was placing himself above Christ, who said that no one knows the day or the hour of the 2nd Coming (Matt 24:36).  Would I want to be a part of a "church" that traces itself back to a preacher who lived only 150 years ago and who thought he knew more than the Bible?  Don't think so....

     In addition to all of that, we have evidence, from the Bible, that shows the early Christians were worshipping on Sunday as a matter of course.  In Acts 20:7, we are told that the Christians were gathered together "on the first day of the week" to "break bread."  This breaking of bread is also known as the Eucharist, or the Lord's Supper, as Protestants would call it.  It is a part of Christian worship.  So, Acts 20:7 shows the Christians gathered together on the first day of the week, Sunday, to worship.  

     This is also backed up by 1 Cor 16:2 when Paul tells the Corinthians that they are to put something aside for the church in Jerusalem on "the first day of every week" - Sunday.  Hmmm... were they perhaps taking up a collection every Sunday when they went to church?  That's a reasonable explanation.

     But, the Scripture passage that I use most often, and which I believe is the strongest evidence that Christians were indeed worshipping on a Sunday, or at least not on Saturday, is from Colossians 2:16.  The Colossian Christians were, for the most part, Gentiles.  They were, however, like the Galatians, being pressured by Judaizers to adhere to the Old Law - the dietary laws, the festivals, and the Sabbath.  So, in chapter 2, verse 16, Paul tells them not to let anyone judge them in regard to "questions of food and drink or with regard to a festival or a new moon or a sabbath." 

     That passage makes absolutely no sense unless the Colossians were not adhering to the Jewish practices regarding kosher food, celebrating the festivals and the new moons, and particularly the Sabbath (Saturday) worship.  So, not only is it obvious that the Gentile Christians were not worshipping on Saturday, but it is obvious that Paul had absolutely no problem with that.  So, if Paul had no problem with it, the question becomes: Why do the Seventh Day Adventists have a problem with it?

     I want to finish this up by noting that Sunday is not the new "Sabbath."  A lot of Catholics, and non-Catholic Christians as well, will often refer to Sunday as the Sabbath for Christians, but technically it isn't.  Sunday has replaced the Sabbath for Christians.  The Catechism says, "Just as the seventh day, or Sabbath, completes the first creation, so the 'eighth day,' Sunday, the day of the week on which Jesus rose from the dead, is celebrated as the 'holy day' by Christians - the day on which the 'new creation' began.  Thus the Christian observance of Sunday fulfills the commandment to remember and keep holy the Sabbath day."

     Well, one last point: Always remember that your job is not to convert anyone...that is the Holy Spirit's job.  Your job is to just throw out the seeds and pray that they land on good soil.  So, if you make the points above, or any other points along these lines, with an SDA and seem to be getting nowhere, do not get frustrated and do not give up hope.  Just keep making the points and keep praying...
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