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This will be the first in an on-going series of newsletters that will begin with the question: Why Do Catholics...?  The series is intended to answer questions that non-Catholics often have about the Catholic Faith.  So, it will be addressed to non-Catholics, but it will not be in the usual format of these newsletters which is a debate/dialogue format.  These will be just straightforward explanations for why Catholics believe and do what we believe and do.  Why do Catholics worship Mary (as many think we do)?  Why do Catholics not believe in the rapture (at least, not the Left Behind version of it)?  Why do Catholics believe in Purgatory?  Why do Catholics make the sign of the Cross?  Why do Catholics believe works make a difference in one's salvation?  And so on.
And the first of the series will be: Why do Catholics confess their sins to a priest, instead of going straight to God?  This isn't the question most often asked of Catholics, but it is a very common question, nonetheless; so it's as good a place to start as any.

I hope you enjoy the series and I hope you will send these around to your friends who are not Catholic.  And ask them what questions they have in regard to Why Do Catholics...?  and pass those questions along to me and I'll see if I can't fit them into a future newsletter.
Q: Why do Catholics confess their sins to a priest, instead of going straight to God?
A: The easiest, and most direct, way of answering that question is to simply say, "Because that's the way we believe Jesus wants us to do it."  Alright, fine.  "But," you may ask, "Why do we believe that Jesus wants us to confess our sins to a priest?"  After all, the priest is just a man, right?  He can't forgive our sins.

       Well, the first thing to consider in all of this is the Word of God.  What does the Bible say?  I like to start in the Old Testament when talking about confessing sins to a priest.  There's a passage in Leviticus, chapter 5, that I think applies to this question.  In the first few verses of Leviticus 5, it lists a series of sins.  Then, in verse 5, it says, “When a man is guilty in any of these, he shall confess the sin he has committed, and he shall bring his guilt offering to the Lord for the sin which he has committed...and the priest shall make atonement for him for his sin.”  And this is repeated in verse 11, "...and the priest shall make atonement for him for the sin which he has committed, and he shall be forgiven."  And it is repeated in verse 13 and verse 16 and in verse 7 of chapter 6. 

       So what do we see happening here?  First, we see that to be forgiven of sin, the Israelites had to confess their sins.  No problem there, right?  Everyone knows that you have to repent and confess your sins in order to be forgiven - 1 John 1:9, “If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just, and will forgive our sins and cleanse us from all unrighteousness.”

       Second, it looks as if there was a penance to be performed after their sins are confessed - a “guilt offering” was brought to the Lord.  Third, we need to notice that a person could not go straight to God to have his sins forgiven.  God Himself set things up so His people had to go to a priest to have their sins forgiven.  Why did God do that? 

       Now, when I bring up this passage from Leviticus, I usually hear an objection along these lines: "Wait a minute, that's the Old Testament.  The Old Testament law has been done away with and we are no longer obliged to confess our sins in the same way.  After all, do you take a lamb or a goat or pigeons to be sacrificed when you go and confess your sins?"  Fair question. 

       No, we’re not bound by the Old Testament law any more.  However, I would like you to consider two New Testament passages that are relevant here.  The first is 2 Tim 3:16, which says, “All scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness.” All Scripture!  So, keep in mind, that the Old Testament is 1) Inspired by God, 2) Profitable for teaching, and 3) Profitable for training in righteousness. 

       The 2nd relevant passage is Hebrews 10:1, “For since the law has but a shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of these realities...”  
The law - the Old Testament practices - were a “shadow” of the “true form” of the good things to come.  Which means the Old Testament practices should give us an outline - some hint or clue - as to the equivalent New Testament practices, since they are a “shadow” of the things to come.  God, in the Old Covenant, was in effect, teaching us...training us... giving us clues...for what was to come under the New Covenant.

       For example, the Old Testament teaches us that the forgiveness of sin involves sacrifice and the shedding of blood.  In the New Testament, Jesus is sacrificed and sheds His blood for the forgiveness of sin.  In the Old Testament, one entered into covenant with God through the circumcision of the foreskin (Genesis 17:9-14).  In the New Testament, one enters into covenant with God through the circumcision of the flesh that is made without hands (Colossians 2:11-12).  In the Old Testament, forgiveness of sins involved the office of the priest.  So, in the New Testament, the forgiveness of sins should involve...what?

       If Leviticus 5 is "a shadow of the good things to come," and it teaches us and trains us in righteousness, then what conclusions can we draw from it?  Again, in the Old Covenant, for sins to be forgiven, we see: 1) confession of sin, 2) penance, 3) the involvement of the priest, and 4) the shedding of blood. In the New Covenant, for sins to be forgiven, we also see: 1) the confession of sin, and 2) the shedding of blood - the blood of Jesus - so is it entirely unreasonable to believe that it also involves a priest and penance, as the Old Testament apparently was teaching us?

       You might say, "Well, after the death of Jesus and the tearing of the veil in the Temple, we now have direct access to God so there is no longer any need for a priest."  I've heard that argument and I understand where that argument is coming from, but I would ask you to consider the following two questions:

       1) Does the Bible somewhere say that the priesthood is no longer needed?  No, it doesn't. 

       2) When 1 John 1:9 tells us that we are to confess our sins so that God will forgive them, does it - or any passage of Scripture - say that we are to confess our sins only to God alone, and not to man?  Again, no, it doesn’t. 

       In fact, in James 5:16, the Bible commands us to confess our sins to “one another”.  So we see that the Bible telling us to confess our sins to our fellow man, and not just to God alone.  And, here in James 5, what do we see?  Right before we are commanded to confess our sins to one another, we are told, in verse 14, to "call for the elders of the church."  It seems God wants certain men - the elders of the church - to be involved in the process of the confession and forgiveness of sin.  Sounds a lot like Leviticus, chapter 5, where God commanded the Israelites to go to a priest.  Remember, the Old Testament contains the "shadow of the good things to come". 

       Okay, let me get to the final point which needs to be addressed in regard to this particular topic: This Catholic belief that a priest - a mere man - can forgive sins.  Let me begin to address this by asking a question: Can God use one human being to physically heal another human being?  I think you will agree with me that the answer is, "Yes."  We have numerous biblical accounts - Old and New Testament - of people being healed by others.  Well, was that healing power and authority of human or divine origin? Again, I think you will agree with me that it was of divine origin.  It is God's power.  But, God exercised His power and authority to heal, through men.  I wonder why He didn't just heal them directly, instead of using other men to do so. 

       The thing is, if God can use one human being to physically heal another, could He not also use one human being to spiritually heal another?  Catholics believe He can.  We believe all things are possible with God.  But, understand this, please!  It is God’s power, but He chooses to exercise that power through men.  Is there anything in the Bible that would back us up on this?  Yes, actually, there is.  The first passage I would point to is one already mentioned, James 5:14-16, about how we are to call the elders before we are told to confess our sins to one another.  Why call the elders?  The next passages are from Mark and Matthew.  Mark 2, verse 7 - this is the story of Jesus healing a paralytic.  Mark 2:7 says, “Why does this man speak thus?  It is blasphemy!  Who can forgive sins but God alone?”  Many people in our day and age agree with the scribes here.  Jesus, though, goes on to show us something a little bit different. 

       In Matthew 9, we see the same story of the healing of the paralytic that occurs in Mark chapter 2.  In verse 3 it has the scribes saying, “This man is blaspheming.”  Again, they say that because they believe God alone can forgive sins.  And what happens?  In verse 6 Jesus tells them, “But that you may know that the Son of man has authority on earth to forgive sins...”  Jesus then tells the paralytic to rise up and go home, and he does.  And what does Scripture tell us in verse 8?  “When the crowds saw it, they were afraid, and they glorified God, who had given such authority to a man.”  To a man?  No!  To “men”.  Plural!  Scripture tells us that God gave this authority to “men”, not just to “a man” - Jesus Christ - but to men!  And exactly what authority did God give to men?  Verse 6 - the authority on earth to forgive sins!  Scripture very plainly tells us that God gave “men” the authority on earth to forgive sins.  And, in context, this is not the authority of, say, me forgiving you for saying something bad about me or stealing something from me.  No, this is the same authority to forgive sins that the Son of man has (verse 6). 

       And what Scripture says here is reiterated in the Gospel of John.  John 20:21-23 - “Jesus said to them again, ‘Peace be with you.  As the Father has sent me, even so I send you.’  And when He had said this, He breathed on them, and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit.  If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained.’”
       Verse 21: “As the Father has sent me, even so I send you.”  How did the Father send Jesus?  We just saw in Matthew 9:6 that “the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins”.  So, the Father sent Jesus with the authority on earth to forgive sins.  Now, Jesus is sending out the Apostles as the Father sent Him.  So, what authority do the Apostles have?  The authority on earth to forgive sins.  And in verse 23 He can’t get much clearer on this: “If you forgive the sins of any they are forgiven, if you retain the sins of any, they are retained.”  

       Why would Jesus give the Apostles the power to forgive or retain sins, unless He expected people to confess their sins to them?  After all, how can you forgive or retain someone’s sins unless you first know what their sins are?  And how can you know what they are, except by them confessing their sins to you?  This fits very well with what we saw in James 5 - we are supposed to confess our sins to men, not just to God alone.  And not just any men, but the elders - the leaders - of the church.  Yes, we confess our sins to God, but the system Catholics believe God Himself has set up for us to receive His forgiveness, involves confessing our sins to men.  The Bible - Old and New Testament - seems to us to be very clear on this.  The priest is an integral part of how God set up the system for receiving forgiveness of sin.  That needs to be emphasized, this is how God set things up, not man. 

       I am not going to say that all of this definitively "proves" the Catholic belief in regard to the Sacrament of Confession - confessing our sins to God, and receiving forgiveness of sins from God, through the office of the priest.  Jesus working in and through the priest to heal our souls.  I would not want, in any way, to try and force my beliefs on you.  But I hope this at least gives you a better understanding of what we believe and why we believe it.  And I would simply ask that you ponder the Scripture verses mentioned here.  Soak in them for a while.  And, if you end up disagreeing with the "Catholic" interpretation of these verses, then I would issue a friendly challenge to you: Come up with an alternative interpretation that fits all of the above-mentioned verses together in a manner that makes better sense.  The Word of God directly says that "men" were given the authority on earth to forgive sins - we are simply doing our best to follow what we believe God has given us in His Word.
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Here is the 2nd in the Why Do Catholics...? series.  The series is intended to answer, in a simple and direct manner, questions that non-Catholics often have about the Catholic Faith.  So, please keep in mind that it is addressed primarily to non-Catholics. 
The question this week is: "Why do Catholics worship Mary?"  I had only been back in the faith for a few months (after being away for 13 years), when I was visiting a couple of good friends of mine who I had not seen in about a year.  I don't think I had been at their house for even ten minutes when Linda just matter-of-factly stated, "Why do Catholics worship Mary?"  She wasn't hostile about it at all, she was just genuinely curious.  We hadn't even been talking about religion, though, so the question caught me a bit off guard.  I replied, "We don't, where did you hear that?"  "My pastor said it in our Bible study this past Sunday."  I went on to answer her question, and she accepted the answer with, "Oh, okay, that makes sense."

So, this is a particularly favorite question of mine, as answering Linda's question was the very first time I ever engaged in apologetics, although I had never heard the term "apologetics" at that time.
Q: Why do Catholics worship Mary?
A: The easiest, and most direct, way of answering that question is to simply say, "We don't."  But, I'm sure that isn't enough to satisfy anyone who asks that question.  After all, most folks who ask that question are probably thinking, "Wait a minute, if you don't worship Mary, then why do you pray to her and kneel in front of her statues and all the other things Catholics do?  Isn't that worshipping her?"

       Very good question.  Let me respond to it one objection at a time.  First, this thing about Catholics "praying" to Mary.  When Catholics say we "pray" to Mary - or to any of the other saints - you need to understand our language.  Catholics and non-Catholics often use the same words, but they can sometimes mean different things.  When Catholics say we "pray" to Mary, what we mean by that is this: We are simply asking Mary to do something for us...to pray for us.  We use the word "pray," in this context, as it was commonly used in older English: "I pray thee fetch me a drink."  "I pray thee come with me to town."  It's a request.  To "pray" to Mary, then, is to make a request of Mary...a request for prayer.   

       And we see this most directly when we pray a Hail Mary.  What do the words of the prayer say?  "Holy Mary, Mother of God, pray for us sinners now, and at the hour of our death."  So, when we "pray" to Mary, what we are really doing is simply asking Mary to pray for us, just as we would ask anyone here on Earth to pray for us.  It's no different. 

       For example, if I were to ask you to, say, pray for my daughter to get one of the scholarships she's applying for in order to go to college, what would you say?  You would undoubtedly say, "Yes, of course, I would be happy to pray for that intention for your daughter."  What you wouldn't say is, "Why are you praying to me about your daughter getting a scholarship?"  You should worship God and God alone."  You wouldn't equate asking you for prayer with worshipping you, would you?  Of course not!  Well, it's the same principle in regard to Mary.

       You know that it is a good and holy thing for one member of the Body of Christ to pray for another member of the Body of Christ.  And that by asking someone for prayer we are not worshipping them.  Well, if it's okay to ask a member of the Body of Christ here on Earth to pray for us, why isn't it okay for us to ask a member of the Body of Christ in Heaven to pray for us?  And, again, that's exactly what we are doing when we "pray" to Mary and to the saints.  We are asking them, essentially, to add their prayers - as members of the Body of Christ in Heaven - to ours as we place them before the throne of God. 

       We are not, as some would accuse us of doing, praying to Mary instead of Jesus.  "Well, yeah, I prayed to Jesus for a new job, but He isn't answering me, so I'm going to pray to Mary instead to see if she can get it done."  No!  Catholics understand that a person cannot "pray" to Mary without going through Jesus.  We also understand that Mary has no power, no authority, apart from what Jesus gives to her.  Mary has no power or authority of her own.  So we cannot "pray" to Mary instead of Jesus.

       Mary is a member of the Body of Christ.  Jesus is the Head of the Body.  The Body is nothing without the Head.  The Church, in its official teaching states that Mary can do nothing apart from Christ.  That everything she is capable of doing "flows forth from the superabundance of the merits of Christ, rests on His mediation, [and] depends entirely on it..." (Catechism of the Catholic Church, paragraph #970).  The Catechism also clearly defines Mary as a "creature"...a creation of God (#722). 

       Which means that we do not worship Mary in any sense of the word because we do not consider her to be divine and we do not consider her to have any authority or power outside of that given to her by her Son.  So, again, our "prayers" to Mary are simply our requests for prayer from another member of the Body of Christ.

       Now, regarding kneeling in front of statues of Mary...well, kneeling in front of something does not automatically signify worship, does it?  If it does, then I worship my bed every morning when I kneel by it to say my prayers.  Also, I've known of Protestants who kneel to say their prayers while having an open Bible in front of them.  Does that mean they worship the paper and the ink that is the book?  I mean, while the Bible does indeed convey the Word of God, it is, nevertheless, just paper and ink.  It is not God.  So does a person worship paper and ink when they kneel in front of a Bible to pray?  Of course not.

       Kneeling in front of a statue of Mary...or of any of the other saints...is not a sign of worship, it is a sign of respect and a sign of honor and a sign of love.  And it is not a sign of respect and honor and love for the statue, but for the person the statue represents.  Catholics respect, honor, and love Mary...just as Jesus did, and still does.  We cannot come close to matching Him in His love for His mother, but we are still called to imitate Him in His love for her. 

       "All generations" are to call Mary blessed.  As Catholics, we do our best to honor those words of Scripture, and to honor and imitate the love of Jesus for His mother.  We do not, however, worship her or place her on an equal footing with Her Son.  She is a creature...no more, no less.  We reserve our worship for God, and God alone.

       "Wait a minute, what about this thing where you call Mary 'Mediatrix' and 'Co-Redemptrix' - isn't that saying she is equal to Jesus, which would make her God?"  Okay, here's the deal with all of that - those two titles for Mary essentially have to do with the fact that God gave us Jesus through Mary.  So, just as sin entered the world through Eve, so salvation entered the world through Mary.  Saving grace entered the world through Mary.  God could have given us Jesus without going through Mary, but He chose to use Mary to accomplish the salvation of the world.  That is something to always keep in mind - God chose Mary for this purpose and He didn't have to do that.  Mary cooperated with God in that she freely said, "Yes," - "Let it be done unto me according to Thy Word," (Luke 1:38). 

       So, when Mary is called "Co-Redemptrix" or "Mediatrix," it doesn't mean that she redeemed anyone, or that she is a mediator between God and man in the sense that Jesus is.  It means that through her the redemption of the human race was accomplished. Jesus redeemed mankind.  Jesus came into the world through Mary.  Therefore, mankind was redeemed through Mary, but not by Mary.  The prefix "co" here does not mean "equal to" - as if Mary is equal to Jesus - it means "with."  Mary cooperated with God - with her Son - to accomplish the redemption of the world.  These titles point to Mary's unique role in the salvation of mankind.  They do not suggest or imply, in any way, that Mary is somehow equal to Jesus or that anyone is saved by Mary's blood. 

       These two titles celebrate and honor Mary's special place in the Kingdom of God.  The mother of the King of kings.  "The mother of my Lord," (Luke 1:43).  The mother of the Redeemer.  The mother of the "one mediator between God and man," (1 Tim 2:5).  The mother of the Savior.

       So, again, we do not worship Mary.  Do we honor her?  Do we love her?  Do we pay her our respect?  Yes, yes, and yes!  Some may accuse Catholics of going overboard in the attention we give to Mary, but here's the thing - were all Catholics, everywhere, to pay honor to Mary 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, every week of their lives, we would never come close to giving her the amount of honor that God Himself gave her by choosing her to bear His Son.  So, if God can honor Mary in such an awe-inspiring fashion, shouldn't we do what little we can to imitate Him? 
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Here is the 3rd in the Why Do Catholics...? series. The series is intended to answer, in a simple and direct manner, questions that non-Catholics often have about the Catholic Faith.  So, please keep in mind that it is addressed primarily to non-Catholics.
This week is on papal infallibility... 

Q: Why do Catholics believe the Pope is infallible?
A: The answer to that, in a nutshell, is: Catholics believe it because the Church teaches it.  I know...I know...I've heard the objections to that answer many times, and you may be thinking one or more of them right now.  "The Church?!  Why do you let the Church tell you what to believe?  Why don't you read the Bible and decide for yourself?"  Or, "I don't care what your church says, the Bible says that all men are sinners (Rom 3:23), so the Pope can't be infallible."  Or, "No man, other than Jesus Christ, can claim to be infallible, regardless of what your church says."

       Okay, first, I want to define exactly what a Catholic means when they say the Pope is infallible, and then I want to look at this issue of infallibility using both the Bible and some good ol' common sense.

       In Catholic teaching, when we say that the Pope is infallible, we do not mean, as some assume, that we are saying the Pope can never make a mistake, or that he can never commit a sin, or anything else like that.  Infallibility has a very specific meaning in Catholic theology, and that meaning is this: The Pope, when he is teaching on a matter of faith and morals, to the entire Church, is prevented, by the Holy Spirit, from teaching error. 

       What exactly does that mean?  It means that the Pope can indeed teach error - on matters pertaining to history, economics, science, sports, global warming, politics, and a whole host of other topics.  Why?  Because those things are not matters of faith and morals.  It also means the Pope can indeed sin.  Every Pope has.  Being prevented from teaching error is completely different than being prevented from committing error, as when you sin.  Not committing sin is known as impeccability, not infallibility. 

       It also means that the Pope cannot, one day, decide to write a papal encyclical saying that, as a doctrinal teaching, Catholics are no longer required to believe in the Trinity.  Or send out a teaching that abortion is no longer a sin.  Or that Jesus didn't really die on the Cross.  Or that two men can indeed get "married."  Or anything else along those lines.  The Holy Spirit will prevent him from doing so. 

       Now, let's look at all of that.  Does it make sense?  Does it make biblical sense?  Does it make common sense?  A lot of people believe, as I mentioned above, that no man, except Jesus, could ever be said to be infallible.  Yet, when I ask these very same people about the infallibility of the Bible, something a bit odd happens.  They all state, without any hesitation, that the Bible is indeed infallible.  It is without error.  Well, let's think about that.  For the Bible to be infallible (or inerrant), that means the folks who wrote the various books of the Bible had to be...infallible...at least when they were writing their particular part of Scripture.  They had to be prevented from writing error.  Think about that.  Can an infallible book be written by a fallible man?  The answer is, no.  When they were writing their particular books of the Bible, each writer, inspired by the Holy Spirit, could commit no error.  They were - while writing - infallible.

       So, we have instances of a number of men, other than Jesus Christ, who were infallible - at least for some specific period of time.  Anyone who claims the Bible is the Word of God should admit to this.  Because, again, if Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, Isaiah, Ezekiel, and so on were not infallible - were not prevented by the Holy Spirit from making errors - when they were writing their respective books and letters that ended up in Scripture, then there is the possibility that they may have made a mistake in what they wrote.  So, if you believe the Bible is free from error, and inspired by the Holy Spirit, then you have to believe that the writers were infallible in what they wrote.  This kinda shoots a pretty big hole in the argument that only Jesus Christ was infallible.

       Now, you might be asking, "So what does all this have to do with the Pope?"  Well, here's the thing: the existence of the Bible as the inspired, infallible, inerrant Word of God, is evidence that God can, and has, bestowed the gift of infallibility on various men in the past.  So, one cannot argue that the gift of infallibility has been reserved to Jesus and Jesus alone.  Mere mortals have, at one time or another, been infallible.  In other words, we have precedent for the Catholic teaching on infallibility.

       So, we've eliminated the objection that infallibility can only apply to Jesus, and we've eliminated the objection that, since the Pope sins, he can't be infallible.  The question is, though, so what?  "You've cleared up this misunderstanding about infallibility not meaning the Pope can't sin.  And, yeah, okay, the writers of the Bible were inspired by the Holy Spirit and, therefore, had to be endowed with the gift of infallibility, since the Holy Spirit doesn't make mistakes.  But, how does that apply to the Pope?  After all, Catholics don't claim that he's writing Holy Spirit-inspired Scripture, do they?"  Well, no, we don't.  I'm just trying to show, as a first step in my argument, that infallibility is not exclusive to Jesus and has nothing to do with sinning.

       Next, I want to show how the Scriptures support the Catholic belief in the infallibility of the Pope.  For example, do not the Scriptures say, in Luke 10:16, "He who hears you hears me, and he who rejects you rejects me, and he who rejects me rejects Him who sent me?"  That's pretty powerful!  The Apostles were speaking with, and by, the authority of Jesus Himself.  So much so that Jesus tells them, "He who hears you, hears Me, and he who rejects you rejects Me."  If they were speaking with Jesus' own authority, would you say that there was the possibility they were teaching error?  Of course not.  If they could teach error, then that means there was the possibility of Jesus being identified with error.  Which means these disciples that Jesus is referring to were speaking infallibly on His behalf.

       "But," someone might say, "That was when Jesus was alive and still with the Apostles.  What assurance do we have that that was still true after Jesus ascended into Heaven?"  Well, in John 14:16-17, we have our answer.  It says, "And I will pray the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete, to be with you forever, even the Spirit of Truth...you know Him, for He dwells with you, and will be in you."  The Apostles received the Spirit of Truth - the Holy Spirit.  And then in verse 26 of John 14, "But the Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, He will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you."  And in John 16:13, "When the Spirit of Truth comes, He will guide you into all the truth..."  Jesus ascends into Heaven and then the Father sends the Holy Spirit in Jesus' name to be with the Apostles and to guide them unto all truth as they go out to teach all nations.

       So, the Apostles were able to teach on faith and morals without error - because they were guided by the Holy Spirit.  In other words, they had the charism, or gift, of infallibility, because the Holy Spirit doesn’t make mistakes.  In the Acts of the Apostles, ch. 8, there is the story about an Ethiopian eunuch who was reading from the Book of Isaiah.  In Acts 8, verses 30-31 it says, "So Philip ran to him, and heard him reading Isaiah the prophet, and asked, 'Do you understand what you are reading?'  And he said, 'How can I, unless... [unless!] someone guides me?'  And he invited Philip to come up and sit with him." 

       Scripture is plainly telling us that we need a guide to understand Scripture, and which would God give us - an infallible guide who could not lead us astray, or a fallible guide who could, possibly, every now and then, teach error?  And listen to what the Bible says about those guides who preached the gospel: 1 Peter 1:12, these men are those who "preached the good news to you through the Holy Spirit sent from Heaven".  They preached through the Holy Spirit!  There were men who preached with the authority of God the Father as given to them by Jesus Christ, Himself, and they were aided in using this authority by the third person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit.  In other words, they taught infallibly!

       Think about this: Jesus founded a church.  He sent the Holy Spirit to guide that church.  That church, as the Bible clearly shows, was led by men who were infallible in their teaching.  That's why the Bible could say that the church is the "pillar and bulwark of the truth," (1 Tim 3:15).  So, you need to think about this question: Could a church founded by Jesus Christ and guided by the Holy Spirit ever teach error in matters of faith and morals?  If you say, "Yes, it could," then you are left with the prospect of never being able to really know the truth.  And if you can't know the truth, then you can never be set free (John 8:32).  A church that can teach error in its doctrinal and moral teaching is a church that is not guided by the Holy Spirit.  

       But, if you say, "No, a church founded by Jesus and guided by the Holy Spirit cannot teach doctrinal or moral error," then you have just admitted that there is a church out there that has to have at least one person, or a group of persons, who are infallible - who cannot teach error in matters of faith and morals.  Because you cannot have a church that teaches infallibly if all the teachers in it are fallible.  It just doesn't work that way. 

       So, given that we Catholics believe our church was founded by Jesus, and that it is guided along its path by the Holy Spirit, that is why we accept the doctrinal teaching of the Church on this matter, and on all matters.  It doesn't make sense not to.  Either Jesus left us with an infallible guide, or He left us, each one, to our own devices, with no assurance of what is or is not the truth.  The former makes a lot of sense, the latter does not.

       One last point I want to make on this - I have heard, hundreds of times over, individuals claim that when they read the Bible, they are guided by the Holy Spirit in their interpretation and understanding of the Bible.  Yet, they claim that they are not infallible, because no man is infallible.  I have always wondered about that.  If a person is guided by the Holy Spirit in their interpretation of the Bible, then that interpretation has to be infallible...because the Holy Spirit is infallible.  If a person claims to be guided by the Holy Spirit, yet also claims to be fallible in their interpretations of the Bible, then they are essentially claiming that the Holy Spirit is fallible in His interpretations of Scripture.  If you're guided by the Holy Spirit, you are infallible in your interpretations.  If you are fallible in your interpretations, then you are not guided by the Holy Spirit.  It has to be one or the other.

       Infallibility makes good biblical sense and good common sense.  Without the gift of infallibility, we are simply left to hope and pray that we've gotten things right when it comes to faith and morals, because we can never really be sure.   
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